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Introduction

This research report has been prepared by a student of the School of European Studies at The Hague University of Professional Education. In January 2007, he joined the political department of the German Embassy in Delhi/India to conduct a compulsory six month internship. The programme additionally required the undergraduate to write his final thesis during the same period of time. By nature, this was meant to be an integral part of the traineeship, obliging the intern to consult his placement provider in order to consent on a theme of both parties’ interest. The following pages have been the outcome of this process, with the political department having uttered its desire to gain insight into a theme, which had only recently emerged on the political landscape: a first, cautious rapprochement between the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and India.

The overall research theme has thus been defined as follows: “NATO and India: Scope, Fields and Mechanisms of Possible Cooperation.” As such, the assignment contains an evidently future-oriented outlook, having caused the investigation to remain rather theoretical. Overall, the thesis has attempted to conceptualise the following sub-questions: to what extent have contacts already been established; which broad categories of overlapping priorities can be defined; what qualities does either party possess, making it an attractive associate for the respective other entity; what mechanisms may potentially be created to assist the identified fields in finding their practical manifestation; as well as  which obstacles may perhaps intervene in a process of engagement. For this to be accomplished, however, historical background information was deemed inevitable, since only this provides the basis on which predictions for the future seem justified. 

Accordingly, the second chapter analyses aspects of India’s foreign policy since the country’s independence, with the third chapter focusing on NATO’s reform process as of the end of the Cold War. The subsequent part then elaborates the above defined sub-questions, frequently utilizing information provided in the previous sections. Ultimately, some concluding remarks are presented, intended to specifically summarise the results with regard to the overall research theme. Each chapter has been supplied with both an individual introduction and a summary/conclusion, permitting them to appear as coherent parts, embedded in the wider context of the report.

As regards content, the second chapter particularly conceptualises India’s non-alignment doctrine, which dominated the country’s foreign policy until the end of the Cold War, and examines why this concept had emerged so powerfully in India. Subsequently, it outlines the country’s remarkable process towards engagement with the world, which it has embarked upon since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Both seem essential for the overall theme, as the incorporation of non-alignment into the Indian mindset still poses limitations to the extent of potential NATO-India cooperation, whereas the new approach to foreign policy rather indicates the opportunities in this context.    
The third part of the thesis covers NATO’s continuous transformation from an organisation with a clearly limited internal and external outlook prior to the fall of the Iron Curtain to a globally acting alliance, which increasingly engages with countries far beyond the Euro-Atlantic boundaries. First, some brief historical notes on its Cold War history are provided, helping better conceptualise the tremendous changes to have taken place thereafter. Following this, the chapter covers the events in their chronological order, encompassing all NATO summits from London in 1990 to Riga in 2006. For the nature of the research, it particularly focuses on reforms with relevance for the alliance’s external outlook, suggesting areas and instruments, which may potentially bear importance for NATO-India cooperation.   

The fourth section seeks to define international challenges of common concern; attempts to review what extent of contacts has already been witnessed; and proposes areas for future cooperation. Following this, prospective mechanisms are highlighted, in whose framework the previously identified sectors may find their practical manifestation. Yet, the part also indicates latent obstacles for joint efforts between NATO and India, despite maintaining an overall optimistic attitude. In order to strengthen the stated predictions, the chapter frequently draws on information and findings provided in the previous parts.

Overall, little exists as regards information specifically related to the subjacent theme of this assignment. Thus, the research approach was inductive, attempting to acquire sufficient insight in order to present clear proposals on the underlying subject. In this process, desk research was the primary means of investigation, with a vast amount of sources having been consulted. Additionally, qualitative information was gathered on a number of conferences, seminars, in conversations and discussions, which further added to a conceptualisation of possible NATO-India relation. 
Yet, it needs to be noted that almost all attempts to win the Indian side for personal interviews failed, possibly reflecting how little the theme bears importance, at least for parts of the country’s political and scientific establishment. Furthermore, as NATO has not employed a representative to India, the circumstances to gain individual views from officials, scientists, etc. evidently proved to be difficult, having caused the research to become more reliant on desk research than originally planned.
2.
Developments in India’s Foreign Policy since Independence
2.1. Introduction

A country’s foreign policy is by far too complex as to be covered in a chapter of this extent. Therefore, one needs to be selective in choosing aspects of importance for the specific purpose of the work. For this paper, it seems inevitable to deal at some length with the period around India’s independence, as the notion of a non-violent freedom struggle under Mahatma Ghandi did not only substantially influence India’s first Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, but the soul of an entire nation (“India,” 2007, “Foreign Policy” section, para. 5). The idealistic concept of non-alignment was born out of the specific Indian historical and cultural context (GoI, 1961, p. 80) and is still of outmost importance for any attempt to conceptualise present-day India’s view of the globe; it is thus also of relevance for possible cooperation with NATO. As will be seen, non-alignment describes the vision of India as an independent, self-relied state, taking individual conclusions beyond the influence of any major power bloc (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 179). It envisages the idea of “One World” of equal states, accepting the variety of people and cultures, and includes a clear opposition towards any attempt of imposing a single system on the way states and people interact (“1951: One World,” 2001, para. 1). 
The concept, however, was soon challenged during the Sino-Indian border war in 1962. Therefore, it has been decided to also deal with this conflict, particularly focusing on the impact which the events had on the Indian non-alignment doctrine. It will be shown that its distinct approach to foreign policy proved to have isolated the country (Abadi, 1998, “Conclusion” section, para. 2) despite the appreciation received from across the globe for the emphasis on peace and mutual respect in international relations. The Indian elite had to painfully recognise that its principles would not prevent other countries from attacking its territory; even more fundamentally, it was to realise that in any such moment no aligned partner was found at its side, rushing to provide assistance when it was most required (Abadi, 1998, “Conclusion” section, para. 2). 
The main importance of this part for the purpose of this paper, however, is another: the section will also illustrate the inability of the Indian elite to thoroughly re-consider its official foreign policy posture in the aftermath of the war (Abadi, 1998, “Critics of Non-alignment” section, para. 2), proving how fundamentally the ideals of non-alignment were incorporated into the Indian mindset. This is further highlighted when considering that the death of India’s first PM Nehru only one and a half years after the events in 1962 would have posed a unique opportunity for a new leadership to re-position the country in the world.

On the other hand, non-alignment still allowed for pragmatic considerations. To a certain extent due to the Cold War context, but also for its own ideological convictions, New Delhi viewed itself much closer to the Soviet Union in its internal and external policies than to the Western bloc surrounding the United States (Ganguly, 2003, p. 41). This was reflected in a number of foreign policy decisions and ultimately led to an Indo-Soviet peace and friendship treaty in 1971, as will be seen in this section of the paper. Alternatively, the doctrine may also be viewed as the result of rather practical necessities. Indeed, the socio-cultural diversity of the country complicated the process of state-building after independence; thus, a generally acceptable foreign policy was deemed necessary to provide the country with a common focus (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 178). With the society’s strong nationalist values and traditions, any military alignment would have appeared as a disloyalty towards the sovereign nation-state (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 174), making non-alignment a seemingly consistent adoption.
Lastly, it is significant to cover the changes which have occurred since the end of the Cold War, as these, taking India’s background into consideration, appear extraordinary. New Delhi took the new geo-political circumstances to free itself from a long period of isolation and suddenly started to increasingly establish ties with basically all major powers of the world (Mohan, 2003, xvii). India has begun to regard itself as an upcoming global power, seeking to play its part in the game of international politics (Kapila, 2005, para. 4). These multilateral relations in all areas of interactions will be of fundamental importance for the subsequent analysis of possible NATO-India cooperation.

As outlined above, the chapter is not intended to present a complete review of India’s foreign policy since independence; particularly the absence of developments in the Indo-Pakistani relations may appear surprising. However, as suggested before, the part is directed towards a specific purpose: it is to help understand the background of India’s outlook to the world and broadly highlight the major changes to have occurred over a period of six decades. The above themes appear to serve well for this purpose and thus provide the basis for an analysis of possible areas of cooperation between India and NATO. Pakistan has undoubtedly been the most important concern in the Indian mindset. However, it would require a book on its own to cover the complexity of these relations. 
2.2. The First Years of Independence and the Concept of Non-alignment
On 15 August 1947, thus one day after Pakistan, India gained its independence. The division, however, “resulted in extreme violence and one of the largest migrations in history. Partition deaths throughout India and Pakistan numbered between 500,000 and one million, while some ten to twelve million migrants moved across the new borders in Punjab and Bengal” (Chester, 2002, “Repercussions of Partition” section, para. 1). Jawaharlal Nehru, who had already been vice chairman of the Indian interim Executive Council since September 1946, was appointed the first Prime Minister at this difficult point, also overseeing the country’s foreign affairs. He would maintain this position over a period of almost 17 years until his death on 27 May 1964.

Upon the formation of the interim Executive Council, Nehru broadcasted on All India Radio on 7 September 1946, outlining his visions for the foreign policy of a newly independent India: “We propose as far as possible to keep away from the power politics of groups, aligned against one another, which have led in the past to world wars and which may again lead to disaster on an even vaster scale” (Government of India [GoI], 1967, pp. 2-3). This statement already suggested the basic principle of non-alignment; a vision which would dominate the country’s approach to the world for decades to come (Nanda, 1990, p. vii). 

Nehru himself regarded it as a concept naturally incorporated into the country due to its specific historical context and the geo-political state of affairs at that time:
[Non-alignment] is a policy inherent in the circumstances of India, inherent in the past thinking of India, inherent in the whole mental outlook of India, inherent in the conditioning of the Indian mind during our struggle for freedom, and inherent in the circumstances of the world today. (GoI, 1961, p. 80)
Others, such as the Nehru Biographer Michael Brechner, directly traced the policy back to Nehru, whom they considered as the single most important architect of non-alignment. In his Nehru Biography, Brechner (1959) proposes:

In no other state does one man dominate foreign policy as does Nehru in India (…) for Nehru is the philosopher, the architect, the engineer and the voice of his country’s policy towards the outside world. (…) It was he who provided a rationale for India’s approach to international politics since 1947. It was he who carried the philosophy of non-alignment to the world at large. And throughout this period he has dominated the policy-making process. (pp. 564-565)
What conclusion holds true will not be part of the investigation of this paper; however, it appears evident that Nehru as Prime Minister, also dealing with India’s external affairs for a continuous period of almost 17 years certainly determined substantially how India positioned itself in the world upon independence.
On the other hand, Nehru was deeply influenced by Indian philosophy and the country’s historical background, particularly the struggle for independence, in which he strongly participated alongside Mahatma Gandhi. As a member of the Indian National Congress, the country’s oldest political organisation, Nehru articulated the party’s position towards issues of international dimension since the late 1920s (Heitzmann & Worden, 1995, “Foreign Relations” section, para. 1). Based on his experiences during the liberation movement, including repeated imprisonment by the British colonial authorities, “Nehru tried hard to identify the country’s foreign policy with anti-colonialism and anti-racism. He also tried to promote India’s role as the peacemaker, which was seen as an extension of the policies of Mahatma Gandhi and as deeply rooted in the indigenous religious traditions of Buddhism, Jainism, and Hinduism” (“India,” 2007, “Foreign Policy” section, para. 5).
The vision of One World additionally featured high among Nehru’s foreign policy goals, which incorporated the acceptance of the world’s inherited variety and its manifestations, opposing any attempt to enforce one single system on others (“1951: One World,”
2001, para. 1). “The logical outcome was a foreign policy which would steer clear of the contemporary power balance and open up a new dimension of international relations. This was precisely the function of non-alignment” (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, pp. 176-177).

Seeking to define the principles of his doctrine, Nehru pronounced in a speech in Washington D.C. on 18 December 1956:
The preservation of peace forms the central aim of India’s policy. It is in the pursuit of this policy that we have chosen the path of non-alignment in any military or like pact of alliance. Non-alignment does not mean passivity of mind or action (…). It is a positive and dynamic approach to such problems that confront us. (“Modern History Sourcebook: Jawaharlal Nehru,” 1997, “Economic Development and Nonalignment (1956)” section, para. 4)
The statement clearly suggests Nehru’s rejection of military alliances, such as NATO and the Warsaw Pact. As will be seen in the fourth chapter, this historical denunciation has to some extent remained important, also for possible NATO-India cooperation.

In the first decades after independence, India’s foreign policy approach may be described as intended to enable her to remain neutral in a period of intensified apprehensions between two major blocs of states. This was meant to allow for independent decisions on a case-to-case basis, which would help India to positively influence its unstable neighbourhood as well as to determine its sovereign position as a nation-state in the international system. Thus, it was a doctrine aimed at providing for security, space and strength (Mattoo, 2005, para. 2). 
Non-alignment has often been described as a naive vision, which “manifested itself, first, in an idealist view of politics and power. Gandhi, for example, defined politics not in the usual sense of art of capturing and managing governmental power, but as the ‘transformation of social relationships’ in terms of certain ultimate values” (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, pp. 175-176). However, although in some regards the concept indeed proved to be impractical, possibly too idealistic, as it will be seen later in this paper, it still allowed for rather pragmatic considerations. Nehru himself indicated the importance of such a realistic approach, when he said as early as in 1947:  “The art of conducting the foreign affairs of a country lies in finding out what is most advantageous to the country” (GoI, 1961, p. 28).

After independence, India saw herself confronted with various challenges: internally, a rapidly growing population accompanied by severe poverty among vast parts of the society and substantial economic problems worsened the already difficult circumstances of managing a newly independent country mentally suffering from its partition (Kazi & Andley, 2007, “Amb Lalit Mansingh” section, para. 2); externally, the emergence of a hostile Pakistan and an increasingly powerful China caused further concerns among the India elite, particularly considering India’s poorly equipped defence force at that time (Kazi & Andley, 2007, “Amb Lalit Mansingh” section, para. 2).
As regards the latter, K. Subrahmanyam (2006), one of the leading Indian strategic analysts, refers to 1965 when Pakistan used US-supplied arms in the Indo-Pakistani conflict over Kashmir (para. 10), while, in 1971, China, the US and Pakistan reached a strategic consensus in view of Pakistan’s actions in what was then East Pakistan. These led to another Indo-Pakistani war, with Bangladesh ultimately emerging as an independent state (Subrahmanyam, 2006, para. 10). In a third example, Subrahmanyam (2006) highlights the US-American provision of military assistance to Pakistan, intended to gain the country’s support to back the mujahideen in Afghanistan in the US campaign against the Soviets (para. 10). Due to the enhanced ties between America and two of its direct neighbours, both of which had gone to war with India, New Delhi sought closer collaboration with the Soviet Union, ultimately leading to the signing of a peace and friendship treaty in 1971.

Additionally, certain practical, domestic factors also required a distinguished, unified foreign policy. “The regional, political, economic, linguistic, religious and other socio-cultural diversities posed greater problems for state building in India than probably in any other country in the modern world. A generally acceptable and dynamic foreign policy (…) could provide a common focus for the nation as a whole” (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 178). In the Indian society with its strong nationalist values and traditions, any military alignment would have appeared as a disloyalty towards the sovereign nation-state and may have led to insurgences (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 174).  Consequently, “only a policy of non-alignment could have prevented the acute polarization of the domestic political forces and thus created one of the essential conditions for state building” (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 179).
This approach to foreign policy was facilitated by the period of decolonisation with many independent countries emerging in Africa and Asia, as well as the establishment of the United Nations as a more comprehensive organisation than the League of Nations. India, therefore, viewed itself in accompaniment of states, sharing similar interests as regards their sovereignty as a nation state, which would further be assisted by the UN with its global focus, seemingly untouched from individual interests (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 180). Thus, it appears justified to conclude that “the policy of non-alignment was indicated by the realities of India’s geography, economic development, recent political and ideological tradition, [and the] domestic (…) and international milieu” (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 180).
It has been seen that Nehru as India’s Prime Minister, also dealing with the country’s external affairs, sought to combine the idealist tradition of India’s national movement, dominated by the ideals of Mahatma Gandhi, as well as the practical necessities of the daily political business in a world divided into two major power blocs (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 182). Yet, when the first challenge to non-alignment appeared on the political landscape, the severe limits of this foreign policy doctrine were revealed. In view of the “Chinese threat to India’s northern border in October 1962, it was the United States that had to be relied upon to supply the necessary assistance” (Abadi, 1998, “Introduction” section, para. 3).
2.3.
The Indo-Chinese Border War
Relations between China and India at the beginning of the 1950s were described as cordial. Nehru appreciated Mao’s victory and additionally accepted that China would occupy former British settlements in Tibet. In 1954, both countries signed the Panchshila Agreement on the highland region in which they articulated their intention to resolve their differences in accordance with “mutual respect for each other’s sovereignty and territorial integrity; non-aggression; non-interference with each other’s affairs; equality and mutual benefit and, peaceful coexistence. [However] barely two months went by when border incidents began” (Abadi, 1998, “Background” section, para. 1).    

