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In 1965, Raymond Aron asked, “Under what conditions would men (divided
in so many ways) be able not only to avoid destruction but live relatively
well in one planet?”! In his understanding, international order constituted the
“minimum conditions for co-existence,” and states were the principal archi-
tects of such conditions.? While the particular content of the “conditions”
was ambiguous, it was underlined by a premise that would later be elaborated,
implicitly, by Hedley Bull, and, explicitly, by Robert Gilpin—the building
and destruction of international order are intricately linked with the conflict
between states.? :

Bull, in his seminal work, talked of order as a shared framework of rules and
institutions within the anarchical society of states, which existed so states could
retain their independence, preserve international society, and regulate war and
violence.? In Gilpin’s view, however, order is the international system that is
built after conflict between the status quo and rising states, and world politics
consists of a succession of such ordered systems.? G. John Ikenberry more com-
prehensively defined international order as ‘

the organizing rules and institutions of world politics. It is the governing
arrangements that define and guide the relations among states. To speak
of international order is to invoke notions of a functioning political sys-
tem—however rudimentary—among states. International order is not just
the crystallization of the distribution of power. It exists in the organizing
principles, authority relations, functional roles, shared expectations, and




76 Manjari Chatterjee Miller

settled practices through which states do business. It establishes the terms
by which states command, follow, benefit and suffer.”s

These discussions show us that states’ perceptions of international order mat-
ter for three reasons. First, order is not simply the condition of nonwar. It is
the active creation of powerful, usually hegemonic states rather than the pas-
sive outcome of an anarchical international society or the distribution of power.
Powerful challenger states emerge after war, and they have both the influence
and the desire to reorganize the international system.” Thus order, rather than
being built on the balance of power, is built on an “asymmetry of power” by
a powerful state or states and is a deliberate (re)organization of “the rules and
arrangements of interstate relations.”®

Second, much of power transition theory, which has focused on the destruc-
tion and rebuilding of international order, sees it as the outcome of “asymme-
tries of power.” That is, new orders are bujlt when “changes in the distribution
of power trigger rivalry among states seeking to sit atop a new international hier-
archy.” Order thus, in this iteration, relies “exclusively on material variables.”
However, order is also built on norms. To begin with, the challenger’s dissat-
isfaction, which, power transition theory points out, leads to the establishment
of new orders, “rests on the premise of the ideas of the challenger about the
distribution of goods in the international system rather than the distribution
of the goods itself.”10 A change in international order is also thus a “contest

among competing norms,”'! and the term itself bears “normative and ideologi-
cal connotations.”'? As Andrew Hurrell has pointed out, the challenge facing
international society is not simply the need to “manage unequal power” but also
the need to emphasize “shared and common interests” and “mediate cultural
diversity.”13 Consequently, order is underpinned by norms, rules, and institu-
tions by which states seek to structure and regulate their interactions.!4 This, in
turn, can affect whether the transition between orders js peaceful or conflictual.
For example, Charles A. Kupchan points to the similarity of ideas and rules
between Pax Britannica and Pax Americana, calling it “uniquely peaceful,” while
the Ottoman order was hugely normatively different from Pax Britannica.!5
Finally, order rests on “a concert of great powers”16 or perhaps even more
arguably a concert of willing states. If international order is the deliberate and
active creation of rules and institutions of world politics that exist not just
through functional roles but also through shared norms, values, and expecta-
tions, it is reasonable to assume that it creation, while hugely influenced by
a hegemon, is not an act of coercion and does not rest on the hegemon alone.
Rather, there is acquiescence, as well as, more often than not, active participation
by other states that stand to benefit, not just because of shared material interests
but also because of shared ideational interests. Different hegemons had different
methods of co-opting other states into building their international order. The
Ottoman Empire, for example, despite having religious foundations, promoted
religious heterodoxy. The Ottomans forged political bonds across religious
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boundaries, making significant concessif)x.ls foll; n(.>n—.Muslims e/\;ill vs{hlltitapirsosz;
gating norms derived from Islamic tradmf)n. Similarly, Pax le;lz:eation o
simply an imposition of order by the Umted Stfates l‘)ut a comple ation of
rules and institutions that are underpinned by ideational interests ;}1: Jorms
that are shared across many Western and some Illon—\W.estern stf.tes. r e 1 nite
States has a network of alliances, including frlends.hlps and “special relation-
ships,”!8 that helps it create and maintan‘l Pax.Amerlcana. " _

Given that order is actively created, is built on bo‘th I.nafcrl m.terefI "
norms, and needs a network of compliant states. to malrlltaln it, the rise of In j
and China and the possibility of upending the international status quo compCl
us to thus ask what kind of international order each would seek to create an
how their visions would differ.

