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Dear Readers, 
 
China’s double-speak, and its expansionist moves in India’s Ladakh region apart from its shenanigans 
in other regions of the world including the South China Sea, have troubled every stake-holder nation 
globally.

This is reflective of People’s Republic of China and its ruling Chinese Communist Party ambitions of 
becoming the numero uno superpower globally.

China and its ambitious president Xi Jinping have failed to realise that their upping the ante vis-à-
vis their southern and southeastern neighbours, be it in the Himalayas or the South China Sea has been 
premature.

China’s internal troubles such as its tanking economy and the restive youth population due to rising 
unemployment, dovetailed to an overwhelming, worldwide anger over its chicanery on the COVID-19 
pandemic, are bound to weigh in on Beijing’s dubious plans to rise to the top in the emerging new world 
order.

The coming together of democracies that stick to the rule of law and an order-based maritime activ-
ities globally, and respect for the global commons, including non-weaponisation of space and against 
cyber-attacks and digital espionage is bound to stop China in its tracks and this misadventure of Beijing 
is likely to meet the same fate as German dictator Hitler’s ambitions and the resultant humiliating defeat 
in World War-II.

Standing up to the aggressive behavior of Xi’s army in Ladakh, India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi 
has sent across a message during his visit to Nimu near Leh in Ladakh that none laying an evil eye on the 
Indian territory will be spared. That’s good enough signal to China if it really means what it says about 
abiding by the global laws of diplomacy, peace, and conciliation.

Global Support to India
Beijing must remember that a lot of nations across the globe have come in support of New Delhi in 

its military conflict in Ladakh. The United States and its President Donald J. Trump has been a steadfast 
friend of Narendra Modi.

This strong relationship between the world’s biggest and oldest democracies would mean it is end-
game as far as China’s devious plans in using its muscle power to expand its hegemony over South Asia, 
South East Asia, and East Asia.

Apart from the Quad arrangement, which has been elevated to the ministerial level now, India and the 
US also jointly hold military exercises with other nations. Donald Trump has decided to invite India to be 
part of the G7 discussion in September which he will be hosting.

These diplomatic developments apart, the US has continuously voiced its support to India’s moves in 
countering China’s aggression. On the military front, the US has sold nearly $18 billion worth of defence 
hardware to India in the last 12 years and that means, the Indian armed forces have some of the best 
weapon-delivering platforms and equipment that would come in handy at the times of crisis such as the 
Ladakh conflict.

India has been using the American-origin Apache gunships, the M777 ultralight artillery guns, the 
Chinook military cargo helicopters, the C-17 heavy lift transport aircraft and the specialist C-130J and the 
surveillance plane P-8Is along the Line of Actual Control with China in the last two months.

Other Indian friends such as Israel and France are more than willing partners in India’s efforts to de-
fend its territorial integrity and sovereignty. Australia too has signed military ties deals with India in the 
recent months to enhance their bilateral defence cooperation. These global support to India is warning 
enough to China, as no other country around the world has said even a single word in its aid till date in 
the current crisis involving their armed forces.

N.C. Bipindra, 
Editor
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By Siddhartha Sharma

Chinese assertiveness is co-existing and rising alongside a de-
clining US hegemony since 2008. For the first three years, the 
Xi Jingping-Li Keqiang Administration consolidated power 
within China and in the neighbourhood.

In 2017, Xi Jinping found an opportunity when Donald J. 
Trump began withdrawing the United States military across 
the world and from allied bases.

The US, with Trump in the White House, saw a rapid de-
cline in its Dollar diplomacy too, which enabled the Chinese 
regime to increase its ‘lone-wolf’ diplomacy in pushing for-
ward Chinese economic and financial agendas.

Since 2015, Chinese Yuan weighted more than the Japa-
nese Yen and Sterling Pound in the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF) Special Drawing Rights (SDR) basket.

In the years following the IMF expansion, Chinese invest-
ments across Africa, South Asia and South East Asia, and pri-
vate investments (by businesses intricately linked to CPC, that 
is, the Communist Party of China) in Europe grew manifold.

European regulators and Germany got wary when majori-
ty shareholders from China and replaced the Chief Executive 
of Kuka in 2018. Chinese acquisitions of German technology 
companies, since then, have become a political hot potato.

Today, the majority of global private investments are in-
vestigated for possible CPC ambitions to acquire technological 
knowhow and intellectual property to advance Xi’s economic 
imperialism.

Following the 72-day stand-off between the Indian Army 
and People’s Liberation Army in Doklam in 2017, both India 
and China arrived at a resolution. A restrained, but firm Indian 
response assertively conveyed China about the possibility of a 
stable relationship only when mutual respect is on the table.

The Doklam incident heralded the arrival of a confident and 
an assertive India that calmly and maturely stamped its place 
in Asia and the world. For the belligerent and noisy China, 
the incident did not serve well domestically, when a perceived 
weaker neighbour challenged its dominance in the continent.

The Xi-Li Administration possibly did not take this well. 
On a geostrategic level, the relationship between both, since 
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the stand-off, reflected more significant international devel-
opments. Growing competition between China and the United 
States pushed Beijing to improve relations with New Delhi so 
to avoid a potential drift of India into Washington’s camp.

Hence, the CPC focused on keeping its southern flank sta-
ble. Nevertheless, China remained careful and measured not 
to make substantial concessions for fear that any rewards to 
India would favour its steady tilt towards Washington, which 
can lead to increased demands on Beijing by India.

India has continuously lobbied against the expansive Chi-
nese Belt and Road Initiative due to its unease over the gradu-
al Chinese construction of a China-centred economic order in 
Asia and its economic penetration into the country. It led to a 
decision to pull out of the Regional Comprehensive Economic 
Partnership (RCEP) negotiations in Nov. 2019.

The year was one marked of deep and persistent mistrust, 
limited cooperation, and increased competition. Most of these 
issues surround economic activity in the neighbourhood, the 
Indian tilt, and expanding rapprochement with the United 
States and Japan.

Beijing’s entente cordiale with Islamabad, and Tibet, to-
gether with other unresolved territorial disputes, was deeply 
disturbing to India in the past two years. Following the years 
of infrastructure build-up by India on its border, the decision 
by the Narendra Modi-led government to convert Ladakh into 
a Union Territory has added to the anxieties of Beijing.

China has started considering the possibility of an Indian 
claim on Aksai Chin, which Beijing claims as its own. Accord-
ing to the China Institute of International Studies (CIIS), a 
think-tank affiliated to the Chinese Foreign Ministry, the Indi-
an foreign policy has become vibrant and assertive under the 
incumbent government.

China opines that the risk-taking abilities of India are 
also on the rise. Along with increased domestic production of 
weapons and new procurements, China is actively uncomfort-
able and is the overall sub-text of the Chinese foreign policies 
when it views Indian stand-offs.

Over the last six years, Chinese investments in Indian start-
ups have grown manifolds. Many utility and infrastructure 
projects also have investments from China. Therefore, escala-
tions will be ill-advised given the interest of Beijing to portray 
itself as an economic enabler.

One element which Chinese policies often exponentially 
discount is Indian sentiments around sovereignty and the In-
dian Army. As reported by Global Times, right-wing political 
groups in India are calling for ‘de-Sinicization’ following the 
deadly border clash in 45 years.

Internationally, domestic manufacturing of critical el-
ements is on the table for almost all nations, and India can 
quietly use the opportunity. The ‘Boycott Chinese Products’ 
campaign has already hit mobile phone industry leaders like 
Xiaomi, forcing it to display ‘Made in India’ saffron banners 
outside ‘Mi-stores’ to maintain sales and market dominance.

