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An American Perspective of Japan-India &
US-India-Japan Trilateral Relations
KEH 5 R-BENER & BKRENBERADERE

Satu Limaye
Director of East-West Center in Washington

I. Introduction

Despite growing American appreciation of relationships developing across the
Asia-Pacific,! American attention to Japan-India, much less trilateral US-Japan-India
relations have been, until very recently, limited. These relationships receive far less
scrutiny than Sino-Indian or Sino-Japanese relations or those among the US, Japan and
China. The main reason for the paucity of American interest in Japan-India and trilateral
US-Japan-India relations is that these ties remain comparatively undeveloped; and their
scope and stakes are seen as yet marginal to core relationships of consequence to the
United States.

There are deeper reasons, too, for the lack of attention. Both Japan and India separately
have received close, rich American attention in policy circles and scholarship and broadly in
the American public. But Japan and India, together, have less resonance. Japan-India ties
have none of the deeper “scratches on our mind” as Professor Harold Issacs once wrote in
his classic study of American thinking about India, China and their relations. Comparisons
of Japan and India and studies of the two countries interactions have been marginal to the
American narrative of the Asia Pacific. Perhaps just a few specialists are aware of what
some historians have called the “jungle alliance” between the Indian National Army and
Imperial Japanese Army during WWII. And just a few Americans may have read Arthur
Koestler’s darkly dated Lotus and the Robot about his journey to India and Japan.

II. America’s Rising Interest in Japan-India and US-Japan-India Relations

American policymakers and policy analysts are now paying more attention to the
prospects for Japan-India and US-Japan-India relations including their “catalysts, realities,
and limitations” and “risks and rewards.”2 Many factors are driving the increased interest.

1. Improving US-India Relations.
First, minimal and frosty US-India ties of the past 60 years are slowly but steadily being

overcome, creating a more substantive and positive relationship. India’s own rise



encompassing faster rates of economic growth, increased military spending as well as its
1998 nuclear tests are the primary drivers of upward US-India relations. Within this trend,
US strategists have begun to consider India’s roles and activities more deeply and
widely—including in cooperation with long-standing allies and partners such as Japan.
Such American thinking accounts for the articulation of broader Indian roles as set forth in
the US 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance® and the re-conceptualization of India as part of
America’s Asia-Pacific. This re-conceptualization commenced with the George W. Bush
administration’s 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review’s (QDR) articulation of the concept of
the East Asian littoral running from the Sea of Japan to the Bay of Bengal. It was made
even more explicit in the Obama administration’s notion of the Indo-Pacific in the “pivot” or
“rebalance” to the Asia-Pacific. This re-conceptualization makes it possible to consider

working with India in cooperation with US allies and partners in the region.

2. India’s Look East Policy.

Second, India’s own “Look East” policy has created intersections in the Asia-Pacific for
US-India relations that previously did not exist (e.g., regional multilateral organizations).
India’s near-isolation from Asia until the past two decades also isolated if from the sphere of
US-Japan primary interaction—the eastern Asia-Pacific. As India has built bilateral ties
with East Asian countries—including Japan, joined regional institutions and initiatives,
and expanded trade and investment in the region it has begun to matter more for both the
US and Japan in East Asia. Consequently, the scope for US-Japan-India discussion and
possibly cooperation has increased. Improved US-India relations generally, American
rethinking about India’s potential geographic scope and footprint extending to Asia and the
Pacific, and India’s own enhanced links with East Asia and the Pacific have converged to
highlight possibilities in India-Japan and trilateral US-Japan-India relations.

3. Improved Japan-India Relations.

Third, very recently Americans have watched heretofore undeveloped and distant ties
between Tokyo and New Delhi acquire greater symbolic and substantive scope. The
December 2013 visit to India of Japan’s Emperor and Empress—the first-ever to India by a
Japanese monarch and Prime Minister Shinzo Abe’s January 2014 visit to New Delhi as
the Chief Guest at India’s Republic Day are the most high-profile examples of improving
India-Japan relations. Underlying the high symbolism have been developments in bilateral
relations such as the first-ever bilateral maritime exercise in early December 2013 and the
earlier 2008 issuance of a Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation. Delhi and Tokyo are
also talking about a deal on the ShinMaywa US-2 amphibious aircraft and regularly hold a

“2+2” (foreign and defense ministers) dialogue. That the Japanese Emperor’s and Prime



Minister Abe’s visits came amidst intense and acute tensions in Sino-Japan and
Japan-ROK relations as well as a flurry of Japanese diplomatic activity across Southeast
Asia has had the effect of creating a context of significance to India-Japan relations,

including about Tokyo’s evolving foreign policy trajectory and intentions.