In January 1959, Nehru received a letter from the Chinese Prime Minister Chou En-lai, in which he, for the first time, openly defined his country’s stand on the question of the border area. Explicitly, En-lai claimed:

’The Sino-Indian boundary has never been formally delimited’, the Aksai Chin area ‘has always been under Chinese jurisdiction’ and the McMahon Line ‘was a product of the British policy of aggression against the Tiber Region of China’ and ‘therefore it cannot be considered legal’. (…) This meant that the entire India-China boundary of 2,400 miles or so (…) had been called in question. (Longer, 1988, p. 84)
Only two months later, a revolt erupted in Tibet, which ultimately led to the Tibetan cabinet declaring the independence of its country. In the aftermath, the conflict further intensified with China accusing India of having encouraged and supported the rebels in their uprising (Longer, 1988, p. 78). The events peaked in the attacks on the Palace of the Dalai Lama, the spiritual leader of Tibet, followed by his escape to India where he was granted asylum on March 18, further provoking protests from the Chinese government (“India,” 2007, “Foreign Policy” section, para. 4). “The intervention in Tibet in 1959 marked (…) a turning point for the Sino-Indian relations. The suppression of the Tibetan uprising was viewed by India as a violation of Tibetan autonomy and thus a violation of the Sino-Indian agreement on Tibet” (Forrer, 2006, p. 7). Subsequently, both countries engaged in a reciprocal arms race alongside the border despite frequent assurances by the two governments that they were committed to a peaceful solution of the conflict. 

By the end of 1959, India’s lack of ability to adequately defend itself against Chinese aggressions appeared obvious. It was at that time, when the New York Times reported on the condition of the Indian armed forces:  
The Indian Army has abandoned any hope of defending large areas of India's Himalayan frontier against Communist China (...) If the Chinese forces in Tibet tried next spring to take the Indian border territories they claim, India's military strategy would be to concede large areas virtually without a fight (...) Effective defence of all Indian territory is a physical impossibility. (Abadi, 1998, “Background” section, para. 3)
Nevertheless, Nehru, despite the continuing arms race along the border, never expected the Chinese to actually invade India, and was thus hit by surprise when the aggressions ultimately started. In a letter dating from 21 October 1962, one day after the invasion had been launched, he wrote:   
We have felt no ill will against the Chinese people. In international matters, we have often helped the Chinese Government. It has been a matter of grief to me that, in spite of our friendly attitude to them, the Chinese Government should have paid us back aggression and calumny. The Chinese newspapers are full of the utmost vituperation against India and the Government of India. (Parthasarathi, 1989, p. 538)
At first, Nehru remained hopeful that India’s policy of non-alignment would help restore peace; accordingly, he refused to declare war on China and additionally maintained India’s diplomatic relations with Peking (Abadi, 1998, “Background” section, para. 6). However, as the invasion lasted and India’s incapability to defend itself worsened, Nehru eventually decided to seek foreign assistance. He first approached the Russian Ambassador to India, Mr Benedictov, requesting military equipment. Yet, after consultations with Moscow, Benedictov “advised Nehru to exercise restraint, obtain an immediate cease-fire, if possible, and not break diplomatic relations with Peking. Russia was shaking off India” (Longer, 1988, p. 114).
Left alone, the Indian elite had to recognise that only the United States was able to provide sufficient support to effectively combat the Chinese aggressions, and eventually appealed for arms assistance on 29 October 1962. President Kennedy, seeing an opportunity to engage India against the communist threat, offered quick and generous help without demanding any commitments from the Indian side (Longer, 1988, p. 115).
However, the Chinese advanced quickly and almost unchallenged until its leadership announced a unilateral cease-fire with effect from the midnight of 21/22 November 1962 after an overwhelming success (Forrer, 2006, p. 9). “[This] unilateral cease-fire of China was a decided and planned insult after injury. India was in no position to reject it” (Longer, 1988, p. 120). For Nehru, both the Chinese invasion as well as the forced request for assistance from the United States signified a catastrophe. His entire foreign policy approach seemed to have been called into question; yet, he remained unaffected as to the legitimacy of non-alignment. The U.S. Ambassador to India of that time, John Kenneth Galbraith wrote a letter to President Kennedy, intending to explain Nehru’s attitude following the Chinese invasion:
All his life he has sought to avoid being dependent upon the United States and the United Kingdom - most of his personal reluctance to ask (or thank) for aid has been based on this pride. (…) Now, nothing is so important to him, more personally than politically, than to maintain the semblance of this independence. His age no longer allows of readjustment. To a point we can, I feel, be generous on this. (Abadi, 1998, “Background” section, para. 10)
In view of the events, however, it would be wrong to assume that Nehru did not recognise the partial impracticality of his policy. Yet, his pride did not permit any public admittance as to the limits of non-alignment. Instead, he sought to preserve the doctrine by adjusting it to the circumstances. “Military reliance without military alliance” (O’Brien, 1988, p. 129) was the outcome of this course modification.
Nonetheless, having to conclude that his approach to world affairs essentially left India unaccompanied may have been the most difficult lesson to be learnt in the aftermath of the Indo-Chinese border war. Being attacked by China, India discovered not to be able to count on any assistance, not even from the so-called non-aligned community: 
The Non-Aligned nations were in no position to side with India during the conflict. Tito, Nasser, Sukarno, Bandaranaike, Ben Bella, Nkrumah and others could only recommend mediation. Nor was the Soviet Union anxious to come to Nehru's rescue. Situated as it was close to two great Communist countries, India had no recourse, but to turn to the United States for aid. It was indeed difficult for Nehru to admit that the policy which he had been advocating all along failed at the most crucial hour. (Abadi, 1998, “Conclusion” section, para. 2)
Following the death of Nehru one and a half years after the Chinese invasion, the new Indian leadership characterized by the experience of the border war with China may have been believed to tackle the limitations and defects of non-alignment, not providing India with the envisaged independence and flexibility. Yet, with almost 17 years of Nehru as the dominating force behind India’s position in world, the shift could not be expected to come over night. As the Israeli consul in Delhi noted in September 1965:

Voices are frequently being heard in both houses of parliament as well as in the press, who severely criticize India's foreign policy and even propose radical changes. There is no doubt that this process will intensify in the coming years, however, the day in which a few serious personalities with knowledge and ability to influence or conduct a policy different than the one determined by Nehru is far. (Abadi, 1998, “Critics of Non-alignment” section, para. 2) 
Nehru’s successors, the first having been his daughter Indira Gandhi, only gradually began to further develop India’s outlook towards the world. Despite its drawbacks, painfully experienced during the Sino-Indian border war, it would take until the end of the Cold War when India, in view of the tremendous internal and global changes, was eventually able to thoroughly open up itself towards the world. The above suggests how fundamentally the concept of non-alignment was incorporated into the Indian mindset; a model that rejected the system of military alliances during the Cold War. NATO formed a significant part of the latter, which continues to bear importance for a possible rapprochement process between the two sides, as will be seen in the fourth chapter of this analysis.   
2.4.
The Integration Process after the End of the Cold War
Fundamental changes in foreign policy take place only when there is a revolutionary change either at home or in the world. In 1991 India confronted just such a situation. The old political and economic order at home had collapsed, and the end of the cold war removed all the old benchmarks that guided India’s foreign policy. (Mohan, 2003, pp. xii-xiii)
With the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the end of a bipolar world, India lost the diplomatic support of a veto-wielding power in the UN Security Council; more fundamentally, this process also put an end to substantial arms-transfers between the two countries, enabling India to maintain a modern military, and additionally erased its nuclear guarantee towards China (Ganguly, 2003, p. 43). Under these circumstances, non-alignment proved to be an unsuitable concept. “It was a historically specific policy peculiar to the exigencies of the Cold War. With the end of the Cold War, the policy is conceptually and operationally meaningless” (Abadi, 1998, “Introduction” section, para. 1); India had to reinvent its approach to the world.

During this process, the political analyst C. Raja Mohan (2003) observed five major transitions: 


1. The shift from a socialist to a capitalist society, which, with regard to foreign policy, was reflected in India moving from close cooperation with the Soviet Union to integrating itself into the global political and economic system, including strengthened links with the West (p. xvii); 
2. The new emphasis on economics as opposed to its prior focus on politics. “In the past, the begging bowl for aid was symbolic of Indian diplomacy (…). [Now] trade, not aid, would be the national priority” (p. xvii); 
3. The move away from the promotion of third world interests to a new accent on its self-interest, reflected in New Delhi’s campaign towards a permanent seat on the UN Security Council, which was launched in the 1990s (p. xxi);  
4. The rejection of its almost traditional “anti-Western mode of thinking” (p. xxi); despite being the largest democracy in the world and the most committed country to western political values in its region, India had turned into one of the most rigorous challengers of the Western world view. “Returning to the West became of vital importance for India after the cold war” (p. xxi);  
5. The transition from idealism to pragmatism. After independence, having experienced Mahatma Gandhi’s non-violent struggle for self-determination, the country almost naturally tended to highly value idealistic principles in its approach to the world. During the 1990s, however, India moved “from its past emphasis on the power of the argument to a new stress on the argument of power” (p. xxii). It had realized the requirement to “join the international power game in the spirit of the realism school of political thought” (Kapila, 2005, para. 4). 
The latter became particularly visual, when India launched several nuclear tests in 1998. For many, this was the ultimate manifestation of the country’s shift towards a new, self-assured approach of power politics in its dealing with the world (Mohan, 2003, p. xv). “The real watershed in India’s foreign policy occurred in May 1998, when – defying traditional assumptions, analytical predictions and international opinion – India conducted a series of nuclear tests. This was the beginning of a new phase of realism in India’s foreign policy” (Mattoo, 2005, para. 1). With two of its uneasy neighbours, namely China and Pakistan possessing such weapons and the lost nuclear guarantee from the Soviet Union, this step turned into a necessity for the Indian elite, despite the country remaining a strong proponent of disarmament (Mohan, 2003, p. xiv).
The tests also enabled India to approach the Western states with a new self-assurance, while it began to display a previously unknown willingness to put major national security issues on the table (Mohan, 2003, p. 27). Particularly its relationship with the US was heavily influenced by the nuclear tests, as America was quick to impose sanctions on India. Barely four month later, however, then PM Vajpayee took a speech in New York as an opportunity to suggest the potential for an alliance between the US and India, and even addressed America as a ‘natural ally’ of his country (Mohan, 2003, p. 49). This came as a complete surprise: a PM of India, a nation with a proud tradition of non-alignment, particularly towards the West, indicated the vision of an alliance between his country and the US. “There was nothing in the recent history of Indo-US relations to suggest an alliance between New Delhi and Washington was even conceivable, let alone practical” (Mohan, 2003, p. 51). 
Despite the sanctions, the nuclear tests also caused the US to take India with a new seriousness, which would soon lead to a broader and intensified engagement, including security cooperation with regard to counterterrorism (Mohan, 2003, p. 25). Besides, both countries additionally engaged in enhanced military-to-military cooperation, with particularly Delhi having pushed for such joint actions, viewing them as an opportunity to enhance its troops’ know-how (Ganguly, 2003, p. 45). The ultimate outcome of this process was the formation of a military steering committee “to establish the basis for a long-term army-to-army relationship” (Datta-Ray, 1992, para. 3). 
At the turn of the millennium, when the United States was attacked on 11 September 2001, India displayed yet a further level of readiness to collaborate by offering “the United States full intelligence cooperation and even access to Indian military bases. Such gestures would have been simply unimaginable a mere decade earlier” (Ganguly, 2003, p. 45). However, the preliminary peak in Indo-US relations was still to come: during President Bush’s visit to India in March 2006, an agreement on collaboration and cooperation in the field of civil nuclear energy was signed between the two parties, thus officially acknowledging India as a nuclear power. The so-called “nuke deal” may be viewed as an attempt by the US to integrate India into the international nuclear cooperation despite New Delhi’s unwillingness to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) (Spieß, 2006, p. 122). Such bilateral mechanisms between India and NATO members could also prove to be of value for possible cooperation with the alliance, which will be further illustrated in the fourth part of this analysis.
The establishment of intensified ties or almost alliance-like relations with the United States was accompanied by the formation of multiple partnerships, particularly with Western countries, but also other states of strategic importance:
Finally, the idea of alliances albeit in a very limited form has begun to take root in Indian thinking. Crafting an alliance-like relationship with the United States without giving up its special ties to Russia, exploring deeper relations with the European Union and Japan and managing the complex ties with China became the national strategic objectives. (Mohan, 2003, p. 56) 

Seeking to set up a whole network of cooperation with all major powers may be viewed as an attempt to prevent the global domination by one single superpower. Thus, India’s approach to the world was defined by a vision of a multipolar global order, including an increased democratisation of international relations. With these multiple co-operations, the country attempted to mobilise support on aspects of its own interest, such as international norms against terrorism, narcotic trafficking as well as organised crime, which also bear importance for possible cooperation between NATO and India, as will be highlighted in chapter four. Overall, “multilateral diplomacy was finally becoming the servant of India’s strategic interest, not its master” (Mohan, 2003, pp. 47-48), suggesting the country’s new self-perception of being a forthcoming global power.
On the other hand, New Delhi’s continuous emphasis on the importance of a democratic basis for international relations, respecting each state’s sovereignty in its decision-making reflects the enduring implication of some of India’s traditional non-alignment ideals. It is precisely for this reason that India has maintained an intensive commitment to the UN, now also seeking a permanent seat on the UNSC.     

As a founder member of the United Nations, India [had already] made significant contributions to its various activities, including peacekeeping operations. India has been a participant in all its peacekeeping operations including those in Korea, Egypt and Congo in earlier years and in Somalia, Angola and Rwanda in recent years. (High Commission of India, n.d., para. 5) 
Yet, after the end of the Cold War, India also began to increasingly engage with other global multilateral institutions, e.g. the World Trade Organisation whose member it became on 1 January 1995.
Furthermore, the so-called “Look East” policy emerged as another major pillar in India’s new foreign policy doctrine. This initiative has been intended to intensify especially the economic cooperation with the fast growing Southeast Asian states, which may also be regarded as an attempt to balance the Chinese influence in the region (Ganguly, 2003, p. 44). In 1995, India was given the status of a full dialogue partner of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and became a member of the ASEAN Regional Forum in 1996, whose primary intention is to “foster constructive dialogue and consultation on political and security issues of interest and concern” (ASEAN Regional Forum, n.d., “Objectives” section, para. 2). Yet, the country’s joining of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) as an observer in 2005, an organisation comprising Russia, China as well as the Central Asian Republics, which deals with a broad spectrum of aspects, ranging from anti-terrorism initiatives to economic interaction, suggested that India’s ‘Look East’ policy has also come to include Northeast Asia (Spieß, 2006, pp. 125-126).  
In the context of Sino-Indian relations, there have been tremendous changes despite their difficult historical background. For pure economic reasons already, the two countries are heavily dependent on each other, causing any serious dispute to have severe fiscal consequences. Between 1995 and 2005, trade flows between China and India grew from a volume of below 1billion $ to 18.7 billion annually (“India-China trade imbalance growing,” 2007, para. 13) with a tremendous potential yet to be explored. This has led to considerations as to the feasibility of a FTA between the two Asian powers (Joshi, 2005, para. 1). 
Yet, Sino-India relations have deepened on various levels, going far beyond pure economic calculations. Although India has remained very suspicious regarding China’s support of Pakistan, cooperation has come to include both side’s political and security interests, reflected in the 2005 “Strategic and Cooperative Partnership for Peace and Prosperity” or the 2006 MoU on defence matters, aimed at a rapprochement between the two armed forces through joint exercises and exchange programs between training institutions (“Building Strategic Roadways in Arunachal Pradesh,” 2006, para. 6). Overall, substantial efforts have been made by both sides to intensify their collaboration, covering the whole span from enhanced cultural exchange, trade, foreign investment as well as a substantial series of confidence-building measures. 

Nevertheless, cooperation between India and its other direct neighbours in the South Asian region has substantially lacked behind. “[India’s] relations with its sub-continental neighbours, except maybe for the peace process between India and Pakistan, show no sign of a similar enthusiasm or commitment on behalf of a regional hegemon” (Spieß, 2006, p. 127). On a political level, a clear regional approach has remained largely invisible, since India has been focusing on bilateral ad-hoc formations, depending on the respective aspect of concern (Spieß, 2006, p. 128). “It is only gradually, against the background of so many seemingly ‘failing states’ in its neighbourhood that India is realising that sooner or later it has to come up with a grand idea about its regional outlook and to define mid-to long-term economic and security policies” (Spieß, 2006, p. 121). Alternatively, the lasting lack of regional cooperation may also provide an important incentive for possible NATO-India initiatives, as will be illustrated in chapter four.
Generally, however, the country began a remarkable process of interactions with the world after the end of the Cold War, comprising “(…) the whole set of strategic building blocks such as a plethora of high-level summits, new trade agreements, military co-operations, technology transfers, energy dialogue, big-ticket foreign purchases, etc.” (Spieß, 2006, p. 120). This development bears particular significance for an analysis of possible future cooperation between India and the alliance.  
2.5. Summary
The non-violent freedom struggle under Mahatma Ghandi and the overall Indian cultural background deeply influenced the country’s outlook towards the world around independence (GoI, 1961, p.80). Particularly the first PM Jawaharlal Nehru, who had joined forces with Ghandi on the way to self-determination, would carry these experiences throughout his 16 years in office (Brechner, 1959, pp. 564-565). Despite major challenges, revealing the constraints of non-alignment, particularly during the Sino-Indian border war in 1962, Nehru proved unwilling to officially scrutinise his foreign policy as the rightful doctrine for the Indian nation (Abadi, 1998, “Background” section, para. 10).