Recently, Indians placed large orders for Samsung devices, 
who otherwise would have bought products from the Xiaomi 
range. One should also note sentiments in the United States 
are fast-changing following (lack of) Chinese action on the 
Coronavirus crisis, which has now spiralled into a pandemic.

Naval deployments in Indo-Pacific also indicate Washing-
ton’s backing of India. Europe and the United States are two 
large Chinese markets and upsetting them for a few kilometres 
of Indian territory is an unworthy goal for China to pursue.

Further, if Delhi starts indicating product origins, with 
media parallelly playing footage of the deadly Galwan Valley 
clash, Chinese companies will need to spend profit-dipping 
amounts of marketing campaigns to convince Indian buyers. 
Not only will Chinese giants lose market share to Korean, 
Japanese or European players, but many will also likely move 
manufacturing to India.

In all, China stands to lose much more than India.

(The writer is a member of think-tank networks 
Royal United Services Institute or RUSI and International 

Institute of Strategic Studies or IISS, London)
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India should shed internal 
politicking on national security
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By Bhartendu Kumar Singh

India‘s national security discourse has traditionally been a 
consensual project. Alternative voices and perspectives from 
the opposition leaders and scholars were mostly in sync with 
that of the government of the day. However, national security 
discourse, of late, has become incoherent and a platform for 
‘rhetorical contest’.

Last year, it was the hue and cry over ‘long-due’ abolition of 
Article 370 of the Constitution of India and the bifurcation of 
the erstwhile state of Jammu and Kashmir into union territo-
ries with Ladakh as the second, separate union territory.

Now, it is the raking up of series of queries in the public 
domain over Sino-Indian face-off in the Galwan Valley in La-
dakh. Such perception-based and acrimonious approach may 
not only derail the consensus-building on national security but 
also complicate policy deliverables.

Ruling versus opposition dichotomy is not the only contra-
diction in the under-developed national security discourse. In 
fact, the national security discourse is torn aside by other con-
tradictions, some in the public domain and others in discreet 
forms.

Thus, India has a long-standing civilian versus military 
conceptions of national security with both sides not seeing eye-

to-eye on many issues; a defence versus development dilemma 
best evident during budget times, where all kind of logic are 
dished out by the two sides; a long-standing debate on China 
versus Pakistan as the numero uno threat to Indian nation-
al security with cyclical upswings for each side; a superficial 
battle between emphasis on military modernisation through 
imports versus consolidation of domestic military-industrial 
complex, where the latter has been a loser on most occasions; 
and above all, prioritisation of great powers versus South Asian 
small neighbours in India’s foreign policy behaviour.

India also has protagonists often competing on state ver-
sus people, core versus periphery and external versus internal 
notions in national security. However, while many contradic-
tions do get accommodated or disagreements are agreed upon, 
voicing of disagreements during crisis-times is problematic, 
since it portrays a fractional notion of national security to 
world community in general, and Chinese in particular, who 
are quite smart in exploiting the contradictions.

Several reasons could account for such reigning contradic-
tions in the national security discourse. First, national security 
is not an enterprising business in India and has been tradi-
tionally appropriated by think-tanks, security experts and ac-
ademicians. Many, if not all politicians, are more interested in 
using national security as speaking tool than as a constructive 
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tool in facilitating and enriching policy consciousness. This, 
despite the fact that some of them are privy to first-hand brief-
ing on vital national security issues on a regular basis. Many 
mainstream political parties do not even have a foreign policy 
cell and simply take up a stand propelled by political factors 
such as political mobilisation and vote-fetching capacity of the 
issues than actual national security calculations.

Second, Indians often become victims of emotionalisation 
of national security discourse. Elites in different fields pride in 
mocking policy deliverables rather than rational contemplation 
of issues at hand. They are more comfortable with the ‘politics of 
criticism’ than in presenting an ‘alternative vision’. In the Unit-
ed States, every national security concern is widely debated both 
within and outside the Congress and the White House does con-
sider supplementary or alternative policy options.

In India’s case, that is missing since the citizens don’t have 
a commonality of perspectives even in matters of national se-
curity. Is it because of India’s failure to adopt a cosmopolitan 
outlook on national security discourse? Or is it because Indi-
ans still don’t have unified picture of India’s national security 
problematique and suffer from what Francis Fukuyama calls 
as psychological burdens of discrimination, prejudice, disre-
spect or simply invisibility ingrained in the social conscious-
ness? Either way, the discomfort continues!

Third, the civil and military sides — two largest stakehold-
ers — have different perceptions of national security. Part of 
the reason is that the civilians do not benefit from institutions 
meant to promote common understanding of national securi-
ty. At the National Defence College (NDC) in New Delhi, for 
example, there are only 763 civilians among 3,800 pass-outs 
in 58 courses since 1960.

This is a dismal 20 percent figure! Civil participants are 
soon lost in alien assignments having no correlation with con-
ceptualisation and implementation of national security. The 
knowledge gained at NDC, is thus, lost. The defence partici-
pants have a very small shelf-life. The NDC curriculum itself is 
one-dimensional and focused largely on military aspects.

The Defence Services Staff College (DSSC) at Wellington in 
Tamil Nadu and the College of Defence Management (CDM) 
at Secunderabad in present-day Telangana, meant for mid-

dle-level management, is equally bereft of commensurate ci-
vilian participation. Biannual joint civil-military interactions 
under the auspices of Lal Bahadur Shastri National Academy 
of Administration is too short towards forging common na-
tional security perspective.

Very few think tanks, other than Manohar Parrikar Insti-
tute for Defence Studies and Analyses and Observer Research 
Foundation (ORF) promote similar common perspective.

Fourth, few service veterans make a second career out of 
politics; other domain experts also largely stay out! This is un-
like developed countries, where professional politicians have 
already established themselves in different fields. Such things 
are rather difficult in India where politics itself is a lifelong 
career for many politicians.

A comprehensive account of national security with equal 
emphasis on non-military aspects is, therefore, not taken seri-
ously by many politicians due to engagement with other peo-
ple-centric issues.

National security discourse is, therefore, hollow, superfi-
cial, short-sighted and largely rhetorical. For example, the cur-
rent debates on China do not factor India’s long-term China 
problem, possible contours of border resolution and reducing 
dependency on Chinese products.

India remain a victim of many ‘strategic untruths’ being 
marketed and our collective identity is riddled with contradic-
tory, polarised and half-baked national security visions. India, 
therefore, needs to ponder through moral prism if overt and 
continuous emphasis on ‘contradictory language’ during cri-
sis-times will do any good to policy deliverables. Plurality of 
thoughts is the essence of democracy but dogmatic opposition 
to sensitive national issues are debatable!

A resolute national security discourse, aimed at ‘rallying 
around the flag’, is the call of the hour. India needs to widen 
strategic landscape, raise national security consciousness, do 
away with rhetorical politics, and adopt methodological collec-
tivism to rationalise the national security discourse. This is the 
minimum till a national security strategy is in place and India 
learns to speak a common language.

(The writer is an Indian Defence Accounts Service officer)
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China wants Tibet but not 
Tibetans; India needs both

COVER STORY

By Uma Sudhindra

“Wherever I live, I shall feel homesick for Tibet. I often think I 
can still hear the cries of wild geese and cranes and the beating 
of their wings as they fly over Lhasa in the clear, cold moonlight. 
My heartfelt wish is that my story may create some understand-
ing for a people, whose will to live in peace and freedom has 
won so little sympathy from an indifferent world.” — Heinrich 
Harrer, Seven Years in Tibet.