4. US, Japan and India’s Concerns about China are Growing

Fourth, amidst these first three changes, the rise of China and Beijing’s growing
assertiveness and articulation of flimsy territorial claims has created considerable
consternation in Washington, Tokyo and New Delhi not to mention elsehwere. The
uncertainties and potential dangers of China’s policies have provided additional context for
greater US interest in Japan-India and US-Japan-India relations. As the US, India and
Japan each seek to adjust to the rise of China and the more fluid and troubled Asia-Pacific
regional environment, they will quite naturally seek to understand and harmonize their
outlooks and search for concrete cooperation opportunities. The launch of the
US-India-Japan trilateral dialogue reflects this as does steps such as planned Japanese
participation in the annual US-India Malabar naval exercises and India’s planned
participation in the 2014 RIMPAC exercises organized by US Pacific Command.

5. Establishment of an Official US-Japan-India Dialogue

Finally, the establishment, in December 2011, of an official US-Japan-India dialogue has
essentially forced thinking about connections and cooperation that just a few years ago
would have been deemed far-fetched. Each party to the trilateral has higher priority issues
with each other than the trilateral relationship, but the mechanism is nonetheless welcome

and useful to the parties.

I. Factors Likely to Shape US-Japan-India Relations

The Japan-India relationship as well as the US-Japan-India relationship has been
framed almost exclusively in the media in the context of China. There is no doubt that
China will be an important variable, but it will not be the only factor. In fact, I would argue
that from the US perspective, four factors in addition to China are likely to shape
opportunities and constraints in the US-Japan-India relationship. These factors are: the
US bilateral relationship with Japan and India; US views of the Japan-India bilateral
relationship; Japan and India’s place in the US rebalance to Asia; and prospects for

trilateral cooperation.

1. US Bilateral Relations with Japan and India.
The first factor is US bilateral relations with India and Japan. At the time this article is



being written, the atmospherics in US-India and US-Japan relations are poor. The
US-India controversy over the arrest of an Indian consular official has led to a series of
harsh condemnations by India of the US and overall bilateral relations have been treading
water at best.? In the case of US-Japan relations, Prime Minister Abe’s visit to the
Yasukuni shrine and related controversies on historical issues has created tensions in
bilateral relations. However, in both US-India and US-Japan relations, structural bilateral
ties measured by such elements as diplomatic dialogue, military cooperation, economic
interaction have expanded and improved. For trilateral relations to proceed apace, it will be
critical to build on the structurally improving US bilateral relationships with both India
and Japan. In the past, the gap between the degree of substance in US-India and
US-Japan relations has been tremendous. Today, that gap is narrowing slightly—primarily
because US-India ties have improved economically, diplomatically and militarily. However,
it 1s a gap that is unlikely to be closed. This is because India and Japan regard relations
with the US differently. India basically sees its bilateral relationship with Washington as
a way to facilitate achievement of strategic autonomy in a multipolar international system
while Japan seeks a greater degree of autonomy within a strategic US-Japan alliance. For
this reason, there will continue to be a persistent gap in US-India relations bilaterally and
in the context of trilateral relations with Japan. Indeed, US-Japan bilateral relations are
likely to be further strengthened (within limits) as Tokyo and Washington work out
cooperation through the revised defense guidelines process. These differences do not
eliminate the possibility of the US, Japan and India working together, but they do set limits

on what and how much they can do together.

2. US Views of Japan-India Relations.

A second factor likely to shape trilateral relations is the US view of Japan-India relations.
The gap between respective US and Japan relations with India are narrowing as a result of
steady improvements in Japan-India relations. However, it is unlikely that Japan-India
relations can achieve the depth and breath of US-India ties for a range of specific and
structural reasons. For example, Japan and India have not been able to achieve a bilateral
civil nuclear accommodation as has the US and India and Japan-India economic ties
remain comparatively limited. Defense and military ties are likely to remain even more
curtailed in the Tokyo-New Delhi relationship. In other words, Japan-India relations are
likely to remain the weakest link of the US-Japan-India trilateral.