Even his successors, the first having been his daughter Indira Ghandi, seemed incapable of guiding India out of its isolation in international relations (Abadi, 1998, “Critics of Non-alignment” section, para. 2). Although the experiences of 1962 had been rather recent when Nehru died and a new leadership took office, seemingly providing an unique opportunity to re-position India in the world, only minor adjustments were officially undertaken. This clearly suggests how significantly the ideals of non-alignment were incorporated into the Indian soul, also bearing importance for possible NATO-India cooperation, which will be further highlighted in the fourth part of this analysis.
However, non-alignment still allowed for rather pragmatic considerations in India’s foreign policy. Its continuous close ties with the Soviet Union, having led to the 1971 peace and friendship treaty, expose that the Indian leadership occasionally acted less doctrinaire than the official postures may have indicated (Abadi, 1998, “Introduction” section, para. 1). Alternatively, the concept was also a result of practical necessities: in the Indian society with its strong nationalist values and traditions, any military alignment would have appeared as a disloyalty towards the sovereign nation-state and may have led to insurgences (Bandyopadhyaya, 1990, p. 174). This might justify the conclusion that the country’s elite at least partly recognised the requirement to apply pragmatic policies, while seeking to maintain the nation’s ideological convictions (Abadi, 1998, “Introduction” section, para. 1).
Nevertheless, as the internal economic situation had worsened and the Cold War paradigms collapsed at the beginning of the 1990s, India eventually opened up (Mohan, 2003, pp. xii-xiii). Both the speed and the extent to which the country was abruptly able to engage with the world seem astonishing (Ganguly, 2003, p. 45). Strategic partnerships have been established with all major powers, ranging from close economic relations to cooperation in the fight against common challenges, with India essentially following a two-fold approach: while intensifying its continental ties, especially with the fast-growing Southeast Asian states as part of its “Look East” policy (Ganguly, 2003, p. 44), the country has additionally embarked upon a path of engagement with the West, particularly the United States (Mohan, 2003, p. 49). 
The concept of non-alignment, however, has certainly remained present in the Indian mindset due to its significant incorporation into the country’s cultural and historical tradition (GoI, 1961, p. 80). Thus, New Delhi must be expected to further evaluate all future commitments against the background of these ideals, which also impacts on the possible rapprochement process between NATO and India.              
3. Aspects of NATO’s Reform Process

3.1.
Introduction


“NATO is a subject that drives the dagger of boredom deep, deep into the heart” (as cited in Campbell, 2002). This is Jack Beatty, senior editor at The Atlantic Monthly, writing on the alliance in June 1989. At that time, “discussions about [its] future (…) in a world with only one ‘superpower’ were just beginning to be heard” (Campbell, 2002, para. 1). In fact, as both the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact had dissolved at the beginning of the 90s, many political thinkers predicted a similar development for the North Atlantic alliance (Horton, 2005, para. 2). NATO, however, embarked upon a remarkable reform process, seeking to adjust itself to the changed international context.   

The chapter will thus examine the most important internal developments during this continuing transformation. The approach taken is chronological: from the London summit in 1990 to the latest Riga gathering in 2006, the events will be presented in their respective sequential perspective, while examples will occasionally be provided as to how modifications have seen their practical implementation. Again, due to the complexity of the process, the chapter is not intended to present a complete review of NATO’s adjustments; rather, it has once more been intended to be selective, highlighting those reforms which bear importance for the alliance’s engagement with the world, as only these will prove suitable for an analysis of possible cooperation between NATO and India to be conducted in the next chapter. 

First, however, a brief introduction to NATO as well as the events surrounding its foundation will be presented. This is to provide a certain level of historical foundation and will assist in better conceptualising the substantial modifications thereafter. It will be seen that the Cold War alliance had a clearly limited scope as regards both its internal and external outlook. Against this background, the course in the aftermath of the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact will appear rather significant. 

Concerning the latter, the chapter will demonstrate that, already at the London summit, NATO began to rediscover its political purpose by inviting the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) and the Soviet Union to establish diplomatic relations with the alliance (Wenger, Breitenmoser & Lehman, 1998, “1.1” section, para. 6). Yet, almost simultaneously, the organisation would also regain a military purpose: in 1991, it provided essential logistical and administrative assistance to the forces, fighting in the second Gulf War (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.1” section, para. 4).

Both occasions only marked the beginning of a long-term transformation. As regards its political function, NATO has created a varied set of forums for consultations and activities with non-members dealing with a vast span of themes, while expanding membership to now 26 countries. Particularly the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) and the Partnership for Peace programme (PfP) have proved to be efficient platforms in this regard. Allowing for bilateral relations between the countries involved and the alliance, the EAPC e.g. covers a wide scope of themes, ranging from crisis management over arms control to international terrorism (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.1” section, para. 3 & 5).  Moreover, a NATO-Russia Council as well as a NATO-Ukraine Commission have been founded, with relations with Georgia having reached the level of an “Intensified Dialogue”. The so-called Mediterranean Dialogue and the South-East European Initiative (SEEI) are further examples of this political approach, which increasingly seeks to engage countries beyond the European borders, such as the Caucasus and Central Asia, reaching as far as Australia (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 3.” section, para. 9; “42.” section). Some of the sectors and mechanisms highlighted in this section may also prove to be of value for possible NATO-India cooperation, which will be further illustrated in the fourth part of this research.
Concerning its military role, the alliance has undergone a similarly far-reaching reform process. Initially confined to clear geographic boundaries, it has been engaged in various armed missions. Starting with its involvement during the Gulf War, the allied forces have engaged in both military and stabilisation operations in countries, such as Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo as well as Macedonia. However, it has also taken responsibilities beyond the European continent by leading the difficult ISAF mission in Afghanistan, intended to help provide security in the post-Taliban era (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Mission Accomplished” section, para. 3). Moreover, NATO has logistically assisted the African Union mission in Sudan, provided support to the earthquake and tsunami relief operations in Pakistani Kashmir and Indonesia respectively, while training security forces in Iraq and ferrying goods to the victims of Hurricane Katrina in the United States (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, para. 1). As will be highlighted in chapter four, particularly its engagements in Afghanistan and Pakistan have also been of importance for possible cooperation between NATO and India. 
These developments indicate that NATO has become a globally committed alliance. Ensuring security and stability in Europe has remained the organisation’s most important goal (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.2” section, para. 3); however, in a fundamentally altered international security environment, measures for this to be achieved are not restricted to the own boundaries. The alliance has recognised that particularly the phenomenon of international terrorism requires new strategies, confronting instability where it originates (Robertson, 2003, “The new NATO”, para. 5/6). This realisation also leaves space for a rapprochement process between India and NATO.
3.2. The Establishment of NATO and its Constitutional Foundation
“8 May 1945: Victory Day! An exhausted Europe emerged with relief from six years of oppression and carnage” (Bugnion, 1995, “A field of ruins” section, para. 1). This is Dr Francois Bugnion, Director for International Law and Cooperation of the International Committee of the Red Cross, commenting on the end of World War II. Dr Bugnion, however, continues stating: “But (…) in May 1945: everyone understood the fragility of the Grand Alliance which had vanquished the Nazi hydra. As soon as Hitler was dead, the variances between the victors reappeared” (Bugnion, 1995, “A field of ruins” section, para. 4).

With the increasing Communist dispersion into Eastern and Central Europe, enforced by a militarily powerful Soviet Union (SU), Western European states began to consider the option of a military alliance to safeguard their sovereignty. The ultimate outcome of these considerations was the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), established by the North Atlantic Treaty on 4 April 1949. The signatories to the accord agreed upon in Washington D.C. were Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Greece and Turkey joined the alliance in 1952, with then West Germany having followed in 1955. Spain ultimately completed Cold War NATO with its accession in 1982.  

The essence of the North Atlantic Treaty is stated in Article 5, which reads as follows:

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed forces, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. (NATO, 1949, “North Atlantic Treaty: Article 5” section, para. 1)

Article 6 of the treaty continues with a specification of the geographic scope in which the above stated applies; it covers “an armed attack on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the Algerian Departments of France, on the territory of or on the Islands under the jurisdiction of any of the Parties in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer” (NATO, 1949, “North Atlantic Treaty: Article 6” section, para. 2). The scope also included the Party’s forces, vessels, or aircrafts stationed in Europe, the Mediterranean Sea or the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer on the day when the Treaty entered into force (NATO, 1949, “North Atlantic Treaty: Article 6” section, para. 3). Moreover, Article 10 deals with possible future accessions to the alliance, restricting the geographic span to “any other European State” (NATO, 1949, “North Atlantic Treaty: Article 10” section). By its constitution, NATO was thus confined to clear geographic limitations, both with regard to its security zone as well as in view of future enlargements. 

Particularly Article 5 was of outmost importance for the Western European states, as it provided for security guarantees from the United States concerning a possible threat to their sovereignty from the Soviets. It was believed that “the Soviet Union would not attack Western Europe if [its] leaders thought such an attack would trigger war with the United States” (“NATO: History of NATO,” 1997).

On the other hand, NATO was not exclusively established as a military organisation. In fact, some scholars believe that the alliance was foremost driven by a political purpose. Wenger, Breitenmoser and Lehman (1998) in their elaborated analysis of NATO’s Partnership for Peace Programme, e.g. conclude:

Upon formation, the political functions of the organisation had priority. The basic NATO Treaty of 1949 does not only include common goals in the defence sector, but also in economic and social aspects. However, due to the intensifying East-West conflict, particularly against the background of the Korea War (1950-1953), NATO increasingly focused on the extension of its military structures to an integrated defence alliance. (“1.1” section, para. 2)

This additional purpose beyond the military security provisions has further been emphasised by Strobe Talbott (2002), President of the Brookings Institution. “Even at its inception, NATO was about more than just banding together against a common enemy; it was also about creating, consolidating, and expanding a zone of safety within which common values and cooperative institutions could prosper” (p. 7).

The political function is evidently reflected in the organisational structure of the alliance with its division into a civilian and a military branch. The former includes the North Atlantic Council (NAC), the highest authority within the organisation, which was set up by the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949. The Council consists of the heads of government and state of the member states or their representatives, and is chaired by a Secretary-General; its decision-making procedure has until today been based on the principle of unanimity (“NATO: History of NATO,” 1997). Particularly the political purpose, as will be outlined, may prove to provide a platform for cooperation with India.
3.3. The Process of Transformation: from London to Rome

After the end of the Cold War, NATO saw itself confronted with the challenge to re-determine its role in a fundamentally altered world. Indeed, as both the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact dissolved and the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe were ejected, the alliance lost the major threat, which had dominated the soul of the North Atlantic defence system since its foundation (Wenger, et al., “1.1” section, para. 1). Opposing calls for its dissolution, NATO leaders gathered unusually often during this period, attempting to adjust the alliance to the changed international environment. At the 1990 London Summit, the first such steps were taken. In addition to confirming its major task of collective defence, the heads of government and state also rediscovered the political roots of the organisation by inviting the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) and the Soviet Union to establish diplomatic relations with the alliance (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.1” section, para. 6). 
The CEEC themselves had been left in uncertainty by the events at the beginning of the 90s, with the resulting vacuum having caused the countries to seek intensified cooperation with NATO. The notion of insecurity was subsequently further intensified by the start of the fightings in Yugoslavia, while an attempted coup d’état against Gorbachev suggested the danger of a reactionary change in what was soon to emerge as today’s Russia. Thus, the projection of stability towards the East further gained priority on the political agenda of NATO (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.5” section, para. 1,2). This early emphasis on its political function was additionally highlighted by the issuing of the Declaration of Peace and Co-operation in 1991, which proposed “less reliance on nuclear weapons, and greater involvement in international crisis management” (“NATO: Who, what, why?,” 1999, “What has NATO done in 50 years?” section, para. 2).

However, NATO would also re-gain a military purpose: as early as in 1991, the alliance provided substantial logistical and administrative assistance to the allies fighting in the second Gulf War. It was believed that only this organisation could offer both the required know-how as well as rapidly deployable troops to face the challenges in the Gulf region. “Thus, NATO proved its value by contributing with its institutional and operative capacities to the resolution of conflicts, in which other organisations, such as the UN in this case, took the political leadership” (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.1” section, para. 4).

In the same year, the organisation’s heads of government and state gathered in Rome. The environment was not only set by Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait and the following Gulf War, but also by the civil war in former Yugoslavia, while the recent reunification of Germany, the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact as well as the failed coup d’état in Moscow further contributed to a difficult international situation (Baltzer, 2004, “1.1” section, para. 1).

In Rome, the leaders presented their new Strategic Concept, which also envisaged to continue the path of enhanced cooperation with the CEEC embarked upon in London, including to assist their long term reform process. In detail, they invited these countries to actively participate in the appropriate forums of the organisation, while the heads also agreed upon the provision of know-how on political, military, economic and scientific levels (Baltzer, 2004, “1.1” section, para. 3). In order to effectively coordinate this new dimension of cooperation, the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) was established on 20 December 1991, in which six CEEC and three Baltic states initially participated. Barely three months later in March 1992, the eleven states on the territory of the former Soviet Union also joined the Council (Baltzer, 2004, “1.1” section, para. 4).

With its new Strategic Concept, the alliance sought to take the historical chance, besides its core task of collective defence, to also focus on dialogue, cooperation and dealing with crises and their prevention. (…) The new circumstances facilitated the dialogue between NATO and the CEEC as well as the former Soviet republics. (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.2” section, para. 3)

The NACC provided for a discussion forum for security-related themes. It was established in an attempt to create trust and transparency through consultation and cooperation. The substantial set of activities was detailed in the “Work Plan for Dialogue, Partnership and Cooperation,” dealing with a variety of aspects relating to security politics, defence and troop planning, arms control, economy, research as well as information (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.3” section, para. 2). Additionally, an “Ad Hoc Group on Cooperation in Peacekeeping” was created under the umbrella of the NACC, which specified principles and criteria with regard to joint peacekeeping operations under the UN or OSCE (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.3” section, para. 3). In view of the tensions in former Yugoslavia and other places, NATO’s role in dealing with such occasions, particularly concerning its assistance to actions under UN mandate in former Yugoslavia increasingly gained momentum (Baltzer, 2004, “1.1” section, para. 6).

When the NAC met on its Brussels Summit in January 1994, it was NATO’s fourth gathering within slightly more than four years but only the thirteenth overall since its foundation. This may be interpreted as proof for the alliance’s intensified attempts to adjust to the fundamental changes in the security environment since 1989 (Baltzer, 2004, “1.2” section, para. 1). In Brussels, the heads of state and government proposed to generally allow interested states to join NATO. They also further committed themselves to peacekeeping operations under the OSCE and the UN, and invited the countries of the former as well as the NACC states to join the newly established Partnership for Peace programme (PfP) (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.6” section, para. 2), which comprised five specific aims: 

1. The fostering of transparency in the national defence planning;

2. The ensuring of democratic control of the armed forces;

3. The maintenance of the ability and preparedness to contribute to UN and OSCE operations; 

4. The development of cooperative military relations with NATO, aiming at joint planning, training and practices;

5. The future development of armed forces able to better cooperate with those of their counterparts of the NATO members. 
(Wenger, et al., 1998, “2.1” section, para. 3)

Their practical manifestation was varied and ranged from discussion seminars to multinational troop practices, the first of which was based on a peacekeeping scenario and already implemented in autumn 1994 (Wenger, et al., 1998, “2.2” section, para. 5).
In the same year of its establishment, 23 states followed the invitation of NATO to join the PfP programme, namely Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan, with many more countries having followed in the meantime, currently amounting to 33 signatories of the framework document (NATO, 2006, “Partnership for Peace: Signatures” section).

Moreover, the PfP was intended to allow for bilateral relations with NATO, thus accommodating the particular cooperation requirements and political aims of the participating states.