Sardar Vallabhai Patel wrote a prophetic letter to the then 
Prime Minister of India Jawaharlal Nehru on Nov. 7, 1950, and 
here is an excerpt from the same:

“I have been anxiously thinking over the problem of Tibet 
and I thought I should share with you what is passing through 
my mind. We had a friendly Tibet, which gave us no trouble. The 
Chinese were divided. They had their own domestic problems 
and never bothered us about our frontier.

“I have carefully gone through the correspondence between 
the External Affairs Ministry and our Ambassador in Peking 
and through him the Chinese government. I have tried to peruse 
this correspondence as favourably to our Ambassador and the 
Chinese government as possible, but I regret to say that neither 
of them comes out well as a result of this study.

“The Chinese government have tried to delude us by profes-
sions of peaceful intentions. My own feeling is that at a crucial 
period they managed to instill into our Ambassador a false sense 
of confidence in their so-called desire to settle the Tibetan prob-
lem by peaceful means. There can be no doubt that, during the 
period covered by this correspondence, the Chinese must have 
been concentrating for an onslaught on Tibet. The final action of 

the Chinese, in my judgement, is little short of perfidy.
“The tragedy of it is that the Tibetans put faith in us; they 

chose to be guided by us; and we have been unable to get them 
out of the meshes of Chinese diplomacy or Chinese malevolence. 
From the latest position, it appears that we shall not be able to 
rescue the Dalai Lama.”

Raison d’etre of India-China Conflict
At the core of India-China conflict are two reasons:
China considering India as an enemy.
Tibet.
Historically, India and China never shared a common bor-

der till the 1950s and China’s annexation of Tibet. Chinese Prof. 
Hon-Shiang Lau in his analysis of historical documents has clearly 
stated that Tibet was never a part of China till 1950. By the end of 
that decade, Chinese occupation of Tibet was complete.

Throughout the 1950s, the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) 
executed its well-designed mission of eliminating India’s pres-
ence and influence in Tibet with a high degree of finesse. India 
set itself three objectives as PLA moved into Tibet.

PLA’s entry into Tibet should not cast a shadow on India’s 
security and India’s territorial integrity should remain inviolate.

Sino-Indian friendship should be sustained.
Tibet should enjoy real autonomy.
The Chinese objectives on the other hand were:
Enforce its authority over Tibet.
Maintain the facade of Tibetan autonomy but in actual bring 

it effectively under its administrative control and to overwhelm 
it by a massive migration of the Han Chinese.

Undermine the authority of the Dalai Lama and to gain suf-
ficient time to alter the status quo on Tibet’s border with India 
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to suit China’s strategic needs. The PLA, with its guns pointed at 
the Tibetans in Lhasa, imposed an agreement on them on May 
23, 1951. The infamous ‘17-Point Agreement‘ under which the 
Tibetans were made to accept Tibet as a region of China and not 
just Chinese suzerainty over it but absolute control.

Their strangle-hold completed, they imposed a colonial sit-
uation on Tibet. The Dalai Lama was forced to flee. India raised 
the question of recognition of its well-established borders with 
Tibet. A conflict with India was inherent in China’s policy re-
garding Tibet as subsequent events proved.

Tibet Has Lost Enough
The world has ignored 70 years of relentless pillage and rape 

of Tibet under ruthless China. The country was cut into pieces 
and parts of it incorporated in China’s neighbouring provinc-
es. A large part of Tibet’s Kham province was incorporated into 
China’s Sichuan province and another portion into Yunnan.

A new Chinese province called Qinghai was also created with 
the bulk of Tibet’s Amdo province and part of Kham. The re-
maining part of Amdo was incorporated into the Gansu Prov-
ince. With only a little part of Kham and the central province of 
U-Tsang left, Tibet was reduced to a shadow of its former self. 
With Mao Zedong‘s government working on changing the de-
mography of Tibet, the cleansing of Tibet had begun.

The harsh reality of Tibet’s past and the harsher reality of 
continued Chinese occupation has many lessons for India. Some 
which we have learnt and some which we have ignored. The les-
sons we have ignored, at our own peril I must confess, are the 
ones where peaceful existence with China never happened as 
envisaged and the future of Tibetans. It is high time we realign 
and rework our Tibet policy.

“Tibet is not the same as China, it should ultimately be the 
wishes of the people of Tibet that should prevail and not any 
legal or constitutional arguments – the last voice in regard to 
Tibet should be the voice of the people of Tibet and of nobody 
else.” These were the words by Jawaharlal Nehru in the Parlia-
ment of India. We still have not given the confidence to Tibetans 
that their voice will be heard.

In the last seven decades, many countries have become inde-
pendent and many communities have returned to their home-
land, including the Jews, who carved out Israel and built it into 
a successful and prospering nation. Why not the Tibetans?

Two reasons why India and the world must take action to 
help Tibetans regain their homeland:

No ethnic culture or community can survive for long if it 
does not have a place to call home. The Tibetan culture and his-
tory have been eroded slowly in the last 70 years and we are in 
danger of losing the Tibetan race.

China has contributed to the steady disintegration and dis-
appearance of the Tibetan culture and race by placing the Han 
Chinese in occupied Tibet. Simultaneously, they continue tor-
turing Tibetans, enforce disappearances, and destroy monaster-
ies to completely subjugate the remaining Tibetan population.

Today, we are in danger of losing Tibetans as a communi-
ty, as a race. The younger generation in most countries think of 
Tibet as an integral part of China. They must be told the truth. 
The truth about China’s annexation and occupation, of Tibet’s 
age-old legacy, of India’s historic association with Tibet, which 
is based on Dharma (Buddhism) and Sharan (Refuge).

The implications of losing Tibet and Tibetans completely 
to China are enormous. If Tibet does not get its freedom, we will 

forever be tending to wounds inflicted by China from Ladakh to 
Arunachal Pradesh, not to mention battling Chinese influence on 
our other neighbours like Nepal, Bhutan, Bangladesh, and Myan-
mar. I am not even including Pakistan in the equation here.

The entire Himalayan range will be in danger because of Chi-
na’s greed and expansionist policy and I need not elaborate on 
the far-reaching implications of such wounds, which will forever 
eat into India like a deadly cancer. Fifty-eight years is a long time 
to suffer and we must decide how this cancer has to be treated.

The need to defend India’s long and difficult borders with 
Tibet is a major burden on India’s economy and an obstacle to 
socio-economic development in the Himalayan states of the 
country. Continued Chinese occupation of Tibet costs dearly to 
Indian taxpayers.

The Roadmap
In conversation with my Tibetan friends on numerous occa-

sions, I have been asked, “why doesn’t India claim Tibet as its 
own? China says, “China’s Tibet”.

In fact, there is a Chinese propaganda magazine called “Chi-
na’s Tibet”. According to my friends, between China, which 
seeks to exterminate the Tibetan people and to wipe out Tibetan 
religion and culture, and India, which gave Tibet Buddha Dhar-
ma and has helped save Tibetan religion and culture, there is no 
doubt, India has the greater claim.

The world today is looking to see what India is going to do in 
the wake of the Galwan Valley conflict. The time is ripe to bring 
up the issue of Tibet’s freedom and rightfully restore the dignity 
of the Tibetan nation. For this, we should focus on the following:

Enable and empower the Tibetan government-in-exile and 
the Tibetans to make a clear and committed decision about their 
goal and struggle.

We, as a country, must have clarity and decide on our long-
term interest regarding Tibet and act accordingly.

Both, India, and Tibet must actively partner with each other 
to fructify the struggle of the Tibetans. There has to be accep-
tance on both sides that in the short term, we will pay a price. 
The long-term rewards will be worth it.