The US will also have to consider the fact that at least some in New Delhi and Tokyo see
India-Japan relations as something of a hedge against China but also the US. As Dhruva

Jaishankar has put it, “[iln fact, scepticism [sic] about the United States’ reliability as a



defense partner may be contributing to the growing bonhomie between India and Japan.”®
India regards Japan’s security normalization as a key to achieving a multipolar or at least less
US-primacy world; a world in which Indian strategic autonomy is enhanced. As former Indian
ambassador H.K. Singh recently wrote, “PM Abe's current plans for modest increases in defence
spending, and possibly future adjustments to Japan's traditional interpretation of collective self
defence, are all the more necessary as the reassurance of American power in Asia recedes.”® Japan
meanwhile appears to view a rising India as an opportunity to diversify its economic opportunities
and develop another political and security partner consistent with the US-Japan alliance but also
with Tokyo's more proactive foreign and security policies. A Japan-India relationship that seeks
to facilitate each other’s emergence as “normal” countries (an objective that Washington
generally shares) will require the US to reconcile these ambitions with more specific and
bounded objectives in US-Japan and US-India ties. For the United States, the Japanese
approach towards India will be easier to appreciate than India’s approach towards Japan.

Finally, the US will also have to observe how Japan-India relations develop as a “field
test” for the removal of certain self-imposed constraints on Japan’s foreign and defense
policies. As the US and Japan work together to expand the role and scope of their own
alliance, they will also have to assess how a more activist Japan will relate to India either

jointly or in parallel.

3. Japan and India in US Asia Policy.

For the United States, Japan is the cornerstone of US Asia policy. As Secretary Kerry put
it in February 2014, “The United States and Japan relationship has really long been the
cornerstone of the regional peace and security of that region, and it's also a cornerstone of President
Obama's Asia rebalance.”” Without Japan and the US-Japan alliance, US Asia Pacific policy
would require a complete reset. Similarly, for Japan, the United States is key to its regional
policy. And it is worth noting that Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, in the context of remarks
extolling opportunities for Japan-India relations, has highlighted the centrality of the
US-Japan alliance. For example, in his article “Asia’s Security Diamond,” Mr. Abe’s called
for enhanced Japan-India military ties and increased British and French role in Asian
security but noted that “[t]hat said, nothing is more important for Japan than to reinvest in
its alliance with the US.”¢ Both the US and Japan have steadily welcomed India into their
respective broader conceptions of Asia as has already been noted. Prime Minister Abe did
s0 in his important 2007 speech to the Indian parliament entitled “Confluence of the Two

Seas.”?

Indian officials have also welcomed the US rebalance to Asia but made it clear that its
“Look East Policy” is separate from the US rebalance and driven by Indian and not US



interests; which accentuates that these interests are not synonymous. More recently, there
are indications that Indian officials have mixed views of the US regional role. India’s
National Security Advisor Shiv Shankar Menon told the 16th Asian Security Conference in
Delhi in mid-February 2014 that “[tloday the US itself is rebalancing back to the region
and there is heightened uncertainty in the region.”' © Remarkably, in a keynote speech at
the same conference by the former Indian National Security Advisor M.K. Narayanan who
is currently Governor of West Bengal, the United States was not even mentioned in a

speech entitled “Emerging Strategic Trends in Asia and India’s Response.”! !

In such a situation, the US will quite rightly focus on the US-Japan alliance element of its
approach to the Asia Pacific rather than on a trilateral arrangement.

4. The China Factor in US-Japan-India Relations

The US, Japan and India clearly share clear worries about China’s behavior and rise and
simultaneously an interest in constructively managing their own bilateral differences and
maintaining constructive relations in other areas such as economic cooperation. But there
are also important divergences among the three countries. For the US, China is critical to
managing a range of Asia Pacific regional and global priorities. For Japan, China is
increasingly becoming the top foreign and security policy priority the management of which
impinges on the alliance with the US. It would not be going too far to say that there are
some concerns in Tokyo about a perceived lack of US support on the East China Sea
dispute and longer term worries about the US ability to provide security in the Asia Pacific
region given planned and possible defense cuts. Meanwhile, for India, the long-running
border/territorial dispute, China’s inroads into South Asia including close Sino-Pakistani
ties crowd New Delhi’s outlook. But at the same time India requires China to be part of a
multipolar order and China and India share many positions and sympathies on global
issues ranging from trade to climate change to military activities in EEZs. Reconciling
these extremely complicated respective relations between the US, Japan and India with
China on the one hand and US-Japan-India trilateral cooperation on the other will require

careful consideration and considerable effort. This will not be easy.