The PfP is based on the principle of self-differentiation, meaning each partner state can set up an “à la carte-menu” of interesting fields for cooperation. The freedom of the partner states to determine the extent of active participation in the PfP by themselves has also led neutral states and those, who are not interested in NATO membership to join the program. (Wenger, et al., 1998, “2.1.3” section, para. 2)

Hence, the initiative reflected the broader priority shift within the alliance away from a security organisation based on consensus towards institutions with variable participation, since only these could allow for the satisfaction of the diverse expectations among the partner states (Wenger, et al., 1998, “2.1.3” section, para. 3). Particularly the principle of self-differentiation accompanied by the notion of cooperation “à la carte” may prove to be a valuable concept for a possible rapprochement between NATO and India, as will be illustrated in the fourth chapter.
Only one year later, the launching of the PfP, including the preparedness of NATO and its partners to contribute to military operations under the umbrella of the OSCE and the UN would prove to have come just on time. As the conflict in former Yugoslavia peaked, they jointly engaged in major military operations, assisting the United Nations in its effort to peace the situation on the ground. “Operation Deliberate Force” verified to be an essential element in this process, which finally led to the signing of Dayton Peace Agreement. Subsequently, NATO was assigned to implement the military aspect of the accord and took charge of the multilateral implementation force (Ifor) as well as, one year later, the Stabilisation Force (Sfor), both of which were launched under UN mandate (Baltzer, 2004, “2.4” section, para. 3). Troops from 13 PfP-states and a few further countries contributed side-by-side with the alliance forces to these operations (Wenger, et al., 1998, “2.3” section, para. 2).

In Brussels, the heads of government and state additionally endorsed the Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF), which was initially launched in late 1993.

 [The] CJTF is a multinational (combined) and multi-service (joint) task force, task-oriented and formed for the full range of the Alliance’s military missions requiring multinational and multi-service command and control by a CJTF Headquarters. It may include elements from non-NATO Troop Contributing Nations. (NATO, 2004, p. 253)

As suggested, the concept particularly focused on the command and control mechanisms within the alliance, attempting to adjust the system for the CJTFs to operate effectively. With the altered arrangements, the task force “enable[d] coalitions of the willing to meet security challenges that [did] not threaten the primary security interests of all alliance members (…), allow[ing] NATO to have greater flexibility in both decision-making and crisis-response” (Hulsman & Dale, 2002, “Finishing the Job in Prague” section, para. 1). 

Later in 1994, and again in Brussels, the NATO foreign ministers launched the so-called Mediterranean Dialogue, attempting to “contribute to regional security and stability; achieve better mutual understanding between NATO and its Mediterranean Partners; dispel misperceptions about the Alliance among participating countries; and promote good and friendly relations across the region” (NATO, 2007, “NATO Mediterranean Dialogue” section, para. 2). As such, the initiative was based on the recognition that security and stability in this area substantially impact on security in the Euro-Atlantic area (NATO, 2007, “NATO Mediterranean Dialogue” section, para. 1). Initially, the foreign ministers invited five countries to participate in the dialogue, namely Egypt, Israel, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia. In the following year, an additional invitation was extended to Jordan, with Algeria having joined in 2000 (NATO, 2006, “NATO Mediterranean Dialogue” section, para. 4). The implementation of the scheme is outlined in an annual “Work Programme,” covering “seminars, workshops and other practical activities in the fields of public diplomacy (…); civil emergency planning; crisis management; border security; small arms & light weapons; defence reform and defence economics; as well as consultations on terrorism and the proliferation of (…) WMD” (NATO, 2007, “NATO Mediterranean Dialogue: The practical dimension” section, para. 2). As will be highlighted in the next chapter, the above themes may also feature high on the agenda of NATO-India cooperation. 
Three years later at the ministerial gathering of NATO and the NACC states in Sintra/Portugal in May 1997, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) was established, substituting the NACC whose functioning increasingly came under criticism. Reformers portrayed the structure as predominately a dialogue forum with a multinational character, making any intensified and differentiated rapprochement between the alliance and its partners impossible (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.1” section, para. 1). Membership in the EAPC almost remained the same with the exception of the neutral states, which had only been observers in the NACC but now decided to fully participate (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.1” section, para. 2). The altered Council was intended to launch a new phase of cooperation, signalling the determination of the participating countries to enhance the quality of their political and military collaboration. For this purpose, an action plan was passed in December 1997, while the foreign ministers of the EAPC-members also voted in favour of the establishment of a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (Baltzer, 2004, “2.4” section, para. 3).

Equivalent to the PfP, the EAPC provided for the principle of self-differentiation, suggesting that each state determines the extent of its cooperation and defines the fields in which it desires to do so. These included a broad span of themes, ranging from crisis management; arms control; nuclear, biological and chemical proliferation and defence mechanisms; defence planning, politics and strategy; arms cooperation; operations for the fostering of peace; as well as international terrorism (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.1” section, para. 3 & 5). The activities of the Council were intended to be complementary to the PfP (Baltzer, 2004, “2.3” section, para. 9).

In Sintra, the ministers also paved the way for a supplementary development of the PfP programme. This was considered essential, since NATO wanted to further commit even those states to the alliance, which had not been invited to join as full members. A high-ranking expert commission presented its proposals for the required amendments in mid-1997. The enhanced PfP provided for intensified political consultations; an improved integration of the partner states into the decision-making and planning procedures with regard to activities and operations; as well as a more substantial operational role of the PfP (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.2” section, para. 1). The core of the latter were the so-called Peace Support Operations (PSO), regarded as a means for joint contributions to fostering security in Europe. Such measures could include conflict prevention, peacekeeping as well as peace enforcement operations (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.2” section, para. 6).

However, the cooperation between the alliance and its partners developed to also include other aspects beyond the operational segment. With regard to the non-military sector, e.g. the cooperation in the civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention was increasingly given importance. In this context, the partners began to exchange know-how in order to be prepared for joint reactions on the new civilian and environmentally-related threats. Therefore, NATO opened its own mechanisms of civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention. At the beginning of 1998, the above mentioned Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) was established at the alliance headquarters upon a Russian initiative, with manoeuvres for emergency cases being practiced to prepare for joint operations in this sector (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.3.2,” “Weitere Bereiche der Kooperation” section, para. 3). The EADRCC would soon prove its value by providing assistance to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees in his dealing with the Kosovo refugees in Albania (Baltzer, 2004, “2.3,” “Der Euro-Atlantische Partnerschaftsrat” section, para. 7).

3.4. Extending the Scope of Cooperation: from Madrid to Washington

The Madrid summit in July 1997 was a fundamental event, as it provided for the beginning of accession talks with Poland, the Czech Republic as well as Hungary, and confirmed the “open door”-policy concerning further accessions in the future. The heads of government and state also introduced a new chapter in NATO-Russia relations, while formalising the partnership with Ukraine. Already In Sintra, the NATO-Russia Founding Act had been signed, setting out the establishment of a Permanent Joint Council (PJC) between the two parties. However, the PJC only became operational in Madrid two months later and was intended as a trust-building forum for consultations and the future development of the cooperation. Besides, the Council could also decide and act concerning security questions of mutual interest (Wenger, et al., 1998, “3.1” section, para. 5). With regard to Ukraine, the signing of the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership gave the cooperation a new dimension, creating an institutionalised framework of consultations between the two sides. As part of the Charter, a NATO-Ukraine Commission was established to ensure that the evolutionary and dynamic process would further be developed. 

The 15th summit in Washington in April 1999 marked the 50th anniversary of the alliance, but was overshadowed by NATO’s controversial air bombings in Kosovo, with substantial questions having appeared as to whether the strikes were legitimated by international law. However, it has been suggested that, despite the controversy, the organisation succeeded in providing Kosovo with some degree of stability as well as in coping with the humanitarian crisis in the neighbouring countries. Following the armed conflict, an international peacekeeping operation under NATO command was established, while the United Nations with its UNMIK mission took charge of  the province’s civil administration (Baltzer, 2004, “2.4” section, para. 5,6). Both  have ever since remained on the ground, as the status of Kosovo continues to be uncertain. 

Regardless of the above events and the accompanying discussions, the Washington summit still featured some major results. Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary for the first time participated as full members of the organisation, while the heads of government and state also passed a new Strategic Concept, reflecting the altered Euro-Atlantic security environment at the end of the 20th Century. The concept recognised that complex, new risks for peace and stability had arisen in the region, including “ethnic conflicts, the abuse of human rights, political instability, economic fragility, terrorism and the spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and their means of delivery” (NATO, 2004, p. 45). 
In this context, the Washington Communiqué indicated a new initiative, aiming at preventing the proliferation of WMD or, if developed, to seek reversing this tendency. For that purpose, a WMD Centre was created, intended to coordinate an integrated political-military approach to foster the discussion and knowledge on WMD-related questions; to improve existing programmes for an increase in military preparedness in WMD-environments; as well as to intensify the exchange of information among the partners in the context of WMD elimination programmes (Baltzer, 2004, “1.4” section, para. 7). As will be highlighted in the next chapter, the above aspects of the new Strategic Concept are also relevant for India and may thus potentially provide for common ground in the rapprochement process between the two sides.
The Washington summit further launched the so-called South East Europe Initiative (SEEI) in an attempt to encourage long-term security and stability in the region through cooperation. For this to be achieved, a committee proposed a number of activities, including:

Seminars on key issues facing the region; the establishment of a Southeast Europe Security Cooperation Steering Group (SEEGROUP); and negotiations on a  Common Assessment Paper on Regional Security Challenges and Opportunities (SEECAP), with the aim of encouraging regional leadership and ownership of all these activities, with NATO’s support. (NATO, 2002, “NATO Handbook: Chapter 3: The Opening Up of the Alliance: NATO’s South East Europe Initiative” section, para. 2)

In an example of such cooperation, the alliance provided “advice and expertise on the retraining of military officers made redundant by force structure reforms in Bulgaria and Romania” (NATO, 2002, “Chapter 3: The Opening Up of the Alliance,” “NATO’s South East Europe Initiative” section, para. 5), a programme which was jointly implemented by NATO, the World Bank, other donors as well as the countries involved (NATO, 2002, “Chapter 3: The Opening Up of the Alliance,” “NATO’s South East Europe Initiative” section, para. 5).

3.5. A New Millennium with New Challenges: from Prague to Riga

The new millennium began with a shock: on 11 September, four aircrafts were hijacked by Islamic terrorists, with two of the planes having targeted the twin towers of the World Trade Centre in New York City; the third was flown into the Pentagon near Washington D.C., while a fourth plane crashed on a field close to the small town of Shanksville. With almost 3.000 deaths, the event marked the deadliest attack to have been experienced by the U.S. on its own territory (Greene, 2006, “Emotional hearings ahead in 9/11 case”, para. 6). 

Immediately after 9/11, the USA experienced an enormous wave of solidarity from all around the world. It was in this atmosphere that the US government managed to establish [an] international coalition [in its fight against terrorism] which remained at America’s side when the intervention against the Taliban regime in Afghanistan began in October 2001. Based on intelligence, proving that Al Qaeda had established training camps for its terrorists in the country tolerated by the Taliban, the regime was attacked and soon defeated. (Boll, 2005, p. 8)

Shortly after the events on 11 September, NATO for the first time invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, calling the attacks to have been an aggression against all of them. However, the Bush administration at first did not seek the support of the alliance, having caused Tomas Valasek (2001), senior analyst at the Washington-based Center for Defence Information, to note: 

Perhaps the most surprising aspect of the current counter-terrorism operations is that the world’s strongest military alliance (…) is nowhere in sight. (…) When the military operations in Afghanistan began, the White House essentially asked NATO to stay out of the conflict, despite its offer of help and the gallant gesture of evoking the mutual defence clause in the Washington Treaty. (“NATO’s New Roles” section, para. 1/2)

However, as the operation progressed, the allies were increasingly included in the campaign, with even “Russian forces, whose Soviet predecessors were driven out of Afghanistan by a U.S.-supported jihad 13 years ago, [having] returned to Kabul on American coattails” (Talbott, 2002, p. 13). Nonetheless, the extent to which the United States remains committed to NATO is crucial and will also impact on the scope of potential relations between NATO and India, which will be further illustrated in the next chapter.
In August 2003, the alliance then took charge of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), which “is tasked with helping to provide security in post-Taliban Afghanistan. Although the ISAF initially operated in the relative safety of the capital and its environs, the force has steadily expanded its responsibility and reach throughout Afghanistan” (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Mission Accomplished” section, para. 3). With this being “NATO’s first significant out-of-Europe operation, and its first ever land war” (Riedel, 2006, “Afghanistan: The Taliban Resurgent and NATO”, para. 10), taking responsibility for the ISAF has been portrayed as ”a watershed, as important as the first NATO involvement in the Balkans” (Robertson, 2003, “The new NATO”, para. 6). The fourth part of the analysis will additionally highlight that this engagement also bears importance for NATO-India cooperation, as the alliance has become involved in a country located in India’s extended neighbourhood.
While the operation in Afghanistan continued, the NATO leaders were gathering at their 2002 Prague summit. In view of the attacks on the United States, the EAPC endorsed a “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism,” which was to be implemented “through EAPC/PfP mechanisms in accordance with the principles of inclusiveness and self-differentiation” (NATO, 2003, “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism” section, para. 3). The specific actions of the plan were divided into five categories: 

1. Intensify Consultations and Information Sharing; 
2. Enhance Preparedness for Combating Terrorism; 

3. Impede Support for Terrorist Groups; 

4. Enhance Capabilities to Contribute to Consequence Management; 
5. Assistance to Partners’ Efforts against Terrorism. 
(NATO, 2003, “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism: Action Plan” section, para. 16.1.-16.5.) 

Apart from the endorsement of the action plan, the summit featured three major themes: capabilities, enlargement and cooperation (Baltzer, 2004, “Ausblick” section, para. 10). With regard to enlargement, the heads of government and state agreed to invite seven former Warsaw Pact states, namely Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia to join the alliance, the process towards which was finalised with the accession in March 2004. 

As concerns capabilities, NATO committed itself to further support the reform process, while increasingly specialising in specific sectors (Baltzer, 2004, “Ausblick” section, para. 11). A Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI) had been introduced in Washington, having aimed at preparing the NATO troops to be fast and efficiently deployable, also with a view towards long-term commitments. However, with its 58 different areas of competences, the DCI soon turned out to be too broad-based, which caused the initiative to be substituted by the Prague Capabilities Commitment (PCC) at the Prague summit (Baltzer, 2004, “Ausblick” section, para. 11). The PCC, on the contrary, focused on eight core areas believed to be inevitable for NATO to effectively fulfil its tasks. The PCC thus covered: 

Chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear defence; Intelligence, surveillance and target acquisition; air-to-ground surveillance; deployable and secure command, control and communications; combat effectiveness, including precision-guided munitions and suppression of enemy air defences; strategic air- and sea-lift; air-to-air refuelling; [as well as] deployable combat support and combat service support units. (NATO, 2007, “Prague Capabilities Commitment: What does this mean in practice?” section, para. 2) 

The PCC was accompanied by another major military initiative, namely the initiation of the NATO Response Force project (NRF), whose initial operational capability of approximately 17,000 troops was reached in October 2004 (NATO, 2007, “NATO Response Force: From concept to reality” section, para. 2).
In the context of cooperation, the alliance agreed to further foster its collaboration with Russia, the EU and other countries. Particularly concerning the former, the recently launched NATO-Russia Council (NRC), which had replaced the Permanent Joint Council (PJC), provided for efforts as equal partners in areas of mutual interest. Based on the principle of consensus, the Council has ever since been “a mechanism for advice, consensus finding, cooperation, common decision-making and joint actions for the [two sides] in a broad span of security-related questions of the Euro-Atlantic area” (Baltzer, 2004, “3.5” section, para. 7). As will be seen in the next chapter, the format may in the long run also supply an interesting design for NATO-India cooperation.
In an article in the International Herald Tribune, the NATO Secretary-General Lord Robertson (2003) described the NATO-Russia Council as one of the two “most profound changes in post-war security,” with the other one having been the 2002 agreement “that NATO should be prepared to operate beyond its traditional area of responsibility in Europe” (“The new NATO”, para. 6). Particularly the latter certainly marked a watershed in NATO’s analysis of how to preserve stability and security in the Euro-Atlantic area. As Robertson continued to explain, this shift in paradigm is a result of the altered and increased threat potential:  

The scale of threats has also increased. Terrorism is now more international, more apocalyptic in its vision, and far more lethal. The spread of biochemical and nuclear weapons is already a defining challenge of this century. All this adds up to a guaranteed supply chain of instability, a security environment in which threats can strike at any time, without warning, from anywhere and using any means. (Robertson, 2003, “The new NATO”, para. 5) 
In June 2004, the leaders of the NATO member states again assembled at the Istanbul summit. This meeting was often portrayed as mainly having continued the initiatives embarked upon at the Prague gathering in 2002 (“Nordatlantische Allianz (NATO),” 2007, “Anpassung der NATO an neue Herausforderungen” section, para. 2). However, the heads still took a number of significant decisions. As regards the alliance’s operations, it was consented to “expand the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, including through several more Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) and by enhancing [the] support for the upcoming elections” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 3.” section, para. 1). On the other hand, the leaders decided to conclude the alliance’s mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina by the end of 2004, with the EU having agreed to deploy a new, distinct operation under UN mandate (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 8.” section). NATO also paved the way for the provision of assistance to the Iraqi government by training its security forces (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 3.” section, para. 5). 
In the context of cooperation, the leaders “reaffirmed that [the alliance’s door] remains open to new members” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 3.” section, para. 8), while they additionally strengthened the “Euro-Atlantic Partnership, in particular through a special focus on engaging with partners in the strategically important regions of the Caucasus and Central Asia” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 3.” section, para. 9), which further brought NATO geographically closer to India. Simultaneously, an intensified Mediterranean Dialogue was proposed to work complementarily to the newly established Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, which was offered “to interested countries in the [broader Middle East] region, starting with the countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council, to foster mutually beneficial bilateral relationships and thus enhance security and stability” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 37.” section). The latter particularly aimed at focusing ”on practical cooperation where NATO can add value, notably in the defence and security fields” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 37.” section). Moreover, the alliance welcomed “the interest shown by several countries that are developing individual, mutually beneficial dialogues on security matters with NATO as contact countries” (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 42.” section). In this context, the Istanbul Communiqué especially referred to Australia which had displayed the intention to engage in closer cooperation with the organisation (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 42.” section).