)

BUILDING INTERNATIONAL ORDER
AND THE CHINA-INDIA RIVALRY

In 2015, Prime Minister Narendra Modi took' t}’le unprecedﬁ;ﬂltﬁd step i;)}f
opening a social media account with Weibo, China s answer to Yvilttg},liv[\lfese
a post that read, “Hello China! Looking forward. to mte‘ractm%i wit hinese
friends.”'® His post was highly symbolic, showcasing not just a esblre tollndian
sify diplomatic efforts toward China but also an :acknowledgnﬁent hy an indian
leader with the reputation of being an economic crusader t a.t the ecot omic
relationship between the two clountriﬁs' hiod come to be the most importan
ity i lex relationship. .
mog;ilihty tllrllea;’;zcé?:iiilndia War, g war in which th‘e disastrolu;1 loss Indrli
suffered spurred it to massively increase its military spendmg, Fhe hl% he'rtoffvevgtred
relationship between India and China turned fr‘osty and susp1c1(?us.h 11; ;OS el
every level of the bilateral relationship, including trade. Even in t el. 080s and
early 1990s, after both countries had enacted open and reform Eo icie i e
between them was around a billion dollars.?! Today, however, C mi is nt »
largest trading partner, and from 2015 to 2016 the trade between them sto
billion.?? o
* (;},:f fhl(;r relationship remains complex. On the one h_an'd, trade \Elc;:s llzlmi
them together. On the other, it is often argued t‘hat Ind.xa is Ea:-?Ol afr:lz_
China, particularly its dealings in the region.? India perceives t ef C1: ;-tcr ol
tionship as a rivalty and remains extremely wary and suspicious o : ulmla. Thus
how China would seek to reorganize the rules and arrangements o t el :{nbu
national system, what norms it would propagate, anc.i wh.lch states v;ouI diaz
into a China-led and designed world order are incredibly important for In
for%irilni(,)llllcgw;vever, does not currently see India as a major threat. Xiaoyu Pu
suggests that this is due to the vast asymmetry of power betvv.een t};e‘m—;znmd(;gg
other factors, “China’s GDP is nearly four times that of India, and its s g
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army and nuclear stockpiles twice as large as those of India.”?# As a result, Indian
pefceptions of order are currently unlikely to be a huge factor in China”s calcu-
!atlons about the bilateral relationship. Yet India’s support or rejection of the
International order is important for China to understand as it rises. An Indian
perc‘eption of world order that is fundamentally different from a Chinese per-
ception of world order has the potential for conflict not just for the bilateral
relationship but also for the international system. India may not currently be the
focus of China’s strategic calculations but neither can it be ignored. ¢

. The rest of this chapter examines Chinese and Indian perceptions of interna-
tional order, how they are different, and how we can observe these differences
throug%l some of the speeches of Xi Jinping and Narendra Modi. In China’s case
I examine a traditional and explicit notion of order, tianxia, that has informed’
the 1de'fational frameworks of both Chinese scholars and leaders. In India’s case
I examine postcolonial notions of order~although India, too, had traditional
precolonial ideas of order, these, in contrast to China, have not influenced mod-
ern Indian frameworks of order. Indeed, as we will see, discussions of order in

the Indian context tend to be very implicit and found d ithi
other denloras p ound deeply embedded within

BUILDING A CHINESE INTERNATIONAL ORDER

With the rise of China, one of the most important and pressing questions that
is asked by both international relations theorists and policymakers is whether
China will accept or reject the existing international order.?6 Evans points out
that today the big question of whether China matters has been replaced by the
question of what China thinks? The assumptions of the literature on intzrna—
tional order outlined earlier are paramount in any answer to this question. If
order is built on an asymmetry of power, then will China deliberately reor an.ize
the existing rules and arrangements of interstate relations? What are the Eorms
that will shape this order? And will China be able to use its bilateral and trilat-
eral ‘re'lation‘ships to persuade other states to not just acquiesce but also actively
participate in this order? To unpack these questions, scholars have taken two
related approaches. "

. The first approach is to evaluate if there is a Chinese approach to interna-
tlon'al .relations that is distinct from a Western approach. While there is indeed |
a mission to develop an approach to international relations with Chinese char-
actens‘tics that can tell us something about China’s “international purpose,”?8
there is also acknowledgment that there is no modern Chinese internatic:nal
relations theory to give a unique insight into China’s “blueprint for action.”?

ThF second approach, however, is more utilitarian in that it looks specificall
to China’s traditional order (the tiznxia system, XF), both to understand it}s7
rflodem conception of international order and to develop a Chinese interna-
tional relations theory. Briefly, the Chinese world, tianxia (“all-under—Heaven”),
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consisted of China, or zhongguo (“middle kingdom,” ), at the center and
“barbarians” (nonsinicized peoples) at the periphery. The barbarians recognized
Chinese suzerainty by paying tribute to the Chinese emperor (tianzi, or the “son
of Heaven,” X-F) and kowtowing before him. In return, the emperor bestowed
lavish gifts on them. This system did not have geographical boundaries in the
modern Western sense. Rather, it was a web of concentric territories with the
nearer territory forming an inner frontier with China and the outmost terri-
tory forming an outer frontier with the lands beyond it. This web receded and
expanded depending on the fates of the tributary peoples, both with respect to
China and the foreigners in the outer territories.3

The tianxia system of tributary model was, according to some narratives,
based on strong notions of superiority and hierarchy and on ideas about sover-
eignty, virtue (de, &), and state roles that were starkly distinct from the West-
phalian system, and it was strictly dictated by ritual (/, %) and sinocentricism.