5. The US-dapan-India Trilateral Partnership.

The official US-Japan-India trilateral mechanism is new—begun only in December 2011.
It is unreasonable to expect that in this short period of three years it would have achieved
major results given so many differences among the three countries. Even long-standing
trilateral arrangements such as US-Japan-Republic of Korea and US-Japan-Australia are

continuing to develop and occasionally encounter difficulties due to bilateral differences.



And unlike these trilateral arrangements, a fundamental anomaly in the US-Japan-India
trilateral is the fact that India is not a US ally—nor is ever likely to be. Nevertheless,
analysts have articulated possible trilateral cooperation on issues ranging from maritime
security to defense cooperation to shared values. For example, “Patrick Cronin of the
Center for a New American Security (CNAS) observed at a recent event hosted by the
American Enterprise Institute (AEI) [that] more alignment between the three democratic
countries could pressure a rising China to participate in a rules-based regional order, and
also limit Beijing’s ability to close vital sea lines of communication like the Strait of

Malacca.”? 2

Concrete actions through the trilateral mechanism will take time—if they come to
fruition at all. Current US and Japanese efforts to jointly engage Southeast Asian countries,
where both Tokyo and Washington have considerable experience, contacts and stakes,
demonstrates that even with sold motivations and capabilities, effecting bilateral

cooperation with third parties is challenging.

IV. Conclusion

The US-Japan-India trilateral relationship is a new feature in an increasingly
complicated and uncertain Asia-Pacific region. It is important that these three democratic
countries with growing mutual relations and shared interests and concerns routinely
consult and cooperate where possible. At the same time, it is clear that within the trilateral
arrangement, the US-Japan relationship is critical as the most advanced, cooperative
element. As both Washington and Tokyo build relations with New Delhi, they will have to
calibrate how that dimension of the trilateral fits with the core of the alliance. Meanwhile,
India will have to consider whether its approach to the US and Japan can be reconciled
with its growing interests in the Asia Pacific region. The US-Japan-India trilateral

relationship will be one to watch in the years ahead.
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Australian Views of India and of India-Japan Relations
FA—RX S UTHhBR=4 2 F&EBHBER

Purnendra Jain
University of Adelaide

I. Introduction

Australia’s interactions with India have often been cast in the alliterative mix of
‘Commonwealth, curry and cricket’. These three connections still dominate the bilateral
narrative, despite the ever greater breadth and depth of bilateral ties, especially through
the new century. The two nations remain the key members of the Commonwealth Heads of
Government Meetings (CHOGM) and share many of the legal, political and other
institutions they inherited from their British colonial rulers. The generic ‘curry’is still used
to label India’s diverse culinary repertoire even while a huge proliferation of Indian
restaurants has reached across Australia in recent years. And both countries, but
particularly India, are mad about cricket, a sport played in only a handful of former British

colonial countries.

In more recent years, however, Australian views of India have reached beyond the three
Cs cliché, while expanding bilateral relations have stretched a much more visible — and
invisible — Indian presence across the nation and national policies. India’s place in

Australia’s Asia policy has jumped up several notches over the past decade. '

In 2012-2013, India became Australia’s fifth largest export market after China, Japan,
South Korea and the United States, and India now ranks among Australia’s top 10
two-way trade partners. Apart from deeper commercial connections, contacts are
expanding between governments, at the national level including ministerial visits and
official-level exchanges in such areas as defence and security, and at the subnational level
through state and municipal government links. At the people-to-people level, rising
numbers of Indian students in Australian educational institutions and skilled migration to
Australian cities, as well as Indian tourists, today give India the human face in Australia

that was largely unseen before. India now matters for Australia.

This paper presents a rounded perspective on Australian views of India through these
sections: governments at both national and sub-national government levels, business, and
media, educational institutions and grassroots perceptions. A brief overview of Australian

perspectives on India—Japan relations rounds out this picture.
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I. Government views

1. National government

As the Cold War evolved in the early post-war period, India was instrumental in the
Non-Aligned Movement and Australia was firmly in the camp of the US-led West. But here
the gulf was more than ideological. Australia’s long-standing Liberal Prime Minister Robert
Menzies (1949-1966) was renowned for personality clashes with India’s first Prime
Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. Kuruppu casts as ‘the clash of titans’ the inevitable conflicts
between the strong-willed leaders — Menzies, the anglophile Empire loyalist, and Nehru,
the leader of struggles against colonialism in India and the Third World.2 Perceptions
improved significantly in the era post Nehru and Menzies, especially under Liberal
Malcolm Fraser, as Defence Minister 1969-1971 and as Prime Minister 1975-1983. Under
his leadership India was made a more important consideration in Australia’s foreign policy.
Incompatible economies meant that trade and commerce did not prosper, but Australia’s
Defence Department noted ‘friendships and political awareness at political levels, however,

reached extraordinary levels’.?