Take a vocal stand on all infrastructure projects built in Pa-
kistan-occupied Kashmir by China using the Tibet route as part 
of China-Pakistan Economic Corridor. The message should be 
loud and clear that these are illegal projects and appropriate ac-
tion can be taken when required.

Exploit China’s weaknesses with regard to human rights vio-
lations. Call out on how they have treated the Tibetans, Uighurs, 
Mongols, and deprived them of living a dignified life.

In 1971, India had done right by the Bengalis suffering in 
erstwhile East Pakistan and helped them create Bangladesh. 
Fifty years down the line can we help in re-establishing Tibet 
as an independent nation and allow Tibetans from all over the 
world to settle in their homeland peacefully?

It will be a fitting gift to His Holiness the Dalai Lama, who 
has led his people for 70 years in the true path of Dharma and 
kept the flame of Tibet alive. The year 2022 marks 60 years of 
Sino-India war, and India helping free Tibet will also wipe out 
the ignominy suffered by our armed forces and work like salve 
on our earlier wounds.

(The writer is a Bengaluru-based entrepreneur 
and a member of the Mumbai-based think-tank 

Forum for Integrated National Security)
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India-China Ladakh face-off: 
New test ground for modern 
weapon systems

COVER STORY

By Lieutenant Colonel Manoj K. Channan

Since evolution, man has always been fighting a bitter battle 
for survival. Be it nature, wildlife, fellow human beings and 
now the minuscule and deadly Coronavirus. From stones to 
bones and the advent of weapons like spears, bows, and ar-
rows, and catapults increased the reach and ability to kill at 
a greater distance. The taming of the horses and elephants 
brought in a different dimension to war fighting capabilities 
and the manoeuvre element of warfare. Discovery of explo-
sives added to the destructive capabilities.

World War-I saw the trench warfare and the use of Mus-
tard Gas to kill the men. It also saw the invention of the ‘Tank’. 
“Through mud and blood to the greens beyond” was the motto 
of the Royal Tank Regiment in 1916. The air power too was used 
for reconnaissance and early use of aircraft to drop bombs.

World War-II saw a Nazi Germany wanting to avenge its 
defeat and gain world supremacy. It saw the advent of new 
weapon systems and the Blitzkrieg warfare of integrated bat-
tle groups punching through the defences or manoeuvring 
around them to annihilate the enemy. Naval and air power got 

developed and towards the end of World War-II, the nuclear 
bomb was used to bring Japan to its knees.

Post-World War-II saw a period of the Cold War between 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization or NATO and the War-
saw Pact countries, led by the United States duly supported by 
the United Kingdom and France and on the other side, by the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or the USSR. This was a 
competition across all segments from trade to the race to put 
the first man on the moon.

The year 1991 saw the USSR disintegrating and the world 
became unipolar, with the US being the sole ‘Superpower’, 
who would police the world against all harm. The series of Gulf 
Wars in Iraq, the intervention in Afghanistan under a US-led 
coalition during an era of the George W. Bush diplomacy of 
“my way or the highway. You are with us or against us”. The 
Christian nations without much delay willingly joined in and 
paid for these wars under a common aim of ‘War on Terror’.

The US defence manufacturing companies fuelled the US 
economy and spent millions of dollars developing weapon 
systems and intelligence gathering capabilities to recognise a 
man from a drone flying at 60,000 feet and above, with a loiter 
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capability of more than 24 hours, remotely and safely piloted 
from a US base, far away from the conflict zone.

In the last decade-and-a-half, China has been quietly 
achieving its aim of becoming a military and an economically 
strong nation. It became the manufacturing hub of the world.

Its population and dictatorial governance under the new 
‘President for life’ Xi Jinping, drew a vision of an all-power-
ful China, wanting to announce its arrival on the global centre 
stage.

The use of surplus US dollars was used coercively to gain 
a back-door entry (a new manoeuvre element) to help poor 
nations to build up infrastructure and alleviate poverty. Lead-
erships in the countries were bought over by heavy bribes or 
donation to party funds. Over the years, as political leadership 
changed, the countries realised that their independent sover-
eignty was compromised.

The oceans of the world were dominated by the powerful 
navy of the US and its military alliance partners, who dominat-
ed the sea lanes of communication, a jugular for the Chinese 
energy needs.

The Communist Party of China-initiated China-Pakistan 
Economic Corridor (CPEC) is a collection of infrastructure 
projects that are under construction throughout Pakistan since 
2013. Originally valued at $46 billion, the value of CPEC proj-
ects was worth $62 billion as of 2017. CPEC is intended to rap-
idly upgrade Pakistan’s required infrastructure and strengthen 
its economy by the construction of modern transportation net-
works, numerous energy projects, and special economic zones.

On Nov. 13, 2016, CPEC became partly operational when 
Chinese cargo was transported overland to Gwadar Port for 
onward maritime shipment to Africa and West Asia. Modern 
transportation networks built under CPEC will link seaports in 
Gwadar and Karachi with northern Pakistan, as well as points 
further north in western China and Central Asia. Pakistan’s 
railway network will also be extended to eventually connect to 
China’s Southern Xinjiang Railway in Kashgar.

China under the guise of CPEC has arrived on India’s west-
ern borders, having developed the infrastructure through Ak-
sai Chin.

The One Belt One Road (OBOR), the brainchild of Xi Jin-
ping, is an ambitious project that focuses on improving con-
nectivity and cooperation among multiple countries spread 
across the continents of Asia, Africa, and Europe. Dubbed as 
the ‘Project of the Century’ by the Chinese authorities, OBOR 
spans about 78 countries.

China’s attempts to get India involved failed, as the Indian 
government refused to be part of the grand design.

While the Economic persuasions were on, the Chinese mil-
itary had initiated a strong posture in the arid desert region 
of Ladakh. In the summer of 2015 in the Pangong Tso (a lake, 
one-third of which is held by India and two-thirds by China), 
the clash took place between the patrol boats of India and Chi-
na. The Chinese physically rammed the Indian patrol boats and 
were met with an equally violent response by the Indians. The 
altercations between the patrols along the LAC continued, all 
along but not as bitter as at the LoC with Pakistan. The Doklam 
incident was probably another ruse to gauge the intent of the 
Indians, the stand-off settled without a shot being fired.

The increased altercations between the Chinese and Indian 
patrols were reported by the media since 2018 and the status 
this day is that the Chinese built up all along the LAC and have 
posed a challenge to the Indian government. The Chinese dip-
lomats and their media have blamed India for intrusions in the 
disputed regions, which are being met with a resolve to contest 
the Chinese contentions.

Friendly foreign countries have been observing this conflict 
and have responded to the call by the Indian government at 
the highest levels to supply at the government-to-government 
level to plug the deficiencies of weapon systems in the Indi-
an arms inventory. In March 2020, the Defence Procurement 
Procedure has an added clause of leasing equipment to make 
up for its deficiencies.

The French have speeded up the delivery of Rafale fourth 
generation fighter jets from four to six later this month; the Is-
raelis are sending in air defence systems from their field army; 
the US has promised to augment its Intelligence-Surveil-
lance-Reconnaissance support as well as the supply of preci-
sion guided ammunition for the BAE Systems’ M777 ultralight 
howitzers; and Russia and others have responded to make up 
for the gaps in supply of spares and ammunition in the very 
near future.

While the Government of India is purchasing these off-the-
shelf, it would be of interest to the Original Equipment Man-
ufacturers to field their platforms in the highest battlefield of 
the world (13,000 feet to 19,000 feet) and assess their perfor-
mance.