The most recent summit took place in the Latvian capital Riga in November 2006 and predominantly concentrated on three issues, “which are considered to be the pillars for defining the role and status of NATO in the post-Cold War period: Political Engagement, Defence Transformation and Operations” (Rane, 2006, “NATO’s Riga Summit”, para. 1). The heads of government and state presented a Comprehensive Political Guidance (CPG) that “provides a framework and political direction for NATO’s continuing transformation, setting out, for the next 10 to 15 years, the priorities for all Alliance capability issues, planning disciplines and intelligence” (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Introduction” section). Moreover, “given the vibrancy of the international system and a need for greater coherence, this CPG will be periodically reviewed” (Rane, 2006, “NATO’s Riga Summit”, para. 1).

In its threat analysis, which supplies the basis for the envisaged framework and political direction, the CPG reaffirms Lord Robertson’s article by stating:   

Terrorism, increasingly global in scope and lethal in results, and the spread of weapons of mass destruction are likely to be the principal threats to the Alliance over the next 10 to 15 years. Instability due to failed and failing states, regional crises and conflicts, and their causes and effects; the growing availability of sophisticated conventional weaponry; the misuse of emerging technologies; and the disruption of the flow of vital resources are likely to be the main risks or challenges for the Alliance in that period. (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Part 1” section, para. 1) 
Responding to these threats, NATO reconfirmed the 1999 Strategic Concept, committing to “perform the fundamental security tasks it set out, namely security consultation, deterrence and defence, crisis management, and partnership, while collective defence will remain the core purpose of the Alliance” (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Part 2” section, para. 1). It has been suggested before that India, as will be seen in the next chapter, is likely to play a major role in this scenario. The document on the CPG continues to state:

The Alliance will remain ready, on a case-by-case basis and by consensus, to contribute to effective conflict prevention and to engage actively in crisis management, including through non-Article 5 crisis response operations. (…) In order to undertake the full range of missions, the Alliance must have the capability to launch and sustain concurrent major joint operations and smaller operations for collective defence and crisis response on and beyond Alliance territory, on its periphery, and at strategic distance. (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Part 2” & “Part 3” section, para. 3 & para. 2)

This commitment to actions beyond the geographic boundaries of Europe and despite no NATO member having been subject to aggressions, two principles which had guided the alliance’s self-perception into the early post-Cold War years, clearly suggests how substantially the organisation has transformed in its attempt to meet the new challenges in a significantly altered security environment.  

Besides, The Riga summit provided three more states, namely Albania, Croatia and Macedonia with a perspective for accession on the next NATO gathering in 2008 (NATO, 2007, “Riga Summit Declaration: 30.” section). Serbia, Montenegro as well as Bosnia and Herzegovina were invited to participate in the Partnership for Peace Programme, while the alliance also committed itself to continuing the “Intensified Dialogue” with Ukraine and Georgia, which it had embarked upon in April 2005 and September 2006 respectively (NATO, 2007, “Riga Summit Declaration: 36.”, “38.” & “39.” section).

3.6. Summary

US Senator Richard Lugar (1993) suggested in a speech delivered to the Open Forum of the U.S. State Department that “If NATO does not go out of area, it will go out of business” (Baltzer, 2004, “Einleitung” section, para. 1). The alliance seems to have taken this warning literally and has embarked upon a remarkable reform process since the end of the Cold War. From an organisation with a clearly limited internal and external outlook prior to the collapse of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation has sought to adjust itself to a fundamentally altered international environment. Although ensuring security and stability in Europe remains the alliance’s most important goal (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.2” section, para. 3), NATO has recognized that measures required for this to be accomplished are not limited to its own geographic boundaries (Robertson, 2003, “The new NATO”, para. 6). Accordingly, the organisation has expanded to include 26 member states, while establishing various forums for consultations and activities, including the EAPC, the PfP, the Mediterranean Dialogue as well as the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, which encompass countries beyond the Euro-Atlantic area. 

However, particularly the developments in its relations with Russia seem astonishing. “Less than 20 years ago, Russia seemed to be in another galaxy altogether. Now it has been drawn into multiple Western-centred orbits, including the NATO-Russia Council, the Partnership for Peace, and the Council of Europe” (Talbott, 2002, “The Security Solar System” section, para. 5). Russia’s participation in the implementation of the peace agreement in Bosnia and Herzegovina was a major step towards a new, cooperative relation, as, for the first time, NATO and Russian contingents worked jointly in a multilateral military operation. Additionally, a NATO information office was opened in Moscow in 2001, with consultations on the establishment of a NATO military mission in the Russian capital being well on the way” (Baltzer, 2004, “3.5” section, para. 6).  

These arrangements, however, will arguably not be the ultimate conclusion of the continuing transformation process, since many more countries have expressed their desire to establish ties with NATO as contact states, reaching as far as Australia (NATO, 2007, “Istanbul Summit Communiqué: 42.” section). The alliance has recognised that “today’s security threats are too diverse as to be tackled by one organisation. Therefore, NATO is facing the challenge to increasingly establish security agreements with other institutions and states (Baltzer, 2004, “Ausblick” section, para. 8), which are likely to also encompass India, as will be highlighted in chapter four. 

NATO has additionally regained a military purpose. In fact, as early as in 1991, its forces provided substantial logistical and administrative assistance to the troops fighting in the second Gulf War (Wenger, et al., 1998, “1.1” section, para. 4). Ever since, the alliance has been involved in numerous operations, including in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo and Macedonia. However, it has also taken responsibility in missions far beyond the European continent.

In recent years, [NATO] has played peacekeeper in Afghanistan, trained security forces in Iraq, and given logistical support to the African Union’s mission in Darfur. It assisted the tsunami relief effort in Indonesia and ferried supplies to victims of Hurricane Katrina in the United States and to those of a massive earthquake in Pakistan. (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, para. 1)

For these increasingly diverse missions as regards both their geographic span as well as their practical complexity, “highly specialised forces are required, which can be deployed wherever the security interests of the alliance are concerned, thus also outside the European borders” (Baltzer, 2006, “Ausblick” section, para. 7). The alliance has sought to meet these challenges by establishing the NATO Response Force, which was declared fully operational at the Riga summit in 2006 (NATO, 2006, “NATO Response Force declared fully operational” section, para. 1 & 5); additionally, a Combined Joint Task Force was endorsed, that particularly focused on its command and control mechanisms (NATO, 2004, p. 253), allowing it “to have greater flexibility in both decision-making and crisis-response” (Hulsman & Dale, 2002, “Finishing the Job in Prague” section, para. 1).

Overall, Afghanistan appears to be NATO’s most important concern. “Hamid Karzai’s government remains weak, and the economy continues to be heavily dependent upon opium production. The Taliban and Al Qaeda networks are re-emerging as political and military threats” (Nye, 2006, para. 9). Thus, the alliance’s “first significant out-of-Europe operation, and its first ever land war” (Riedel, 2006, “Afghanistan: The Taliban Resurgent and NATO”, para. 10) may serve as “a test case that will highlight the problems and successes of the new NATO” (Rane, 2006, para. 3). Afghanistan, as will be seen in the next part, may also present a first platform for NATO-India cooperation, since India is severely affected by instability emanating from the Hindu Kush state in its extended neighbourhood..
4.
Potential Developments for NATO-India Cooperation

4.1.
Introduction

“NATO and India cannot look back upon a common past, this is certainly true. But I believe that there are many signs that indicate that we may well look towards a future of consultation and cooperation on a range of shared interests” (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 8). This is NATO’s Deputy Secretary General (DSG), Alessandro Minuto Rizzo, speaking at the Delhi-based Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) in April 2007.

The fourth chapter will thus examine how these shared interests are to be conceptualised, what fields of cooperation may accordingly be defined and which mechanisms for joint efforts could ultimately be established. First, some overarching international challenges will be presented, seeking to classify broad categories of overlapping priorities between the two sides; secondly, the chapter will analyse the Asian continent regarding effective systems of cooperation in an attempt to monitor to what extent its countries seem prepared to meet today’s security risks. Subsequently, India and NATO will be separately examined as to their position towards each other, also considering what forms of contact have already been established. Based on the outcome of this assessment, concrete fields of cooperation will be identified, followed by some broad indications on how these may find their practical manifestation. Finally, the chapter will classify possible obstacles, bearing the potential to undermine a more substantial rapprochement. For the above to be accomplished, the chapter frequently draws on information from the previous parts, as these provide the background on which to make predictions for future scenarios. The overall conclusion remains optimistic in the long run, forecasting a slow but steady process towards broad, institutionalised mechanisms of cooperation.

In the context of international challenges, first overlapping threat scenarios will already be defined, as instability in one area of the world may have severe implications around the globe (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Reaching Out” section, para. 2), which particularly applies to open societies, such as India and the NATO states (Sultanat, 2005, “Session III” section, para. 4). Both have suffered serious terrorist attacks in the past, making terrorism and its accompanying phenomena, e.g. drug trafficking, money laundering, etc. serious challenges for either entity (Lambah, 2006, p. 18). Moreover, India’s extended neighbourhood will be defined as the epicentre for such problems, with Afghanistan earning particular significance, since terrorists and drugs emanating from the country have exported instability to both NATO states and India (Akinci, 2006, “Turkish Perception” section, para. 1).

Nevertheless, South Asia and the Asian continent as such have so far been unable to establish valuable mechanisms to provide for security on its own territory. Indeed, the region from North Africa to Pakistan has remained an almost organisation-free area (Talbott, 2002, “Soft power is not enough” section, para. 1), while initiatives in other parts, such as APEC, ASEAN, the ASEAN Regional Forum as well as SAARC have to date failed to prove their efficiency in this context (Talbott, 2002, “The right choice” section, para. 7); the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), however, will be introduced as a rather recent project with ambitious goals regarding security and beyond, also bearing the potential to undermine Western interests in the region (Weir, 2005, para. 1/2). Yet, for now, the US remains the most important security provider on the continent, based on its bilateral agreements with Asian states in related fields (Talbott, 2002, “The right choice” section, para. 7). 

The enduring inability in Asia to establish effective security structures may increasingly lead India to seek cooperation with its Western partners; indeed, as outlined in chapter 2, based on its new approach to foreign policy embarked upon after the end of the Cold War, it has already engaged with the United States, the EU and many of its member states. Although first contacts have also been initiated between NATO and India, mostly on a political/diplomatic level, scepticism has prevailed towards the alliance, particularly among the leftist movements of the Indian elite (CPI(M), 2004, para. 2). With the altered realities, however, e.g. NATO’s leadership of the ISAF troops in Afghanistan, its provisional arrival at India’s immediate border region following the earthquake in 2005 as well as China’s mounting signs to seek contact with the alliance (Kamp, 2005, p. 11), India is increasingly recognising the necessity to ensue this path, attempting to prevent itself from losing influence in Asian affairs. Additionally, particularly as international terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, etc. have often found their unfortunate manifestation on this continent, NATO and its vast expertise and know-how may certainly prove to be a valuable partner for India in the respective fields.

With the establishment of mechanisms, such as the PfP, the SEEI, the Mediterranean Dialogue, etc., NATO has proved to recognise the obligation to form partnerships in its attempt to meet today’s challenges. However, as many of those threat potentials are breeding on the Asia continent, the chapter will portray India as a logical future partner for the alliance; its democratic nature, the commitment to the UN, its substantial contributions to reconstruction in Afghanistan, etc. make an engagement almost obligatory; India will be described as a zone of solidity, potentially playing an important role in stabilising the South Asian region (Banerjee, 2005, p. 36); its presumably excellent regional intelligence as well as the vast Muslim population (Stelzenmüller, 2007, para. 16 & 19) will be highlighted as further incentives for NATO to seek closer ties with the country.

As regards concrete fields of cooperation, Afghanistan will be presented as likely to provide a first platform for such joint efforts (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 36). Yet, particularly for the complexity of the Indo-Pakistani relations, any presence of Indian troops on the ground remains inconceivable. Financial assistance, intelligence sharing, forums for consultations to better understand the specifications of regions, joint exercises, civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention, proliferation of WMD and terrorism,  exchanges of know-how and expertise as well as border control and drug trafficking will instead be defined as potential fields for an engagement – partly in Afghanistan and certainly beyond.

Concerning institutionalised mechanisms for such joint efforts, expectations should for now remain low; due to the prevailing scepticism among parts of the Indian political elite, the limited capacities of the Ministry of External Affairs (W. Börner, personal discussions, June 8, 2007) as well as India’s continuing process of positioning itself in the world, NATO must be assumed to be the driving force, with expansion likely to progress slowly. However, it will be suggested that, if cooperation in the above mentioned fields proves to be fruitful, the two sides may ultimately establish more institutionalised formats for their relations. This does certainly not include any notion of an Indian membership in the alliance, but may materialise in structures similar to the NATO-Russia Council, which would recognise India’s increased importance in global politics. Besides, further schemes, such as NATO’s WMD Centre, the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC), or the “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism” may additionally prove to be of value for their joint efforts.
Finally, however, the US’ ambitions as regards an Asian security system remain unclear. As it will be indicated, the world’s only existing superpower with its substantial bilateral security arrangements on the continent seems to be considering formats circumventing NATO. First attempts in this direction have been witnessed already, with proposals, such as an Asian NATO under the leadership of Washington and New Delhi being in the discussions (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 1 & 24). The recently launched Quadrilateral Security Cooperation may be considered as a first vague effort, although its ultimate direction remains uncertain (“No quadrilateral security alliance including India: Australia,” 2007, para. 3,4).  

4.2.
International Challenges of Common Concern
In an increasingly globalised world, “developments in one place affect the security, prosperity, and well-being of citizens everywhere” (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Reaching Out” section, para. 2). This assumption was devastatingly experienced by the United States on 11 September 2001.  

The hijackers of the four planes on 9/11 were citizens from many different countries, including Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Lebanon, with the headquarters of the cell behind the attacks having been located in Germany. Following the assault, further activists mostly from states in North Africa and the Arabian Peninsula were arrested in countries, such as Spain, Britain and France. (Boll, 2005, p. 4)

Based on this tragedy as well as further terrorist attacks in the aftermath, e.g. the bombings in London and Madrid, NATO has defined terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction as “likely to be the principal threats to the Alliance over the next 10 to 15 years” (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Part 1” section, para. 1). In its examination, the alliance has also established a link between the above menaces and the emergence of instability caused by failed and failing states as well as regional crises and conflicts (NATO, 2006, “Comprehensive Political Guidance: Part 1” section, para. 1). 

Yet, these threat potentials must not be considered as limited to the United States or the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation; indeed, they have been regarded as challenges to the international security as such. “The close connection between international terrorism and transnational organised crime, illicit drug-trafficking, money laundering, illegal arms transfer, and illegal nuclear, chemical and biological material poses a serious threat to international security” (Lambah, 2006, p. 18). This also, or in particular, applies to India.

For most of the 60 years since independence and partition, [India] has been locked in cold or hot wars with Pakistan; relations with all its other neighbours, apart from tiny and malleable Bhutan, have been testy; and many of these neighbouring countries have often been mired in chaos or bloodshed. (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 1)

Already a brief examination of the country’s immediate neighbourhood reveals the exceptionally challenging security environment, in which it has been attempting to safeguard its existence as a democratic and open society. 