The groundwork prepared under the Fraser leadership was further strengthened
diplomatically through a number of reports such as that by the East Asia Analytical Unit of
the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Indias Economy at the Midnight Hour:
Australias India Strategy (1994). Overall, India remained outside the economic and
political radar of Australia’s Asia vision, which then focussed primarily on Northeast and
Southeast Asia, with particular interest in Japan and China and acknowledgement of
Indonesia as a close neighbour and of ASEAN as an important regional organisation. Thus,
when Australia and Japan proposed to establish the Asia—Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) forum in the 1980s, India was excluded from it. The bilateral relationship reached
its nadir after India’s nuclear testing in 1998 when Australia stridently opposed the tests.
Continuing irritants in the 1980s included Australia’s sale of used Mirage jetfighters to
Pakistan — India’s nemesis and arch-rival — and its long-standing refusal to sell uranium to

India.

For most of the Cold War and even early post-Cold War, India remained a weak link in
Australia’s Asia policy. However, in more recent years Australia’s interest in India has risen
significantly. It is driven primarily through commercial opportunities that Australia has
recognised as India’s economy has continued to strengthen through the 2000s. But
strategic factors have also strengthened Australia’s interest. India serves as a balance
against a militarily resurgent China as it flexes strategic muscle especially in the maritime

sphere, and India has improved relations with the United States, Australia’s key ally and
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close security partner.

A most important development at the national level was the release of the Federal
Government’s Australia in the Asian Century White Paper in October 2012. This
comprehensive government document details the importance of Asia and strategies for
Australia to engage with it. India was for the first time framed at the same level as Japan,
China and Indonesia. Ambitiously, the paper identified Hindi as one of the four priority
languages (with Japanese, Chinese and Indonesian) for teaching at schools and
universities. As a strategy paper issued under a Labor government, how far it will be
implemented remains to be seen. The Liberal government now in Canberra removed the
White Paper document from the government website, signalling its demise. Yet the White
paper indicates clearly that India no longer sits on the periphery in Australia’s Asia
policymaking and it appears that India’s importance to Australia is noted on both sides of

Australian politics.

The latest Defence White Paper of Australia issued in 2013 also identifies India’s crucial
strategic role, especially in the Indian Ocean region. It notes the growing bilateral strategic
engagement involving high-level visits, exchanges and dialogue, and defence cooperation across a
range of activities. It also highlights the two nations’ shared maritime security interests and
progression towards establishing a formal bilateral maritime exercise. *

2. Subnational governments

One great transformation in Australia’s view of India has been at the subnational level,
involving both state and local governments. This interest is driven primarily by the
economic potential they see through trade and attracting fee-paying Indian students to
their jurisdiction, which generates substantial income for state governments and local
councils. State governments have issued strategy papers on India and even South
Australia that long remained uninterested issued a paper on engaging India that identifies
five focus areas: higher and vocational education, aerospace and defence, renewable energy,
water and wastewater, and mineral resources.® However, unlike Japan and China with
which Australia’s subnational governments have developed wide-ranging links including at
the community and grassroots level, these links are not in place with India. For example,
sister-city linkages are almost non-existent between Australia and India. This may change
as the Indian diaspora in Australia expands. Indian-Australians now showcase India in
Australia through various events and present India’s cultural richness in Australian cities.
They also act as a lobby group and urge local leaders to consider India as a destination for

business and other kinds of Linkages.