India becomes the ‘David’ of the world to stand up to the 
Chinese ‘Goliath’, as the world watches with bated breath and 
assessing if the two Asian giants will clash at a unique battle-
field, where one can get sun burnt during the day and have 
chilblains at night.

(The writer is a retired Indian Army officer 
and currently works in the Indian corporate sector)
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Dissecting Pakistan’s terror 
infrastructure in J & K

PAKISTAN WATCH

Panelists: 
Madhav Nalapat, Editorial Director of ITV Network 
and Sunday Guardian, and UNESCO Peace Chair, Ma-
nipal Academy of Higher Education

Dr Tara Kartha, Strategic Affairs expert, formerly at 
National Security Council Secretariat and Randolph 
Jennings Fellow at New Delhi-based United Services 
Institute of India

Major Gaurav Arya (Retired), an Indian Army veter-
an, consulting editor at Republic TV, and the host of 
the TV show “Patriot”.

Moderator: 
Abhinav Pandya, Strategic Affairs Expert, author of 
“Radicalisation in India: An Exploration”, and CEO 
of Usanas Foundation, Udaipur, the orgnaniser of the 
webinar

Host: 
N. C. Bipindra, Editor of Defence.Capital and Chair-
man of Law and Society Alliance, a partner think-tank 
of Usanas Foundation

The moderator, Abhinav Pandya, in his introductory re-
marks, stated that Pakistan has over the last 70 years, in 
particular the last 30 years, built and nurtured and complex, 
multi-layered, and multi-dimensional terror infrastructure in 
Jammu and Kashmir.

Its different elements include the Islamist organisations 
like the Jamaat-i-Islami helping the terrorist groups with lo-
gistics and finance, extremist clerics radicalising the youth, 
and the media outlets creating an anti-India narrative. Hence, 
the kinetic approach alone cannot be the solution. The terror 
infrastructure needs to be understood with all its nuances to 
arrive at a robust strategy to deal with militancy.

The panelists shared the following views:

Madhav Nalapat
Today, the situation in Kashmir is much 
better as compared to the situation in the 
1990s when the Gulf countries, Europe, 
and the United States had a visible pro-Pa-
kistan tilt on the Kashmir issue. Kashmir 
witnessed the forced exodus of Kashmiri 
pundits at the hands of Pakistan-spon-
sored Jihadi terrorists and extremists and 
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terrorism on the moderate segments of the majority Muslim 
population.

Delhi responded with a phase of kinetic action followed by 
a long phase of inaction or confusion. One could say that Delhi 
lacked a systematic and decisive policy towards Kashmir, and 
the situation was allowed to fester. Half-hearted and partial 
implementation of ill-conceived policies was bound to backfire 
and develop ways of surviving the onslaught.

Hence, the conflict survived as Delhi never took its action 
to the final stage, be it a political action plan or a strong mil-
itary offensive. Unlike, in Punjab, the policy was firm, clear, 
and decisive, and it brought results by putting an end to the 
Khalistan militancy.

The PDP-BJP alliance was uncalled for, and it did not im-
prove the situation at the ground level. Pakistan, in its sabo-
tage-agenda, no longer looks at Kashmir only. In the last five-
six years, Pakistan has shifted its focus on the entire country. 
It intends to foment communal riots, fuel Islamist extremism, 
support extremist organisations, and exploit all the possible 
fault lines to rupture the Indian social and political fabric. 
What we see in Kashmir is just a microcosm of what is intend-
ed for the entire country.

Further, India never learned lessons from the past. Nalapat 
gave the example of Indian Peace Keeping Force (IPKF) to 
explain his point. IPKF failed because an influential political 
leader of Sri Lanka was helping the LTTE, and it all happened 
in the full knowledge of India. Later, Indian politicians treated 
IPKF in a highly dishonorable way. It is quite similar to the 
way Ikhwanis, the local Kashmiris who took arms against Pa-
kistan-sponsored foreign terrorists in the 1990s, were treated 
later. The militants killed many Ikhwanis. Delhi failed to pro-
tect its flag-bearers in Kashmir. 

China and Pakistan are intricately linked. There is a strong 
possibility of a coordinated and networked action either on 
the Kashmir front or other fronts. In the information domain, 
India is lagging despite having a robust civil society vis-a-vis 
Pakistan and China. They need to come out stronger. On the 

information front, the government seriously needs to counter 
the fake propaganda. They should start by sharing the authen-
tic data with the civil society stakeholders who can raise the 
voice and counter Pakistan’s fake information campaign.

The 85% of people in Kashmir are not Wahhabis. Delhi must 
bring them along to counter radicalisation. Further, there is 
no solution to Kashmir without taking the Pakistan-occupied 
Kashmir back. India also needs to extend moral and diplomat-
ic support to Sindhis, Baluch movements, and Pashtun move-
ments. Lastly, Kashmir policy needs to be on a firm footing, 
that is, zigs and zags must be done away with.

Dr Tara Kartha
Pakistan is operating terror infrastructure 
in many countries: India-administered 
Kashmir, Pakistan-occupied Kashmir, Gil-
git-Baltistan, Baluchistan, Afghanistan, 
and Iran. Despite this, no one raises these 
issues, and world powers like the US are 
friends with them. They have dominated 
the discourse and narrative on Kashmir. 
There are tons of data on Kashmir valley, 

but almost zero information on Pakistan-occupied Kashmir, 
Gilgit-Baltistan, and Baluchistan. India needs to push its nar-
rative instead of being defensive.

In the US, within the government, people have a clear idea 
about the role of Pakistan in abetting terror in Kashmir. How-
ever, in the non-governmental side, think-tanks, and civil so-
ciety circles, Pakistan’s proxy Islamist organisations are highly 
active in disseminating false narratives. After the abrogation 
of article 370, several Pakistanis, including the Prime Minis-
ter of Pakistan-occupied Kashmir have visited Washington DC 
think-tank circles to mislead them on Kashmir.

They are mobilising support in the US by portraying India 
as the violator of human rights and minority rights. However, 
Pakistan is also getting exposed to the western world and find-
ing it challenging to make its story acceptable. Nevertheless, 
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India needs to put in efforts to disseminate the right informa-
tion to counter Pakistan’s fake propaganda. 

Pakistan is in a terrible situation because of the Financial 
Action Task Force (FATF) pressure, Baluchistan, Sindh, and 
Pashtun issues. Though hardly any news comes out, the situa-
tion is dire for them. The internal difficulties are also partly the 
reasons for the reduction in the number of foreign terrorists 
coming from Pakistan. The number of terror camps in Paki-
stan-occupied Kashmir has come down from 42 to 18. Howev-
er, the UN reports say that there are 10,000 Pakistan cadres in 
Afghanistan associated with different terrorist groups.

The government needs to share information with experts, 
civil society, and think-tanks. Instead of being defensive, Indi-
ans must discuss Pakistan-occupied Kashmir, Gilgit-Baltistan, 
and Baluchistan and expose Pakistan’s heinous crimes against 
humanity. Intelligence agencies cannot speak about these is-
sues. It is the civil society and the intellectual community 

which needs to get into action.
Many politicians in Pakistan want peace with India. How-

ever, a tiny section of Pakistan’s military and bureaucratic 
establishment wants to sustain this conflict and have a firm 
grip on the internal polity. They are a small segment, but they 
are efficient. India must convince the world community to act 
against this dangerous section of Pakistan’s establishment.

Major Gaurav Arya
India does not have a Kashmir policy. It 
fluctuates very often and there is a tenden-
cy to lay too much emphasis on the intel-
lectual gymnastics. There has to be a clear 
and decisive policy.