In the context of Indo-Pakistani relations, promising steps towards an increasingly peaceful coexistence have been witnessed; yet, “there are still more than 500,000 Indian troops tied up in the disputed territory of Kashmir, [with India continuing] to accuse Pakistan of involvement in terrorist attacks on Indian soil” (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 4). The situation in Bangladesh has been troublesome for years, having peaked in the declaration of a State of Emergency in January 2007 (“Troops enforce Bangladesh order,” 2007, para. 1), while “in Sri Lanka, civil war has resumed in all but name between the government and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam” (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 6). Nepal only recently incorporated the Maoists into the government, having concluded a decade of war between the two sides (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 7); however, it remains to be seen whether this achievement will prove to have a lasting impact on the political stability of the small Himalaya state. Finally, India’s eastern neighbour, Myanmar, has been led by military dictatorships since the 1960s, with people suffering from severe human rights violations (Shah, 2001, para. 3/4). Evidently, India’s security has not remained untouched by the instability in its immediate neighbourhood:

Over the last several decades, [it] has had to deal with considerable terrorist violence, most notably in the states of Jammu and Kashmir and in the Northeast. The arc of terrorism (…) is extending not without considerable external help. Indeed, India had its own September 11 on 16 March 1993, when 11 powerful bombs ripped apart the city of Mumbai. (Lambah, 2006, pp. 19-20)

Even in the immediate aftermath of 9/11, India experienced additional assaults on its territory, having targeted the Jammu & Kashmir Legislative Assembly on 1 October 2001 and the Parliament Complex in Delhi on 13 December 2001 (Lambah, 2006, p. 20). The bombings on the Friendship Express connecting Pakistan and India on 18 February 2007 were only the latest example of suffered terrorist attacks.

For the above circumstances, the U.S. State department has termed India’s extended neighbourhood, namely the South Asian region, “a central theatre of the global war on terrorism” (Chellaney, 2006, p. 7), since the epicentre of international terrorism is believed to be “located in the Pakistani-Afghanistan belt” (Chellaney, 2006, p. 7) with severe implications for both the security of NATO and India. “Unsolved conflicts in South Asia threaten this region as well as Europe. Nuclear escalation, international terrorism, migratory pressure and human rights violations are some of the glaring problems faced by the region” (Sultanat, 2005, “Session II” section, para. 6).

However, even beyond the South Asian region, security remains a significant dilemma on the continent:

To be sure, the entire expanse from West Asia to Southeast Asia is home to militant groups and wracked by terrorist, insurgent and separatist violence in a manner unmatched elsewhere in the world. This poses a serious challenge to international and regional security. The radicalisation of Muslims in Southeast and Central Asia (…) demonstrates the ideological power of religious extremism. (Chellaney, 2006, p. 9)

Indeed, statistics reveal that “Asia (…) accounted for 75 per cent of all terrorism casualties worldwide by 2000” (Chellaney, 2006, p. 7). Therefore, the former Indian Major General and current Director of the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies (IPCS) Dipankar Banerjee (2005) has described it as the “‘arc of instability’ from the Mindanao extending through Indonesia, Malaysia, parts of Thailand, Bangladesh, Nepal, Kashmir and going further right up to Iraq” (p. 36). He has noted with concern “a complex security situation [ranging from] possibilities of interstate conflicts to other forms of instabilities like the emergence of failing or failed states” (Banerjee, 2005, p. 36). Yet, as the most severe challenge to international security at large, he has defined “the combination of political Islam and terrorism and the networks that it has generated in the entire area” (Banerjee, 2005, p. 36). 

The above particularly applies to Afghanistan, whose “strategic location affects all parts of the world in different ways” (Akinci, 2006, “Turkish Perception” section, para. 1). For the United States, this assumption proved justified on 11 September, as the attacks were planned by the Al-Qaeda network, operating major bases in Afghanistan. Yet, “the stakes are equally high for [its] neighbours including India. Security in [this country] is essential to security throughout the region. Afghanistan’s strategic position is critical for all over Asia which stands to gain or lose depending on the security situation in that country” (Ehrendreich, 2006, “The US View” section, para. 1).

Although NATO DSG Minuto Rizzo (2007) has described the conditions in Afghanistan as having improved substantially (para. 27), security remains a significant dilemma, with particularly the Taliban insurgence regaining strength (Bergen, 2006, para. 4). Besides, opium production poses a lasting obstacle to safety in the country. The 2007 UN World Drug Report suggests that this “now accounts for 92 per cent of the world’s supply” (“No security in Afghanistan until drug production tackled: UN,” 2007, para. 1), and continues by warning that the country is “unlikely to regain any real security until the production of illegal drugs is tackled” (“No security in Afghanistan until drug production tackled: UN,” 2007, para. 5).
4.3.
Mechanisms of Cooperation on the Asian Continent

The above described challenges with their far-reaching, partly global implications oblige states to increasingly cooperate in their attempts to establish effective mechanisms to meet these dangers; thus, this also holds true for Asia. 

Post 9/11, threat perceptions have changed. Conflicts have assumed new dimensions. (…) The War on Terror is ongoing for the last three years and will continue for quite some time in the future. The battles of this war are largely fought in Asia. And here, therefore, we will have to develop approaches, co-operations, strategies, doctrines in order to sharpen our responses. (Banerjee, 2005, p. 3)

As thoroughly outlined in chapter 2, India has embarked upon a remarkable process of interaction with the world after the end of the Cold War, which has been characterised by a two-fold approach: attempts to establish closer ties with the Western states, particularly the United States have been compensated by an additional continental focus, especially in the context of the so-called “Look East” policy; this could also be applied to cooperation concerning the above described challenges, with India facing the imperative to create regional mechanisms to deal with problems in its extended neighbourhood, while engaging with its Western partners to gain required know-how and expertise.

However, particularly from a continental, or regional perspective, success in this context has been rather limited; as Strobe Talbott (2002), President of the Brookings Institution, indicated in an article published in Foreign Affairs, “the region reaching from North Africa to Pakistan is virtually an organisation-free zone, which is a major reason why it is a zone of danger” (“Soft power is not enough” section, para. 1). Approaching Asia from the east in this context, organisations such as APEC, ASEAN as well as the ASEAN Regional Forum appear on the political map; however, as Talbott noted, “none of which has a military component” (Talbott, 2002, “The right choice” section, para. 7). The South Asian region for its parts has established SAARC, whose success so far has also been described as rather limited. “[India’s] smaller neighbours so resent and fear it as the local bully that it is rarely welcomed as an honest broker” (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 8). Even the Indian PM Manmohan Singh has portrayed the South Asian Association for Regional Co-operation as “‘marginalised at the periphery’ of the ‘emerging Asian resurgence’” (“Trouble with the neighbours,” 2007, para. 8). Talbott (2002) even went a step further in his assessment of SAARC, describing it as “nearly moribund, partly because India’s predominance intimidates the other members” (“The right choice” section, para. 7). In the same article, the President of the Brooking Institution finally concludes that “the principal security structure in the area is the one provided by U.S. bilateral defence treaties with South Korea, Japan, and Australia, and U.S. training relationships with Brunei, the Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, and others” (Talbott, 2002, “The right choice” section, para. 7). 

Yet, one rather ambitious initiative on the Asian continent has been subject of substantial discussions since its formation in 2001: the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO). The body, combining China, Russia as well as four Central Asian republics, “has evolved rapidly toward a regional security bloc and could soon induct new members such as India, Pakistan, and Iran” (Weir, 2005, para. 1). Particularly Western observers are sceptical as to the organisations aspirations, since “one initiative that core members Russia and China agree on, experts say, is to squeeze US influence – which peaked after 9/11 – out of the SCO’s neighbourhood” (Weir, 2005, para. 2). This desire was particularly underlined at the organisation’s June 2005 Summit, when its members demanded that the US “set a timetable to remove the bases it put in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan with Moscow’s acquiescence in the wake of 9/11. [One month later], Uzbek leader Islam Karimov ordered the US base at Karshi-Khanabad to evacuate by year’s end” (Weir, 2005, para. 8); it ultimately required two visits by US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to secure the lease of the Uzbek airbases indefinitely (Weir, 2005, para. 8).

For China and Russia, both currently experiencing a period of enormous economic growth, the SCO thus appears to be a mechanism to display their (re-)gained strength, particularly in a regional context. Indeed, Fyodor Lukyanov, editor of Russia in Global Affairs, a partner of the US bimonthly journal Foreign Affairs, suggests that “Moscow is seeking options to demonstrate – to Washington in the first place – that Russia is still an important player in this area, [while] China’s ambitions are growing fast, and it also wants to turn the SCO into something bigger and more effective” (Weir, 2005, para. 6). The creation of a Contact Group with Afghanistan in April 2006 must be regarded in this context, “help[ing] Russia and China – both concerned about increased opium flows and the rise of Islamism – develop direct relations between SCO and the Afghan government” (Weir, 2005, para. 3). In view of NATO’s leadership of ISAF and the significance of the mission for the future of the alliance, its members can be assumed to observe this development with scepticism.

Moreover, as indicated in chapter 2, India, jointly with Iran, Mongolia and Pakistan, has been granted observer status in the organisation, with India, according to a Moscow-based diplomat, regarding this “as a steppingstone to full membership” (Weir, 2005, para. 11). If the current observer states finally joined the organisation, “the SCO’s sway could spread into South Asia and the Middle East” (Weir, 2005, para. 11). Yet, although the potential for the SCO may appear vast, doubts have prevailed as to the member states’ ability to establish common goals. Particularly the rivalries between Russia and China, which would further be complicated by India and Pakistan gaining full membership in the organisation, leave questions in this direction. The reservation has also been emphasised by Akady Dubnov, an expert with the Vremya Novostei newspaper, who asks: “What kind of allies could Russia and China be? (…) The main question for them in Central Asia is who will gain the upper hand” (Weir, 2005, para. 12). However, expanding membership would undoubtedly increase the organisation’s stand in global politics, especially when effectively combining the three fast growing countries China, Russia and India.
NATO, as outlined above, is likely to regard this development with concern. Although an increasingly powerful SCO must not necessarily threaten the alliance’s relations with Russia and the four Central Asian republics, all of which have already been incorporated into NATO’s cooperation mechanisms through the NATO-Russia Council as well as the Partnership for Peace Programme, the initiative, combining Pakistan, Iran, China and Russia, will certainly undermine its weight in the region. Yet, the existing channels of joint collaboration may also provide NATO with means to influence the direction of the SCO, especially since China has additionally shown moves towards an engagement with the alliance in recent times. Also regarding prospects of NATO-India cooperation and a possible Indian membership in the SCO, improved means of communication between the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation and NATO must be regarded as obligatory. However, with the USA having been refused in its attempt to be granted observer status (Hiro, 2006, para. 12), it remains uncertain whether the SCO will allow any such rapprochement to occur.       

4.4.
Existing Forms of Contact between NATO and India

For long, NATO and India were considered incompatible, if not mutually opposing. As the alliance’s DSG Minuto Rizzo (2007) outlined in a speech at the Delhi-based Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) in April 2007:

For a casual observer, whether here in this country or elsewhere, the terms ‘India’ and ‘NATO’ might not go together easily. On the one hand, there’s India – a huge country in South Asia, a distinct national actor with a long non-aligned tradition, and with close relations to the Soviet Union during the Cold War. On the other hand, there’s NATO – an Alliance of currently 26 countries from both sides of the Atlantic Ocean – a collective actor, if you wish, which once considered the Soviet Union its main adversary. Some might conclude from all this that India and NATO are about as different as one can be, and that any idea of closer relations is far fetched. (para. 6,7) 

However, as the two sides have embarked upon a path of global cooperation, both have also shown first, careful signs of mutual rapprochement, which have been particularly evident since 11 September 2001 and the following War on Terror. Indeed, Minuto Rizzo’s recent visit to India was only the temporary peak in a whole series of steps in this direction, mostly on a political/diplomatic level. In 2004, a NATO delegation held talks with the Additional Secretary for Disarmament in the Ministry of External Affairs (MEA) and participated in an interactive session organised by the Delhi-based PHD Chamber of Commerce and Industry (PHDCCI). Indian news services portrayed this visit as the initiation of a strategic dialogue (Sharma, 2005, para. 1), favourably suggesting that “NATO, of late, has become interested in exploring the possibility of expanding cooperation with India strategically and economically to provide long-term security and stability in the region” (Sharma, 2005, para. 3). Besides, Indian diplomats are reported to have been briefed at NATO headquarters in Brussels with Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer additionally having met the Indian Defence Minister Pranab Mukherjee (“Pranab meets NATO Secretary General,” 2006, para.1).

There have also been initiatives on a think-tank level; the German Konrad Adenauer Foundation in collaboration with the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies (IPCS), e.g. organised a seminar on NATO-India Strategic Dialogue in January 2005, which was followed by an event on Global Security Challenges: A Dialogue with NATO in January 2007. Similarly, the Delhi-based Observer Research Foundation jointly with the German Rosa Luxemburg Foundation arranged an international conference on Emerging NATO: Impact on Europe and Asia, additionally fostering the exchange between the two sides. However, due to NATO not being represented at any level in India, particularly this type of contact is to await the initiative of individual NATO member states, which certainly complicates and delays such projects. Overall, first junctions have manifestly been established, although it appears justified to conclude that these have so far remained sporadic without any obvious conceptual foundation.

4.5.
India’s Stand towards Cooperation with NATO

When the Indian government chose to send Indian forces to joint naval exercises with NATO troops in Alaska in 2004 (CPI(M), 2004, para. 1), the decision by the Vajpayee-led administration met severe resistance, particularly from the CPI(M), currently the third strongest parliamentary group in the Indian Lok Sabha. In its weekly organ People’s Democracy, the party was quick to post an article suggesting that this decision was “one more step in becoming an outright partner in the growing US hegemonic initiatives” (CPI(M), 2004, para. 1). NATO was presented as a “US led military grouping involved in many aggressions and post-aggression maintenance of US order, including Afghanistan, Yugoslavia etc. [while] India is being sought after as collaborator for NATO’s expansion into Asia and the Vajpayee government was wilfully obliging” (CPI(M), 2004, para. 2). These rather strong allegations towards the alliance clearly highlight how much scepticisms has prevailed among the Indian elites towards Western interests in Asia, possibly also reflecting India’s described non-alignment background. 

The underlying scepticism additionally appeared evident during the above mentioned visit of DSG Minuto Rizzo to Delhi in April 2007. On the one hand, the discussions at the IDSA following the Ambassador’s speech largely focused on NATO’s relations with Pakistan, with the audience frequently approaching him with questions regarding an alleged Major Non-NATO Ally status (MNNA) of the Indian neighbour. Although the Ambassador explained numerous times that no such status had been given to Pakistan, the audience would continue to refer to Pakistan as NATO ally and constantly requested clarification in this context. On the other hand, no information trickled concerning the remaining programme of the DSG during his stay. Despite appearing manifest that no such high-ranking NATO official travels to India in order to only deliver a 30-minutes speech at a think-tank, his visiting programme was thoroughly kept secret. However, it was assumed that Minuto Rizzo might have held talks with high-ranking officials in the Ministry of External Affairs, but even upon request no specific indications were received. This may highlight how cautious the Indian government has remained as regards its contacts with NATO, possibly fearing the leftist establishment with its harsh allegations towards the North-Atlantic alliance.

Yet, despite the prevailing scepticism amongst parts of the Indian elites, first contacts have evidently been established. One significant incentive for India in this context has undoubtedly been NATO’s presence in its extended neighbourhood. Particularly the alliance’s leadership of the ISAF mission in Afghanistan has made an engagement with the organisation almost inevitable, as the country is of outmost importance for stability in the region. This, however, does not suggest that NATO’s assumption of its leading role originally received much sympathy from the Indian side. Rather on the contrary, India viewed the move of a Western alliance into its extended neighbourhood with ambiguity, particularly as it occurred under the umbrella of the United Nations; with India being one of the biggest supporters of the UN (Ferrero-Waldner, 2007, “Global trade” section, para. 4), the country particularly complained about not having been integrated into the respective decision-making procedures. B. Raman (2003) expressed the outlined sentiment in an article published by the magazine Outlook India, when he noted:   

NATO has thus quietly made a backdoor entry into a region, which is of strategic concern to India, Russia, China, Iran and the Central Asian Republics (CARs) and unilaterally assumed the leadership of a UN force without the matter being discussed in the UN and without the member-states of the UN outside European who have been supporting the coalition waging the so-called war against terrorism, being consulted, either formally or informally, in the matter. (para. 6)

Two years later, namely in 2005, NATO suddenly arrived at India’s immediate border, when a strong earthquake hit the Kashmir region, severely affecting particularly the Pakistani part of the disputed area. Upon request from Islamabad, NATO assisted the country with a major strategic airlift relief operation (Bhadrakumar, 2005, para. 2). According to M. K. Bhadrakumar, a former Indian diplomat, this incidence has “speeded up the process of forging a very crucial segment of the [emerging regional security architecture] – formalised partnership links between NATO and Pakistan” (Bhadrakumar, 2005, “The difference between India and Pakistan” section, para. 4). 

In India, this development can be assumed to have caused serious concerns; not only had a Western military alliance come to its direct border region, this step additionally came as a friendly move towards India’s severest rival. With China also having approached NATO officially to engage in a formal dialogue  (Kamp, 2005, p. 11), India must have perceived itself as on the defence, which may have provided an additional input for the country to have signalled its willingness to establish first contacts with the organisation.