_20_



II. Business and Media

1. Business

Australia’s industry and business groups have been slow players in the Indian market,
recognising India as not a ‘particularly welcoming country for business and investment, nor
1s it very highly rated for its ease of doing business’.® Even after India opened its markets
in the early 1990s, Australians remained reluctant players and lacked long-term vision.
For example, the ANZ Bank sold its Indian ANZ Grindlay operations in 2000 only to later
regret the move as Indian operations have become one of the success stories under its new
owner Standard and Charter. However, this situation is changing. The perception of
Australian businesses towards India is more upbeat and they are exploring opportunities
in the Indian market. Some success stories are the construction firm Leighton Holdings
and the trucking and logistics firm Linfox, which not only operate profitably but also are
involved in social responsibility programs.” When Australian prime ministers or state
premiers visit India, a large number of Australian business leaders also form part of the
delegation showing their greater interest in the Indian market. Nevertheless, overall
Australian businesses are still hesitant to move fast in the Indian market. They are risk
averse through their historic business links in both the rule-based comfort-zone Western
countries and safer economic environments such as in Japan and more recently in China,
Even though China works on a different sets of principles, its centralised system makes it
easier to do business than in India, with a democratic and federal government but messy

politics, a bureaucratic labyrinth and unclear and changing rules.

2. Media

Australian media coverage of India has been sparse and often biased. Some Australian
media reporters are based in Delhi, but according to Kremmer their coverage ‘suggested
that the story of Indian’s emergence as a great power is less important than the mischief
and agonies that afflict some of its smaller neighbours. Neither could be more untrue’.®
Negative news from India makes a big splash but positive stories are hardly reported. The
Indian media too rarely reports about Australia, except on issues directly related to
India—Australia relations. One reason why Australia—India relations deteriorated badly
around 2009-2010 was extremely negative reporting in the Indian media, especially on
national television stations, that depicted Australia as a blatantly racist country unsafe for
Indian students, who were subject to violent attacks. There was an element of truth as far
as the violent attacks were concerned, but to depict the entire nation as racist was over the
top and prejudiced, to say the least. Despite all this negative media reporting, Australia

ranks highly in the Indian mindset as was clearly established in the Lowy Institute
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Australia—India Institute poll in 2013.°

IV. Educational institutions and think tanks

1. University level

In the 1960s and 1970s Australia was at the forefront of teaching and scholarship on
India. For example, A. L. Basham, Dipesh Chakrabarty, Ranajit Guha, Ravinder Kumar
and many other eminent scholars of India worked at Australian universities. The classic
book on India by Basham The Wonder That Was India still remains a key reading on India.
But knowledge of India in Australia declined significantly in the 1980s and 1990s as the
demand-driven university environment saw no need to replace scholars of Indian studies.

While Japanese and Chinese studies flourished, Indian studies languished.

At the dawn of the 21t century, as India emerged as an economic dynamo, Australian
universities began to take notice. They offered courses on India and students expressed
interest in them. Several universities have established links with India and Indian
universities, but two in particular have expanded their India offerings: the Australian
National University in Canberra and the University of Melbourne with its noteworthy
Australia—India Institute (AII). The AIl, established in 2009, is not a teaching centre but
conducts academic activities and is funded by the national government with
supplementary financial support from the University of Melbourne and the Victorian

government.

2. Indian students

Australia has become an attractive destination for students from Asia — most notably
from China and India — to study at university, as this path enhances their chances for
success in applying for migration to Australia. Numbers fluctuate annually, but Australia
continues to receive the second largest student population from India.! © One recent factor
that negatively affected enrolments of Indian students in Australian institutions was the
negative media publicity in India of Australia as dangerous for Indian students, as noted

above.

In response to these negative reports in the India media, the Australian federal and state
governments both took corrective actions, after initially denying the attacks were ‘racial’ in
nature. ‘Study tours’ were organised for Indian journalists and ordinary Indians, and
opinion polls were conducted to assess Indian people’s perception of Australia. The
Australian side wanted to prevent or at least avert loss of skilled migration and of

fee-paying students from India. In a six-part ABC television series ‘dumb, drunk and
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racist’, the program host, comedian Joe Hildebrand, escorted four ordinary Indian citizens
to various parts of Australia to give them a taste of the country, which generally

generated positive comments about Australia.

One extremely positive outcome from these tragic incidents around student attacks and
negative reporting was a large funding arrangement announced by then Federal Education
Minister and later Prime Minister Julia Gillard to establish the Australia—India Institute
in Melbourne. The Victorian state government in Melbourne, where many of the violent
attacks on Indian students occurred, also gave funds to the Al and to establishing a new

chair in Indian studies at the University of Melbourne.