Radicalisation is a major challenge in 
today’s Kashmir. In Anantnag district, 
there are 500 madrasas out of which 138 
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belong to the extremist Jamaat-i-Islami. They are continuing 
even after the ban on Jamaat. The condition is so bad that a 
five-year-old girl told me that when I would grow up I will 
raise children teaching them Jihad. Indian Army cannot fight 
a five-year-old girl. Pakistan has poisoned the minds with an 
extremist narrative through its networks of Maulvis and Ma-
drasas. These days, there are many Deobandi clerics from Ut-
tar Pradesh, who are actively disseminating radical teachings 
in Kashmir.

In the 1990s, there used to be 15,000 to 20,000 terrorists, 
including many Afghans. Today, it is incredibly difficult for 
Pakistan to send foreign terrorists (FTs) because of the reli-
able counter-infiltration grid. To overcome this, Pakistan has 
used the Internet as a weapon to radicalise the local Kashmi-
ri youth. Burhan Wani, Sameer Tiger, and Riyaz Naikoo were 
Kashmiris.

The fear of the Indian Army has taken a hit. Maybe, the 
phenomenon of stone pelting is the result. The policy of engag-
ing the army in Sadbhawna (welfare) operations 
and counterinsurgency simultaneously is bad. The 
army is meant for counterinsurgency, and it should 
be employed in that action only.

Pakistan will not stop at Kashmir; they will 
come for Punjab, Kerala, and other states. It is an 
ideological and existential battle for Pakistan.

Delhi’s approach has been fallacious. The prob-
lem originates in Pakistan and India seeks a solu-
tion in Kashmir. For Pakistan, it is no loss if the 
Indian Army kills some ill-trained terrorists. To in-
flict real damage, India should conduct cross-bor-
der operations and neutralize Pakistan Army per-
sonnel. Masood Azhar, Hafiz Saed are not the real 
enemies. It is the Pakistan Army, which is the real threat.

Delhi’s kinetic measures have been half-hearted. Without 
going full-fledged against them, we start appeasing the sep-
aratists. Money was paid to Geelani. Syed Salahuddin’s sons 
are in the government service. If India is not confident of its 
own strategy and approach, no other country can be expected 
to support India.

China is keeping India busy in Kashmir and strengthening 
its navy in the Indian ocean.

Solutions: Diplomatic offensive, strong information war-
fare against Pakistan, and tough action against Pakistan Army.

Dr. Gautam Sen, an eminent strategic affairs expert, 
joined as a guest and shared his views. He has also 
been associated with National Security Council Sec-
retariat.

* Terrorism is a darker side of globalisation. It originates 
from the identity crisis.

* India’s problem is that the policymakers do not approach 
the issue from a clear perspective. While deliberating on a 
public policy challenge like terrorism, there is a geopolitical 
angle, decision-making angle, and issues about disseminating 
the information. Nuanced analysis needs differentiating be-
tween these different aspects.

* Another issue in Indian security set-up is that there is an 
insane level of compartmentalisation. People work in silos. 
Even at the top decision-making level, they do not exchange 
thoughts and information. The government needs to make re-

ports and findings of its various commissions’ public so that 
the intellectual community can use it.

* There is a need to bridge the gap between the realm of 
ideas and policymaking. Subject experts should be involved 
properly. The culture of borrowing ideas and using them for 
individual advancement is detrimental to the healthy growth 
of security infrastructure in the country. Isolationism must 
stop, and transparency needs to be brought in.

* Lastly, we need a clear and decisive defence policy. Only 
then can one do any systematic strategic analysis. Every coun-
try spells out its defence policy through white papers and other 
official releases. India should do it soon.

C. D. Sahay, a former secretary to the Government 
of India and currently associated with Vivekananda 
International Foundation, India’s premier security 
think-tank, also joined as a guest. He shared the fol-
lowing views:

* The 1990s were the worst days of militancy. 
Since then, India has come a long way. In those days, 
it was difficult to act even if there was a precise intelli-
gence. Today the militants are on the run. In terms of 
security parameters, India has come out immensely 
successful.

* In 1996, as per the finding of India’s intelligence 
agencies, there were 121 terrorist camps in Paki-
stan-occupied Kashmir. They were of different types: 
logistical, base, launching, and holding. All of them 
were within the range of one km to two km of the lo-

cation of the Pakistan Rangers. Today, especially af-
ter surgical strikes and the Balakot air raids, Pakistan 
fears retaliation. The number of camps has signifi-

cantly come down.
* Diplomatically also, India is much more powerful, with 

many more friends.

Conclusion
On the basis of the discussions held in the webinar, one can 

conclude that -
* The worst days of militancy were in the 1990s. Today, In-

dia is much more powerful on all fronts.
* India implemented half-hearted policies without ever 

taking them to fruition. Such an approach developed strong 
immunity, and the conflict thrived.

* Religious radicalisation is a major challenge. It is impact-
ing even the children. The Indian Army cannot fight that. It 
needs to be countered with an alternate narrative.

* India needs a long-term strategic vision for Kashmir to 
seriously think about Pakistan-occupied Kashmir in the over-
all framework of Kashmir policy.

* China and Pakistan have developed an intricate relation-
ship that will have an impact on the Kashmir also.

* India needs to counter Pakistan’s information warfare. 
Fake news must be met with the correct information. India 
needs to reach out to civil society groups, NGOs, and politi-
cians in the western world to dispel the lies spread by Pakistan.

* The security establishment needs to get rid of the mindset 
of working in silos. The new approach must believe in the ex-
change of thoughts. The government needs to share data with 
people. Secrecy has gone to irrational levels, which is harming 
the long-term national interests and the credibility of the State.

Moderator: 
Abhinav 
Pandya
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OFB corporitisation conundrum 
pits workers against Modi move

INDUSTRY FOCUS

By Ayaskant Das

Despite the Ordnance Factory Board (OFB), having fallen 
short of its production target for the last financial year ending 
March 2020 by over Rs 1,000 crore ($135 million), employees 
of the Indian state-run arms manufacturing organisation are 
opposed to its corporatisation.

India’s Union Finance Minister Nirmala Sitharaman, while 
announcing the fourth tranche of the Rs 20,000 lakh crore 
($2.66 billion) financial package of the central government to 
tackle the economic downturn of the COVID-19 pandemic, had 
announced that the autonomous body will be corporatised.

Employees of the 41 arms factories that operate under the 
OFB have, on the other hand, demanded an advance five-year 
indent from the Indian Army, under the present set-up and 
structure, for a target production of Rs 30,000 crore ($3 bil-
lion).

The OFB has now been for several years under the radar of 
the Government of India for its inability to operate in a profit-
able manner.

Following the launch of the ‘Make in India’ initiative by 
the Narendra Modi government, there has been a growing de-
mand, from the private and public sector alike, for restructur-
ing the OFB in order to allow the arms factories, some of which 
are as many as two centuries old, to cater to a wide range of 
consumers other than the Indian Army.

Since the British rule, when these arms factories were first 
established, the Indian Army remained the sole consumer of 
products manufactured by the OFB.

“In the past three years, for example, the OFB has been un-
able to meet its target production consistently. It was only in 
the financial year 2017-18 that the achieved production was 
higher than that of the target. But it was only marginal. The 
OFB has failed to meet its target production almost every year,” 
a senior Ministry of Defence official told Defence.Capital.