The alliance, however, perceives Pakistan as a necessary partner in the ongoing War on Terror and, particularly, as regards its mission in Afghanistan. As NATO spokesman James Appathurai emphasised on a press conference: 

The essence of the relationship with Pakistan will be pragmatic. (…) We do need technical discussion, technical cooperation, specifically related to support in Afghanistan. It will continue to be a pragmatic relationship based primarily on our shared interest in Afghanistan. Pakistan of course wants ISAF to succeed. They have the same interest as we all have. (“NATO to contact India to explain growing cooperation with Pakistan,” 2006, para. 5,6)

The significance of this relationship has additionally been highlighted by high-ranking visits from both sides. Pakistan’s Prime Minister Shaukat Aziz, e.g. travelled to the NATO headquarters in Brussels in 2004 with NATO DSG Minuto Rizzo having visited Islamabad just one year later (Bhadrakumar, 2005, “UN raises quake relief appeal” section, para. 4/5). In their meetings in Pakistan, “Prime Minister Aziz lauded NATO’s role in Afghanistan and stressed that [his country] sought ‘cooperation and good relations with NATO’” (Bhadrakumar, 2005, “UN raises quake relief appeal” section, para. 5). In response, Minuto Rizzo stressed that the alliance “hoped to explore avenues of cooperation (…), as NATO wants to work as partners in promoting peace” (Bhadrakumar, 2005, “UN raises quake relief appeal” section, para. 6). The high-ranking meetings were also continued in 2006, when Minuto Rizzo met Pakistan’s President General Pervez Musharraf as well as further senior officials of the defence and foreign ministry and intelligence services, discussing “the possibility of opening NATO schools in Europe for Pakistani military personnel” (“NATO to contact India to explain growing cooperation with Pakistan,” 2006, para. 12). Additionally, NATO has been reported to be preparing the deployment of a liaison officer to Pakistan (“NATO to contact India to explain growing cooperation with Pakistan,” 2006, para. 14).

This increasing cooperation may well be considered as one of the main obstacles to NATO-India relations. The scepticism in this context was not only evident during the discussions with DSG Minuto Rizzo at the IDSA in 2007, as has been outlined above; questions in this direction always seem to be risen when NATO is discussed with Indian participation, such as at the mentioned seminar on A NATO-India Strategic Dialogue in 2005. There, the issue at stake was well summarised in an enquiry from the audience: “How does NATO plan to combat terrorism when one of its ally, Pakistan, is the epicentre of terrorism, proliferator of WMD and close to being a failed state?” (Sultanat, 2005, “Session III” section, para. “Discussion”). Being aware of the complexity of Indo-Pakistani relations, NATO has attempted to establish communication channels with the Indian government to provide information on its joint agenda with Pakistan. As NATO spokesman Appathurai emphasised: “There is an intention to engage with the Indian government precisely (…) to explain what we are doing and why we are doing so” (“NATO to contact India to explain growing cooperation with Pakistan,” 2006, para. 4).

Apart from the altered realities indicated above, some of which may be assumed to have contributed to India seeking contact with NATO, further reasons for the country to foster the link can be identified. As part of its drive to increasingly form ties with the Western world, partnerships have been established with the US and all major European powers, including the European Union as such. NATO, pooling most of the Western countries, would thus seem as a logical partner to deal with. Particularly considering today’s threat potentials, such as international terrorism, the proliferation of WMDs, failing and failed states, many of which have found their unfortunate manifestation in Asia, as well as the continent’s ongoing inability to provide itself with effective security mechanisms, it appears evident that India has a lot to benefit from such cooperation with NATO and its vast know-how and expertise in related fields. Despite the prevailing scepticism, the advantages also seem to be gaining momentum in India; as former Major General Banerjee (2005) noted: 

We might like to consider the possibility of NATO-India dialogue. (…) What we are looking for is the need for a dialogue with the important countries of Europe, Canada, and the US, which constitute NATO, to understand the security problems of the future and formulate and frame the measures that should be taken to address those questions. A dialogue process is vital in such a scenario. (p. 47)  
Additionally, former Indian Vice Chief of Air Staff Vinod Patney (2005) suggested during the discussions with NATO in 2005 that “India could look forward to move ahead with NATO countries, bilaterally and collectively, in the spirit of common concerns and endeavour. There is much that the two sides can offer to each other” (p. 18). In the same conference, again former Major General Banerjee (2005) emphasised that today’s shared threats “cannot be addressed individually by countries or even groups of countries. It requires international and global cooperation. (…) and when we look at the NATO-India dialogue and strategic cooperation, we have to look at ways of dealing with these major immediate challenges that face us” (pp. 37-38). Similarly, Varun Sahni, Professor of International Politics at the Jawaharlal Nehru University in Delhi, indicated that, at the conceptual level, “the possibilities of cooperation between NATO and India are high as terrorism threatens open societies everywhere. India and Europe being robust liberal democracies are vulnerable to terrorist attacks. There are common threats that the two share” (Sultanat, 2005, “Session III” section, para. 4). Thus, it may be concluded that India, in spite of continuing cynicism towards the alliance among parts of the political establishment, has begun to show increasing interest in generating links with the organisation; although this may at first have been driven by NATO’s sudden presence in India’s extended and immediate neighbourhood, the rapprochement process appears to have broadened, particularly against the background of missing Asian-based security mechanisms.

4.6.
NATO’s Stand towards Cooperation with India

The alliance for its parts seems to have recognised the obligation to form partnerships, as global threats, such as international terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, etc. cannot be met by a single state, nor by a regional organisation (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Core Competencies” section, para. 5). Accordingly, it has established mechanisms to engage with partners in varied fields, such as the Mediterranean Dialogue, the SEEI or the PfP. With many of today’s challenges breeding in Asia with severe implications for Europe and North America, the search for collaborators to combat these dangers has naturally taken NATO to this continent. 

India appears to be a logical partner for the alliance in this regard, as “it is the world’s largest secular democracy (unlike Russia or China), harbouring a multitude of cultures, languages and faiths including, of even more relevance to current Western concerns, 150 million Muslims” (Stelzenmüller, 2007, para. 19). Besides, it has been “the world’s third biggest participant in United Nations peace-keeping forces [and]  has played a key role in ensuring the creation of the U.N. Peace-Building Commission and U.N. Human Rights Council” (Ferrero-Waldner, 2007, “Global trade” section, para. 4). Especially considering the challenges facing the continent as well as the many conflicts occurring in India’s extended neighbourhood, this seems particularly astonishing. As former Major General Banerjee (2005) correctly observed:

India is one region of stability that has the potential for playing a major role of stabilising situations here. (…) If one accepts that these are likely to be major challenges that the world will have to grapple in the near future, then automatically one will have to accept that the responsibility and role of New Delhi will be fundamental to that process. (p. 36)

Datta (2003) has also paid tribute to India’s relevance for stability and development of the South Asian region; he noted:

It is India that provides the glue and is the centrepiece that binds the region as a whole and creates what we know as the Indian subcontinent or South Asia. Hence, the criticality of the experiments, political ideas, institutions and the economic growth models that India employs and implements are critical in terms of the experience of the rest of the region, as well as shaping of the futures of other countries of the region. (p. 162)

For this strategic role, NATO has been keen to forge ties with India in its effort to combat today’s challenges. Moreover, the South Asian country is said have much intelligence expertise in the region, particularly in the context of counter-terrorism, which additionally increases its value as a partner for the alliance (A. Minuto Rizzo, group discussion, April 20, 2007). Therefore, Ambassador Minuto Rizzo stressed during his visit in April 2007 that NATO sought to learn about India’s approach to security, and to foster improved comprehension and increased dialogue between the two sides (A. Minuto Rizzo, group discussion, April 20, 2007). Particularly as “NATO is now engaged on several continents, dealing with diverse countries and cultures, [it is deemed inevitable to] better understand the overall environment in which [it] operate[s]” (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 23). Constanze Stelzenmüller (2007), Director of the German Marshall Fund of the United States’ Berlin office, speaking at the seminar on Global Security Challenges: A Dialogue with NATO, additionally highlighted “the 750 million dollars India spends annually on development in Afghanistan [while also referring to] its presumably excellent intelligence, and its long experience in UN peace-keeping” (para. 16). These aspects led her to conclude: “Surely, here are grounds for having a conversation” (Stelzenmüller, 2007, para. 16).

Finally, it seems justified to reiterate India’s earlier mentioned Muslim community. Also in this context, the South Asian country may prove to be a valuable partner, since both could set an example for effective cooperation in times where tensions between Muslims and Christians are often portrayed as mounting. Pierre Lellouche (2006), former President of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, affirms the importance of NATO approaching the Muslim community by stressing: “Our (…) challenge is to set right our relations with the Muslim world, the next-door neighbour of the Atlantic Alliance” (“The challenges ahead” section, para. 4).

Ambassador Minuto Rizzo (2007) may have had the above aspects in mind when he explained in his speech at the IDSA why a NATO official was visiting India:

The answer is simple. It is because we in NATO believe that new security challenges demand new approaches. And my visit here is a demonstration of that strong interest on the part of NATO to explore with India issues of global importance. Issues which may be happening in your backyard, but have very real implications for the members of the North Atlantic Alliance. (para. 3)

Thus, India’s importance for NATO as a democratic state, committed to human rights with substantial expertise in peace-keeping and regional intelligence; a country located in a severely difficult region, boasting the potential to play a stabilising role; seems evident.
4.7.
Potential Fields of Cooperation 

Due to the importance of Afghanistan for the security of both, it may well provide a first platform for joint efforts; an assumption, which was also raised by Minuto Rizzo (2007) at the IDSA:  

With Afghanistan our No. 1 priority, it is obvious that we need to engage with major players in the region and that country’s direct neighbours. (…) I think it is fair to say that, in security terms, India is facing certain challenges. You are living in a difficult neighbourhood, you have suffered major terrorist attacks, and you recognise the challenges posed by ‘failing states’. At this moment, Afghanistan is the place where India and NATO both seek to provide stability. (para. 36)

The intertwined interests in this regard also seem to have been recognised by the Indian side; former Lieutenant General Shantonu Choudhry (2006), e.g. suggested at the seminar on NATO in Afghanistan: Prognosis in September 2006 that “if the staying power of the NATO collapses (…), then countries like India are going to be affected badly (…). The only way the Taliban can be beaten is if the NATO forces continue to stay in Afghanistan” (“Lt. Gen (retd.) Shantonu Choudhry” section, para. 2). Additionally considering India’s vast Muslim community, malfunction would carry the potential to severely destabilise the country; as Mr Lellouche (2006) suggested in his article ahead of the Riga Summit: “A failure of the NATO operation would not only mean a dramatic setback for democracy and secularism in the Muslim world, but would also encourage fanatics and Jihadist movements worldwide” (“The challenges ahead” section, para. 5). 

Recognising the threat emanating from an insecure Afghanistan, India has been “one of the largest aid donors to [the country] since 2001” (Riegel, 2006, para. 7), having led Minuto Rizzo to emphasise during his speech in Delhi that “its generosity is widely appreciated, including by the NATO Allies” (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 29). Precisely for this reason, Bruce Riedel (2006), Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, has stressed that “NATO should reach out to India to do more together” (para. 7). However, Riedel (2006) also recognises the necessity for the organisation to engage with Pakistan in this context (para. 8), which certainly limits the span of possible cooperation between NATO and India in Afghanistan. Indeed, Pakistan’s assistance in the War on Terror has been conditional, as “General Musharraf’s Regime seem[s] to have made it clear that an Indian presence in Afghanistan would have to be avoided” (“NATO wants Indian troops to operate in Afghanistan,” 2006, para. 3). 

For the complexity of the Indo-Pakistani relations, any presence of Indian forces in Afghanistan has remained inconceivable. When speculations about NATO having requested India to provide troops for its ISAF mission arose in September 2006, the organisation quickly denied to have made any such call (“NATO says India not requested to send troops to Afghanistan,” 2006, para. 1). John Colston, the alliance’s Assistant Secretary General for Defence Policy and Planning accordingly emphasised: “NATO in its contacts with potential contributors does try to take into account (…) genuine regional sensitivities. We would not ask a government to do something which we could see create potential difficulties in terms of the politics of the region” (“NATO says India not requested to send troops to Afghanistan,” 2006, para. 4/5).

However, financial assistance, intelligence sharing, forums for consultations to better understand the specifications of regions, joint exercises, exchanges of know-how and expertise, etc. are arguably areas for both sides to engage with each other – as regards Afghanistan and beyond. Moreover, there may well be space in the long run for cooperation in civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention, especially since related NATO assistance was witnessed by the Indian side in the aftermath of the 2005 earthquake in Kashmir. Additionally, the proliferation of WMD seems to be a field for potential joint efforts, also considering the recent Indo-US “nuke-deal”, with India remaining a strong supporter of non-proliferation despite its resistance to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty (Saran, 2005, para. 2 & 4). Finally, the phenomenon of terrorism is likely to provide a further theme for collaboration, since both sides have suffered major attacks in the past, making the dilemma of terrorism a priority for either entity.
Overall, particularly intelligence sharing is regularly mentioned in the framework of possible cooperation; Tomas Valasek (2001), senior analyst at the Washington-based Center for Defence Information, has said in this context:  

Intelligence sharing is one area in which NATO can arguably make the most difference. Combating terrorism cannot be accomplished without effective cross-border cooperation. NATO already has many of the necessary mechanisms in place, such as procedures for handling sensitive information. Much of the intelligence gathered by NATO countries is of importance not just to military planners but also to civilian agencies prosecuting terrorists or trying to prevent future attacks. (para. 14)

Similarly, Professor Sahni from the JNU, e.g. listed among the concrete fields for such joint programmes “intelligence sharing in real time and military instrumentality that includes joint exercises [and] experience sharing” (Sultanat, 2005, “Session III” section, para. 4), with Dr Singer (2002) from the Brookings Institution further reiterating intelligence sharing as a priority of cooperation, while adding border control as another field in this regard. 

Cooperation can happen on the obvious areas of better intelligence sharing, as well as on such new security functions as border control. This could include leveraging NATO’s experience in bolstering border security (…) to help better control the flow of terrorists, weapons, and illicit trade. (“An Institution Adrift” Section, para. 8) 

In the context of border control, the Indian Professor Madhav Das Nalapat, Advisor to India’s National Security Council and Director of the School of Geopolitics at the Manipal Academy of Higher Education, additionally named the issue of nuclear cross-border proliferation as one of the biggest challenges to be tackled; in an interview with the International Affairs Forum, he said: “What poses the real danger is cross-border proliferation. This is what we need to work on. We need to completely stop the flow of nuclear-weapons technology across borders” (Miks, 2006, interview with M. D. Nalapat).

Moreover, NATO spokesman James Apparthurai added further aspects to the list of possible fields for united exertions when emphasising that the alliance has “expertise in areas like peace support operations, interoperability, planning, force generation and a host of other areas like counter terrorism” (Appathurai, 2005, p. 42), which it lends to interested partners in their joint effort to combat shared threats (Sultanat, 2005, “Session II” section, para. “Responses”). For the above reasons, Ambassador Minuto Rizzo claimed in his April 2007 speech at the IDSA: “Our partners benefit too. [We] provide partner countries with material help and expertise in taking care of their own security problems, reforming their military forces, and increasing their interoperability with those of the Alliance” (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 34).

Furthermore, India also seems to play a significant role in the context of drug trafficking, which has particular implications concerning Afghanistan, as mentioned before. Clearly, opium trade emanating from Afghanistan has long been a problem for many states, including NATO members (“Afghan drug crop to flood Europe,” 2006, “Serious threat” section, para. 1); it has thus been suggested that “the European countries will have to boost their efforts to eradicate opium production in [the country]” (Akinci, 2006, “Interjection and Discussion” section, para. 4). India for its part also has a substantial drug problem; indeed, Ahmed (2003) highlights in his comprehensive analysis of contemporary forms of terrorism:

India incidentally is the largest producer of licit opium, although it has been estimated that about 10 to 30 percent of the licit crop are diverted to the illicit market. And it is this opium (…) that is processed into heroin and sold to the illicit market both within and outside India. (p. 51)

As drug trafficking has remained one of the most important obstacles to stability, not only in Afghanistan and the region, but also beyond (“The Senlis Council,” 2006, “Drug control policies threatening security and development” section, para. 1), with both NATO and India being affected, there may well be space for joint cooperation in this context.   
4.8. Feasible Mechanisms of Cooperation


Clearly, the potential mechanisms for such cooperation do not comprise any notion of an Indian membership in NATO; first of all, NATO itself has so far remained Euro-centric as regards membership, although formats have been established to engage with countries outside its Euro-Atlantic boundaries; secondly, scepticism has prevailed in India towards both any form of commitment to alliances as well as NATO as such due to the Cold War period, when the organisation defined India’s closest partner as its major enemy. Despite the remarkable process of interaction with the world embarked upon after the end of the Cold War, its long tradition of non-alignment has remained present in the country’s soul, with India having maintained a high consciousness as to its sovereignty and independence in decision-making. Due to its steadily mounting economic and political importance, India is growing into a global player, which takes sovereign decisions based on its own convictions and priorities. This has recently been experienced by the US in their increasingly difficult consultations on the “nuke-deal” (Sengupta, 2007, para. 1) as well as the EU in its attempt to move forward with the negotiations on a  Free Trade Agreement (Johnson, 2007, para. 1). As suggested in chapter 2, India has moved “from its past emphasis on the power of the argument to a new stress on the argument of power” (Mohan, 2003, p. xxii); also for that reason, it can be assumed to self-confidently evaluate what it is to gain from its engagements, and to decide accordingly to what extent it will commit itself.