3. Think Tanks

Australia has only a few think tanks and they have had little interest in India. Only in
recent years has the Lowy Institute for International Policy, a Sydney-based private think
tank, given some attention to India. It has produced reports such as one by its former
researcher Mark Thirlwell, titled India: the next economic giant’, which made a detailed
case for Australia to think seriously about India’s potential. In more recent years Lowy’s
Rory Medcalf has pushed hard the concept of Indo-Pacific’ in the Australia—Asia and
Asia—Pacific narratives. His argument and other writings on Indo-Pacific in the Australian
media and elsewhere have not gone unnoticed in the relevant government departments.
For instance, the 2013 Australian Defence White Paper refers to the ‘Indo-Pacific as a
single strategic arc. It recognises the emergence of a new Indo-Pacific strategic arc,
‘connecting the Indian and Pacific Oceans through Southeast Asia’. Although of course the
term Indo-Pacific is not new.! ! it certainly has gained new currency in Australia and is
being explored in many other countries including India, the United States and even Japan.
Other think tanks have also produced reports on India about strategic matters. The
Australian Strategic Policy Institute, for example, which is largely funded by the
Department of Defence, organises roundtables in Track II format in association with its

Indian counterparts.

V. Grassroots Level

1. Public Opinion polls

Periodical surveys and public opinion polls give us some sense of Australian thinking on
India. The India—Australia perception survey conducted by Anholt Nation Brand Survey in
2008-2009 indicated that Australians, while not hostile towards India, did not rank it
highly on some of the key indicators. For example, from a list of 50 countries, on

governance India was ranked 44% and the Indian people 41%; the only indicator on which
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India was ranked somewhat higher was its culture (ranked 16%).! 2

Indian perceptions of Australia have been generally positive, apart from historic concerns
about its white Australia policy and closeness with the US as military ally. Yet these views
of Australia changed significantly in the aftermath of the student crisis in 2008-2010. As
the veteran journalist Kremmer noted, ‘By 2010, the opinion poll data suggests,
Australians regarded India as a cultured, but severely underdeveloped nation, whilst
Indians perceived Australia as a developed but relatively intolerant one’.! 3 A more recent
opinion poll on Australia was conducted in India by the Lowy Institute in Sydney and the
Australia—India Institute in Melbourne in 2013.14 While this polling shows that some of
the lingering negative views of Australia such as racism still remain strong in India, many
in India have a more nuanced view of contemporary Australia as a multicultural society
than what the Indian media generally depicted during the crisis. The survey reveals that
Indians generally hold Australia in high regard for its institutions and values and science

and technology, beyond merely its achievements as a sporting nation.

Overall, Australian perceptions of India and Indian perceptions of Australia have become
more positive through exchanges at the elite and professional levels, but interaction at the

subnational and community levels.

VI. India-Japan Relations and Australia

Discussion in Australia about the recent strengthening of bilateral ties between Japan
and India has been minimal. Trilateral partnership prospects between India, Australia and
Japan were explored in early post-war years,' > and more recent manifestation appeared
in the proposal to form a quadrilateral framework consisting of Japan, India, Australia and
the United States. The framework seemed to have gained some traction around 2006-2007
when Shinzo Abe was Japan’s prime minister and John Howard was Australia’s prime
minister. But this was essentially killed through a unilateral announcement by Australia’s
then Prime Minister Kevin Rudd. This idea has not been pursued since, especially as
China was critical of it and countries such as India and Australia want to engage China
individually rather than build a framework that would be perceived in Beijing as blatantly
anti-China. However, Australia has generally welcomed the upward trajectory in the
Japan—India relationship since Japan, like Australia, is also a security ally of the US and
Australia—Japan relations are strong and enduring. India—US relations have also become
more solid in recent years after a long period of stresses in bilateral ties. Although Japan,
India, Australia and the US are not tied through a formal security framework, strategically

they share views of the region, which makes them ‘informal partners’ and India—Japan ties
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are an important link in that partnership.

VII. Summing Up

Over the last 15 years, Australian views of India have changed immensely. The
relationship has moved from that of benign neglect’ to closer partnership encompassing
wide-ranging areas including economic, education and migration. This momentum is likely
to continue as migration from India to Australia increases and Indian Australians cultivate
people-to-people links. Economically and politically, India becomes a key player in
Australia’s strategic calculations. But for the relationship to become more enduring and
sustainable in the medium to long terms, greater linkages at the grassroots levels through

state-to-state and city-to-city connections and deeper understanding of each other societies
need further work and thinking.
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