In 2017-18, while the target set for the OFB was Rs 14,115 
crore ($1.89 billion), it achieved a production of Rs 14,127 crore 
($1.88 billion). In the financial year, 2016-17, the achieved 
production was only Rs 14,824 crore ($1.98 billion) as against 
a target of Rs 15,356 crore ($2.04 billion).
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Similarly, in the financial year 2018-19, the OFB achieved a 
production of Rs 12,766 crore ($1.7 billion) as against a target 
of Rs 13,767 crore ($1.84 billion). All these figures are exclu-
sive of Goods and Services Tax.

The move at corporatisation has met with stiff opposition 
from all employees’ associations of the OFB cutting across po-
litical affiliations. These include the All India Defence Employ-
ees Federation that is backed by the Left parties, the Indian 
National Defence Workers Federation that is affiliated to the 
Congress and also the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh-backed 
Bharatiya Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh.

“It is a matter of grave concern that the laxity of the Indian 
Army, which is the sole consumer of arms manufactured by 
the OFB, is never considered while looking at losses. Orders 
placed by the Indian Army are erratic. Indents for produc-
tion are never provided at the beginning of the financial year 
though that is when we begin calculating profit and loss state-
ments,” said C. Srikumar, General Secretary, All India Defence 
Employees Federation.

“For production, we need to make material procurement 
from a range of sources including other ordnance factories, 
private vendors, certain public sector units and a from a num-
ber of foreign countries too,” Srikumar said.

“Five-year indents from the Indian Army should be provid-
ed for ammunition while three-year indents are needed for all 
other items. This will help OFB to plan its material procure-
ment. Allocations for the OFB are never made separately in the 

annual budgets of the central government and it is a part of the 
budget allocation for the Army,” he said.

Workers’ associations say OFB factories will invariably not 
be able to meet their production targets even after corporati-
sation if armed forces needs are communicated in spurts and 
remain inconsistent in the future.

The recognised workers’ federations had embarked on an 
indefinite strike in Aug. 2019, following moves by the central 
government at corporatisation. The strike had been called off 
after the government appointed a High-Level Official Com-
mittee to address various concerns of the workers including 
their interests and benefits, salaries, future workload and 
other service matters apart for the demand for achieving Rs 
30,000-crore ($3 billion) target production within the present 
set up.

All three recognised employees’ federations have raised 
concerns about the terms of reference handed out to the 
High-Level Official Committee, squarely rejecting the option 
of corporatisation at least for the next five years. The federa-
tions have expressed fears that corporatisation might be the 
first step towards privatising the arms-manufacturing state-
run OFB, which will lead to job losses.

“The fate of the public sector units across the country is well 
known. Many of them are being privatised. The Bharat San-
char Nigam Limited and the Hindustan Aeronautics Limited 
are cases in point. Ordnance factories which are war reserves 
at par with the armed forces cannot be subjected to the crisis 



Defence.Capital 19JULY 2020

that other public sector units are facing,” said Mukesh Singh, 
General Secretary, Bharatiya Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh.

“We have already proposed for restructuring of the OFB at 
par with the Railway Board, the Indian Space Research Organ-
isation or the Department of Atomic Energy so that it can be 
empowered for its effective functioning,” Mukesh Singh said.

During the stalemate of the OFB employees’ federation 
with the central government in Aug. 2019, the defence min-
istry had clarified regarding the workers’ apprehensions on 
privatisation.

Senior ministry officials had told protesting workers that 
corporatisation will not lead to privatisation. However, this 
assurance now stands on shaky ground given the fact that the 
central government has decided to do away with public sector 
enterprises in all sectors.

Announcing the fifth and financial tranche of the Rs 20,000 
lakh crore ($2.66 billion) stimulus package on May 17, Union 
Finance Minister Nirmala Sitharaman said that the govern-
ment will formulate a new policy wherein no more than four 
public sector units will be allowed in any strategic sector.

The central government is yet to announce the list of strate-
gic sectors, which will be considered for limited disinvestment. 
However, it is believed among policy experts that defence man-
ufacturing will invariably figure in the list of strategic sectors.

In the past, several Parliamentary Standing Committees on 
Defence have studied the functioning of the OFB and recom-
mended various steps in their reports for modernisation of the 
arms factories.

It has been noted by successive Standing Committees that 
sufficient resources have never been allocated to Ordnance 
Factories for research and development (R&D), even though 
they are expected to compete with the best global players in 
the manufacture of arms.

The allocation for research and development at ordnance 
factories was a mere Rs 100 crore ($13 million) in the revised 
estimates of 2017-18 (Rs 5 crore or $667,323) less than bud-
getary estimates) and Rs 105 crore ($14 million) in the budget-
ary estimates of 2018-19.

The 43rd Report of the Parliamentary Standing Committee 
on Defence had recommended in its report that modernisation 
of Ordnance Factories be undertaken in a planned manner 
with essential budget provided by the defence ministry and for 
its appropriate expenditure by the OFB.

“The Committee were disappointed to note that there was 
no increase in the allocations for R&D of Ordnance Factories. 
Also, the inflation rate was not factored into. With this alloca-

tion, the Committee were apprehensive whether the key tech-
nological intensive areas as mentioned above were going to be 
materialised or not,” the report had said.

“Ordnance Factories play a significant role in ‘Make in In-
dia’ drive of the Government of India at least in Defence Sector. 
However, it was of utmost importance that the products being 
manufactured in Ordnance Factories were of global standards 
so that they could compete with private players also who are 
now joining the Defence Sector. To reach this objective it was 
imperative that the production related infrastructure and ca-
pacity in OFs are enhanced up to required standards,” the 
committee said.

The 49th Report of the Parliamentary Standing Committee 
on Defence, which was tabled in Dec. 2019, takes a grim view 
of the fact that the defence ministry was non-committal in its 
replies so far as following the recommendations for modernis-
ing Ordnance Factories.

“The Ministry, in the action taken reply, has submitted 
inter alia that Ordnance Factory Board’s modernisation pro-
gramme is focused on introduction of state-of-the-art ma-
chines to manufacture quality product with cost effectiveness, 
considering the current and long-term future requirements of 
its customers. However, the reply is conspicuously silent as 
to the allocation of adequate funds for R&D as desired by the 
committee,” the 49th report of the committee said.

Employees’ federations have, meanwhile, laid claim to 
various agreements with former defence ministers, includ-
ing George Fernandes, Pranab Mukherjee, A. K. Anthony and 
Manohar Parikkar, where they had been assured that the OFB 
will never be corporatised.

Private players in the defence manufacturing industry 
though have welcomed the central government decision to 
corporatise the OFB and also consider it as a big shot in the 
arm of the ‘Make in India’ initiative. Dr R. K. Tyagi, a former 
chairman of Hindustan Aeronautics Limited, told Defence.
Capital that the full potential of the OFB can only be unlocked 
when it is corporatised.

“The company will have its own board that can decide upon 
diversifications as well as acquisitions. At present, the OFB 
depends upon the Ministry of Defence for every day-to-day 
decision. As a corporate entity, the OFB will have its own bal-
ance sheets as well as profit and loss accounts that will result 
in greater degree of accountability and transparency,” said Dr 
Tyagi, who also is part of the Indigenous Defence Equipment 
Exporters’ Association and president of the Aeronautical Soci-
ety of India.
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India, US ties can end China’s 
global shenanigans

DIPLOMACY

By Amit Agnihotri

There has been a consistent deepening of the ties between In-
dia, the world’s largest democracy, and the United States, the 
world’s most powerful democracy, over the past two decades, 
riding on shared views on the need to push global peace and 
security, curb terrorism and promote trade.