Overall, for the prevailing scepticism on the Indian side, the limited capacity of its Ministry of External Affairs (W. Börner, personal discussions, June 8, 2007) as well as India’s ongoing process of positioning itself in the world, NATO may be expected to be the driving force behind the process towards cooperation, with progression likely to remain slow. The first, mostly diplomatic and informative contacts have been established and will further gain momentum; yet, unless threats, such as international terrorism or the situation in Afghanistan provide an immediate input, it will require time to approach each other and build up trust, particularly among the Indian political establishment. However, in the long-run, as joint efforts in sectors, such as intelligence- and expertise-sharing, forums of consultations on issues, such as drug-trafficking, Afghanistan, international terrorism, border control, civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention, as well as proliferation of WMD, etc. have proved to be fruitful, we may see the two sides move towards a more institutionalised form of cooperation. 

NATO seems to have adequate mechanisms in place for such attempts; indeed, its increasingly individualised approach, as outlined in chapter three, including cooperation “à la carte”, which enables partners to choose from a menu of fields in what sectors to join forces, appears appropriate. This particularly applies to cooperation with the increasingly strong and still very thoughtfully acting India. Due to its mounting economic and political weight, the country will require this power to be mirrored in any more institutionalised scheme. Mechanisms, such as the NATO-Russia Council, a format for “advice, consensus finding, cooperation, common decision-making and joint actions” (Baltzer, 2004, “3.5” section, para. 7) based on the principle of consensus, may ultimately prove to provide an attractive model for joined initiatives; it would situate the South Asian country on a separate, higher level than NATO-partners operating through the EAPC, etc., and thus further enhance India’s global position. Indeed, the case of Russia, a traditional Indian partner while the alliance’s defined enemy during the Cold War, which has engaged with NATO in such institutionalised modes could afford another impetus for increasing rapprochement between India and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. Besides, NATO’s Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC), created upon a Russian initiative in 1998; its WMD Centre as well as the “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism” may additionally supply valuable mechanisms for joint efforts in the above fields.
4.9.
Possible Risks for Cooperation

Uncertainty, however, has emerged as regards the US’s commitment towards NATO concerning an emerging Asian security system, particularly considering that US bilateral agreements already provide a substantial degree of security cooperation on the continent. Indeed, Indo-US bilateral relations, as indicated in chapter 2, have vastly mounted since the end of the Cold War, which also applies to cooperation in defence matters; as part of such agreements, “Indian naval ships mounted escort patrols for U.S. ships through the Malacca Straits in support of operation Enduring Freedom, American warships routinely refuel in Chennai and Mumbai, with the U.S. and Indian defence intelligence agencies hav[ing] instituted a formal relationship” (“U.S. and India Consider ‘Asian NATO’,” 2003, “China and ‘the Islamic Bomb’” section, para. 3).

Hostile tones emanating from fast growing China and energy-rich Russia, as indicated above, have caused concerns in the US as to their influence in the region. With the US remaining the only existing super-power, questions have arisen among its political elites concerning why it should go through the lengthy NATO decision-making procedures in its attempt to build up effective security mechanisms. In Afghanistan, it has already been witnessed how the USA circumvented NATO at first when launching its air strikes against the Taliban regime on the ground (Hulsman & Dale, 2002, para. 2). Similar tendencies have also been observed  on a broader level: already in 2003, the notion of an Asian NATO, termed the North America-Asia Treaty Organisation (NAATO) obtained much attention among foreign policy experts across the globe (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 1). In this context, Mohammed Badrul Alam (2003) from the Miyazaki International College in Japan suggested:

In view of the growing partnership between the US and India, which some commentators describe as ‘natural allies’, several analysts and policy makers are hoping to strengthen their political, economic and military ties by forging a loose, formal alliance with countries like India, Singapore, Malaysia, Japan, Australia, South Korea, the Philippines, to defend democratic values and act as a bulwark against international terrorism. Implied in this logic is the aim to exclude authoritarian (e.g., China) or religious (e.g., Pakistan) regimes. (para. 3)

Professor Nalapat, the earlier mentioned advisor to India’s National Security Council, is supposed to have coined the term as soon as in 1999 (Miks, 2006, interview with M. D. Nalapat), based on the belief that “the US needs to work with Asian countries in creating an effective security system that’s Asian-based [to settle conflicts on Asian soil]. Otherwise it will fail” (Miks, 2006, interview with M. D. Nalapat); in an interview with the International Affairs Forum, Nalapat pointed to the Vietnam experience to prove his assumption: “Each American who arrived to fight caused two people to join the Vietcong; similarly in Iraq. Each heavy-handed operation of the US-UK troops there creates more volunteers for the Mujahideen” (Miks, 2006, interview with M. D. Nalapat). 

The professor’s proposal ultimately led to “discreet talks (…) between senior advisers to the Pentagon and to the Indian government on the prospects for a new security system for Asian-Pacific republics” (“U.S. and India Consider ‘Asian NATO’,” 2003, para. 1), and was additionally echoed publicly by Robert Blackwill, former U.S. Ambassador to India, who suggested that the United States has to “strengthen political, economic and military-to-military relations with those Asian states that share our democratic values and national interests. That spells India” (“U.S. and India Consider ‘Asian NATO’,” 2003, para. 7). 

However, as indicated by Mohammed Badrul Alam, Nalapat proposed a farther-reaching concept; in his view, “the United States and Canada, India and Japan, Singapore and Malaysia, Australia, the Philippines and South Korea – along with pro-Western and reform-minded Arab nations such as Kuwait, Oman, Bahrain and Qatar – are natural potential members of the new security system” (“U.S. and India Consider ‘Asian NATO’,” 2003, “China and ‘the Islamic Bomb’”, para. 6). According to him, the structure would be initiated by Washington and Delhi, with Japan and Australia forming the second layer in the mechanism. “India [however] would enjoy a parallel say with the United States in Asian affairs [which] would greatly raise New Delhi’s status” (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 24). 

The anticipated system of an Asian NATO shares many similarities with its North-Atlantic counterpart (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 27); “what is different is India’s change of attitude toward the mechanism. India long adhered to a non-aligned policy during the Cold War, but nowadays some in the country have become so enthusiastic, even more than the US, about forging with the superpower a security mechanism” (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 27/28). Despite its new approach to foreign policy embarked upon since the early 1990s, the proposal of an Indian National Security Advisor to establish alliance-like forms of cooperation with the United States certainly remains a surprise. 

Yet, the notion of such Asian NATO suddenly appeared on the political landscape, was substantially discussed in the aftermath, but then disappeared almost as quickly.  This may suggest that the time for the far-reaching proposal was not ready yet. Nevertheless, the debate in this direction itself and its promotion by the Indian side can be interpreted as a promising sign, also for the prospect of NATO-India relations, as the traditional Indian rejection of engagements in alliance-like formats might be gradually weakening; however, the organisation will have to take a pro-active approach in this context, both internally and externally, as the US seems to be considering formats circumventing the alliance. Although the American Ambassador to NATO indicated in 2005 that “NATO must be the place where we talk about all the issues affecting our future – the Middle East, Iraq, North Korea, China, Iran, just to name a few” (Bhadrakumar, 2005, “The difference between India and Pakistan” section, para. 1), doubts seem justified as to the US’s commitment towards the organisation as regards an emerging Asian security system. 

In fact, the notion of an Asian NATO may have found its initial vague manifestation in the newly initiated Quadrilateral Security Cooperation, involving Japan, Australia, the United States and India, with “the first-ever official-level security consultations”  (Varadarajan, 2007, para. 2) in this context  having taken place in May 2007. Japan, Australia and the US are already bound together by a trilateral security cooperation, while India was described as hesitant to get engaged in such talks for some time, as it feared resistance from China (Varadarajan, 2007, para. 4). Indeed, already before the first meeting in May, China had issued demarches to the parties involved, demanding information on the aims of the consultations (Varadarajan, 2007, para. 6). What format this initiative will take remains to be seen; in July, the Australian Defence Minister Brendan Nelson made clear that “Australia has a trilateral strategic alliance with the US and Japan, based on common democracy, common security interests in the region, particularly in North East Asia. (…) We are prepared to have quadrilateral discussions on trade, economic, cultural and other issues. We do not wish to have a formal quadrilateral strategic dialogue in defence and security matters” (“No quadrilateral security alliance including India: Australia,” 2007, para. 3/4). 

4.10.
Summary and Conclusion
The overall research theme has been defined as “NATO and India: Scope, Fields and Mechanisms of Possible Cooperation,” with the analysis having attempted to conceptualise the following sub-questions: to what extent have contacts already been established; which broad categories of overlapping priorities can be defined; what qualities does either party possess, making it an attractive associate for the respective other side; what mechanisms may potentially be created to assist the identified fields in finding their practical manifestation; as well as  which obstacles may perhaps intervene in a process of engagement. This part has intended to deal with the above categories, while frequently drawing on the historical background information provided in the previous sections. As regards content, the following conclusions have been drawn: 
More, and more, the security of all our nations will be affected by what is happening elsewhere on the globe. How should we respond? By thinking and organising ourselves differently than we did in the past. By saying goodbye to the outdated security paradigms of yesterday. And, above all, by exploring new approaches of security cooperation – reaching out beyond geographical, cultural or religious boundaries. (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 38,39)

Once again, this is Ambassador Minuto Rizzo during his speech at the Delhi-based IDSA in April 2007, clearly suggesting NATO’s willingness to engage with India on issues, affecting both entities. Indeed, his assumption that events in one area of the world may severely impact on faraway regions has been proved justified in this chapter (Daalder & Goldgeier, 2006, “Reaching Out” section, para. 2); both India and NATO have been subject to terrorist attacks in the past, with instability, particularly emanating from the Afghan-Pakistani border region having had its implications for either side. However, as terrorism, transnational crime, illicit drug trafficking, etc. have been described as threat potentials facing the world at large (Lambah, 2006, p. 18), the question has remained whether especially cooperation between NATO and India holds sufficient advantages for both, as a multitude of additional constellations may appear equally conceivable.

Yet, the chapter has provided ample aspects, predicting that this rapprochement is likely to intensify in the future, despite recognising that NATO and India may have been incompatible, of not mutually opposing in the past (Minuto Rizzo, 2007, para. 6/7). The two have separately embarked upon a remarkable process of cooperation with the world; India, on the one hand, has followed a two-fold approach: while seeking engagement on a continental level, mostly as part of its “Look East” policy, it has additionally established ties with the Western world, particularly the United States. NATO, on the other hand, may have remained Eurocentric as regards membership; yet, it has created mechanisms, such as the Mediterranean Dialogue, the PfP, or the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, providing for joint efforts with countries beyond its immediate boundaries. 

Asia, however, has so far been unable to afford itself effective security structures to tackle the problems facing the continent; indeed, as the chapter suggested, APEC, ASEAN, the ASEAN Regional Forum as well as SAARC have mostly remained barren in this regard (Talbott, 2002, “The right choice” section, para. 7), while the area extending from North Africa to Pakistan has even been described as an organisation-free area (Talbott, 2002, “Soft power is not enough” section, para. 1). Only the rather recently established Shanghai Cooperation Organisation with its ambitious goals has attracted attention, although its ultimate success remains questionable due to internal rivalries (Weir, 2005, para. 12). Thus, the U.S. with its bilateral arrangements has for now remained the most important security provider on the content.  

NATO, pooling most Western states in one organisation, may thus appear as a logical partner to deal with; accordingly first contacts have been established, although mostly on a political/diplomatic level. Overall, however, scepticism, as indicated in the chapter, has prevailed on the Indian side, particularly among the leftists movements of the political elite (CPI(M), 2004, para. 1). Yet, with NATO’s leadership of the ISAF troops in Afghanistan, its temporary arrival at the Indian border after the 2005 earthquake in the Kashmir region as well as China’s desire to engage with the alliance, the Indian government appears to have recognised the necessity to follow this path, attempting to maintain its influence in Asian affairs. Besides, also beyond these external incentives, the chapter has defined areas in which India can arguably benefit from such cooperation; indeed, considering its severely difficult neighbourhood, facing problems, such as migratory pressure, nuclear escalation, international terrorism, human rights violations, illegal drug trafficking, etc. (Sultanat, 2005, “Session II” section, para. 6), the organisation’s expertise and know-how in related fields may well prove to be valuable assistance.

NATO, for its part, has increasingly been seeking to define partners in Asia, as many of today’s challenges are breeding on that continent, with the alliance additionally being involved in Afghanistan. India, the world’s largest democracy, committed to the United Nations with substantial expertise in peace-keeping and regional intelligence; a country with the potential to play a stabilising role in an extremely instable region (Banerjee, 2005, p. 36), appears to be a natural associate for the organisation. Moreover, as highlighted in the chapter, the 750 million dollars of annual contribution to development in Afghanistan as well as its vast Muslim community further add to India being a potentially valuable partner for the North-Atlantic alliance in the future (Stelzenmüller, 2007, para. 16 & 19).

As regards concrete fields of cooperation, Afghanistan has been presented as likely to provide a first platform for joint efforts. This does not suggest any presence of Indian troops on the ground, as NATO-India contacts are far from having evolved to an extent where these constellations appear conceivable; above all, however, the complexity of Indo-Pakistani relations prohibits any related concept to be practically manifested. Yet, financial assistance, intelligence sharing, drug trafficking, border security, forums for consultations to better understand the specifications of regions, civil emergency planning and catastrophe prevention, terrorism and the proliferation of WMD, joint exercises, as well as exchanges of know-how and expertise, etc. have been defined as fields for potential cooperation between the two sides – on the subject of Afghanistan and beyond. 

Concerning possible mechanisms for these joint exertions, the chapter has clearly excluded any notion of an Indian membership in the alliance. On the one hand, NATO has for now remained Eurocentric in this context, despite having established further instruments for engagement with partners beyond its boundaries; on the other hand, the Indian soul continues to view all forms of alliances as well as NATO as such due to its Cold War past with scepticism. For the latter, as well as the country’s challenging process of positioning itself in the world, progress towards enhanced contacts is likely to remain slow, with NATO presumably being the driving force behind the development. However, it has been indicated that, if cooperation in the above mentioned sectors proves to be of value for both sides, it is well conceivable that the two will progress towards a more institutionalised structure of joint work. NATO appears to have adequate mechanisms in place, providing partners with individualised formats of cooperation, including the option to choose from a broad set of activities in what sectors to join forces. Particularly the NATO-Russia Council may supply an attractive design for future NATO-India relations, since it would lift the country on a separate, higher level in the alliance’s system of partnerships, also enhancing its position in global politics. Additionally, the WMD Centre, the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) as well as the “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism” may verify to be appropriate schemes for long term cooperation between the two sides.

However, uncertainty remains as to the US’ ambitions with regard to an Asian security structure. The United States seems to be considering formats circumventing the organisation, as has been indicated by discussions on an Asian version of NATO, with Washington and New Delhi potentially being in the lead of such system (Xuecheng, 2004, para. 1 & 24). The recently initiated Quadrilateral Security Cooperation, combining Australia, Japan, India and the United States could indeed be a first vague attempt of a similar mechanism. Although India’s participation may also be a promising sign for NATO, possibly indicating that resistance in the country regarding alliance-like forms of collaboration is gradually weakening, the organisation must take a pro-active approach in this context, proving to Washington that only the North-Atlantic structures are the legitimate forum to initiate such proposals. 
For this to be accomplished, the alliance will have to continue its transformation process, including further engagements with countries and institutions vital to security in the world. Indeed, voices have mounted, requiring NATO to create structures, which allow for institutionalised global partnerships based on common values and concerns.       

Developing formal partnerships with interested countries and institutions in various regions of the world will augment NATO’s capabilities and increase its credibility and legitimacy as a security institution. Global partnerships will establish a culture of security cooperation between NATO and other actors, reduce misunderstanding and miscommunication, and enhance knowledge and awareness of regional politics and social conditions which are fundamentally important in the design of successful security responses to current and emerging threats. (Sens, 2006, “Building global partnerships” section, para. 1)
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