Though there have been general theories like geo-political 
shifts coupled with a need to counterbalance an aggressive 
China and often cited planks like shared values of democracy 
and rule of law explaining much of the US focus on India, per-
sonal chemistry between US President Donald J. Trump and 
Prime Minister Narendra Modi too has played a role in giving 
a definitive strength to the India-US ties.

The India-US strategic relations have been on an upswing 
since the days of former prime ministers Atal Bihari Vajpayee 
and Manmohan Singh (who signed the India-US Civil Nucle-
ar Deal in July 2008). Former US President Barack Obama 
agreed to be the chief guest at the Republic Day parade in 
2015, after Modi came to power in 2014.

Modi’s re-election in 2019 followed by President Trump’s 
visit in February 2020, the first standalone visit of a US Presi-
dent in the past seven decades, was proof enough of the strate-
gic ties between the two countries finding a new trajectory and 
a renewed firmness.

A remarkable convergence of views especially related to se-
curity and in dealing with the global menace of terrorism has 
been a highpoint of this relationship. Trump supported India’s 
stand after the 2019 Pulwama terror attack in Jammu and 
Kashmir, helped designate Jaish-e-Mohammed chief Masood 
Azhar a global terrorist under the United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 1267 and placing Pakistan in the grey-list 
of the Financial Action Task Force. In 2018, the two leaders 
also set up a 2+2 dialogue, the highest level of institutional 
mechanism to bring together perspectives of India and the 
US on foreign policy, defence and strategic issues. There have 
been two rounds of such consultations.

Trump’s staying away from criticising Modi’s controversial 
policy decisions like the scrapping of Article 370, that prevent-
ed the integration of Jammu and Kashmir into the national 
mainstream, and the Citizenship Amendment Act, which were 
described by the Indian establishment as the country’s inter-
nal affairs, too showed that personal rapport between the two 
leaders was at work despite some critical voices over these is-
sues in the US.

Critics were quick to point out there were no concrete 
gains from Trump’s visit and that it was high on optics, the 
two leaders did make the right noises and pledged to work to-
gether in several key areas. However, the signing of two key 
defence equipment deals were not considered by the critics: 
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The $930-million deal for six more Apache gunships from the 
Boeing Co. for the Indian Army and the $2.6-billion naval he-
licopters Romeos from Lockheed Martin Corp.

Trade has been another pillar of this relationship. Over the 
past 10 years, India has benefited through defence procure-
ments worth $18 billion as well as availability of defence tech-
nologies and has participated in several joint military exercises 
with the US forces. On the energy front, India has imported oil 
and gas and hydrocarbons worth $7 billion from the US over 
the past few years.

Bilateral trade touched $87 billion in 2018, as the US be-
came India’s largest trading partner replacing China. While 
the US has been voicing concern over high tariffs in India, the 
South Asian country has been pushing the ease of curbs on 
H1B visas meant for professionals.

President Trump has been talking about a new mega trade 
deal for India and it was expected to be announced during his 
February visit, but Indian officials have not lost hope on the 
issue altogether.

As both the leaders got busy fighting the Coronavirus, a 
phone call from Trump to Modi after which India lifted ban on 
export of some drugs including hydroxychloroquine, needed 
by the US to treat its burgeoning cases of Covid-19, was seen 
by the critics as giving in to the US pressure tactics. However, 
the move to send the malaria drug HCQ turned out to be a wise 
one and was personally appreciated by Trump, who thanked 
Modi via Twitter, and assured India would get the first sup-
plies of a vaccine for Coronavirus being developed in the US. 
Later, the US also sent several ventilators considered crucial in 
India’s fight against the pandemic.

Since then, India’s regular supply of hydroxychloroquine 

to several countries across the world has won it plaudits and 
boosted its status as a pharmacy to the world.

Furthermore, the US recently approved loans and invest-
ments worth over $340 million for Indian companies and 
organisations to help the country deal with the impact of 
COVID-19.

The big move, however, came in the form of Trump’s sud-
den announcement to postpone the summit of Group of Seven 
powerful economies Canada, France, Italy, Germany, Japan, 
the US and the UK scheduled for June, saying he wanted to 
invite other countries like India, Russia, South Korea and Aus-
tralia too. This announcement by Trump has shown that the 
India-US equation was moving ahead in the right direction.

Trump then called up Modi to invite him for the G-7 summit 
likely later this year. During the talks, Trump apprised Modi 
about his desire to expand the powerful economic block to in-
clude other important countries including India and Russia. 
As the US chairs the G7, Trump will host the summit sometime 
around September. Modi thanked Trump for his far-sighted 
approach and acknowledged that an expanded G7 would be in 
line with the emerging realities of the post-COVID world. He 
assured that India would work with the US and other countries 
to make the G7 meet a success.

The ongoing India-China border face-off in eastern Lada-
kh was also discussed by the two leaders besides the need to 
reform the World Health Organisation. Though Trump had 
unilaterally offered to mediate in the dispute, India had artic-
ulated that the best way to resolve the issue was through dia-
logue with China. The US openly criticised China’s aggression 
along the Line of Actual Control in Ladakh with India and in 
the South China Sea, as Washington slammed the Asian power 
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for spreading COVID-19 across the world.
Earlier, Modi had raised the issue of reforming the WHO 

at a virtual G20 summit. While India has been restrained in 
pushing the reforms process at the WHO, Trump slammed the 
world health body for siding with China in hiding information 
about the Coronavirus initially and later even withdrew from 
the WHO citing irregular funding patterns.

During the discussion, Trump warmly recalled his visit to 
India in February. On his part Modi noted the visit had added 
a new dynamism to the bilateral relationship.

“The exceptional warmth and candour of the conversation 
reflected the special nature of the India-US ties, as well as the 
friendship and mutual esteem between both leaders,” India’s 
external affairs ministry said in a statement after President 
Trump’s visit.

Ensuring lasting peace in Afghanistan has been a challenge 
for the US and the stability that India has been providing in 
the neighbouring country has been appreciated by the global 
power.

Though there have been some differences in the respective 
approaches of the two countries towards ensuring peace in the 
troubled Afghanistan region, the continuing cooperation be-
tween India and the US over the vexed issue is another dimen-
sion of deepening ties.

The US Special Representative for Afghanistan Reconcili-

ation Zalmay Khalilzad called on India’s external affairs min-
ister S Jaishankar and National Security Adviser Ajit Doval to 
update them over US peace efforts in Afghanistan.

Khalilzad, who was accompanied by Senior Director in the 
US National Security Council Lisa Curtis and US Ambassador 
to India Kenneth I. Juster, recognised India’s constructive 
contribution in economic development, reconstruction and 
humanitarian assistance to Afghanistan. The US officials gave 
importance to India’s continuing role in sustainable peace, se-
curity and stability in Afghanistan while both Jaishankar and 
Doval reiterated the country’s continued support for strength-
ening peace, security, unity, democratic and inclusive polity 
and protection of rights of all sections of Afghan society, in-
cluding Afghan Hindus and Sikhs.

India expressed deep concern at the upsurge in violence in 
Afghanistan and supported the call for an immediate cease-
fire and highlighted how it was supplying food and medicine 
to fight the Coronavirus in the troubled country. Both sides 
agreed that terrorist safe havens in Afghanistan needed to be 
put to an end for lasting peace in the land.

India has expressed hope the political agreement and the 
creation of the High Council of National Reconciliation will 
result in renewed efforts for establishing lasting peace and sta-
bility in Afghanistan and end externally sponsored terrorism 
and violence there.
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HAND-IN-HAND
Strong friendship between Narendra Modi and 

Donald Trump, and their shared vision for global 
security and growth drive the India-US ties