The reality, however, is complex. While tianxia was indeed unique in many
ways, some of its important characteristics need to be parsed. First, the notions
of Chinese hierarchy and superiority have to be understood within the reality of
China’s material capabilities. It was often the case that the tributary system was
one of seeming control by China. In other words, depending on the historical
period invoked, the Chinese emperors retained nominal control over peripheral
areas, while the rulers of those peripheries remained mostly autonomous. It was
“a tacit acceptance that Chinese authority could not stretch beyond the empire’s
military capabilities.”>! Notions of superiority had to be “based on strength and
were meaningless during periods of weakness and disorder.”? What this sug-
gested was a flexibility when it came to norms and practices of external relations
so long as the correct order and rituals were nominally adhered to.3? There was
thus a sophisticated pragmatism about foreign policy.

Second, China also had foreign relations outside of the tributary system. In
various years of the Ming period, the Japanese and Mongols, for example, did
not pay tribute to the Ming emperor. This does not mean, however, that they
fell outside of the tributary system, because they had no relations with China.
Rather, there continued to be “interesting interactions” between them and the
Chinese empire.34 This implies that China’s benevolent “rule by virtue” or the
idea that peripheral entities paid tribute and stayed within the system because of
the cultural and moral example of China was also flexible—non-Chinese entities
could and did, at different points in time, perceive their interests to lie outside
of the tributary system.

Third, there was an element of responsibility in the tributary system. While,
as has been mentioned above, the strength of China’s relations with states within
the tributary system varied between dynasties, the question naturally arises as
to why the tributary states bought into it at all, particularly when China’s rule
was nominal. The answer lies in the fact that “China would offer assistance and
protection when it was approached to do so.”®® Recognition by the Chinese
emperor not only conferred status and prestige on the rulers of these states but
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also implied that, if requested, he would support and protect the rulers on whom
he had conferred such honors.36 It was a system of diplomatic management that
was designed to satisfy both the center and the peripheral entities.3”
‘ Finally, none of this is to suggest that the tributary system was one of equal-
ity. Rather, “China was at the center of a set of regional relationships tl?at it
could not force but were not transposable.”® The risks and opportunities of
the system were much greater for the peripheral states than for the center, but it
conferret‘:l a stability that no one actor could provide unilaterally,3? ’
Turning now to India, we find ideas of international order that are important
but less structured and historical.

BUILDING AN INDIAN INTERNATIONAL ORDER

f;lseaczr:ss:;gf ¥§$zrtxitlt ::11: ESOEZI;SEI ht(c)) V:;l:llv:zngle the current inte‘rn.aFional order,

' ould consider reorganizing the rules
ar.ld arrangements of interstate relations, what norms it would espouse to under-
pin these rules and institutions, and how it would promote shared ideational
Interests among states willing to participate in that order. India, too, like China.
has struggled to put forth an Indian conception of international relations tha;
would answer these questions.

As Behera has pointed out, scholars of Indian foreign policy have “creatively”
deployed Western international relations in their specific local contexts but a}r’e
yet to move from the “particular” to the “universal.”® There js today no debate
ab01'1t what an Indian order or international relations would look like. Con-
ceptions of international order are instead embedded, sometimes explici.tly but
more often implicitly, within domestic discussions of the making of Indian for-
eign policy that draw from different belief systems.

The most explicit work on categorizing Indian conceptions of international
ordc‘r has been undertaken by Kanti Bajpai. Bajpai finds four competing con-
ceptions of international order embedded within four different and well-known
articulations of Indian worldviews.4! Each of these worldviews has also been
explored separately and in great detail by other academics, with more implicic
connotations of international order. ’

. The first is Gandhism. Although a Gandhian outlook on foreign policy was
rc.:Jected by the Indian elite, Mahatma Gandhi’s philosophy remained theyuto—
pian mo‘ral ide'al that‘inﬂuenced many Indian nationalist leaders, including the
ﬁrs‘t Indlan.pnme nfmister, Jawaharlal Nehru (who, as detailed below, would
artlculaFe his own vision of order). Gandhian philosophy was dubious about
the nation-state as the primary political actor and characterized primarily b
Ponwolence. This played out in two ways. On one hand, Gandhj was acce t}j
ing of the Western international system in that he did not reject its princi lis
On the other, he deeply believed that it needed to be reorganized by devolsin .
power from the nation-state to local institutions that would serve the citizenf
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and by adopting nonviolence as its creed. He ventured that the Indian National
Congtess should consider having postcolonial India respond with nonviolence
even when attacked,? calculating that “in aggregate this would amount to fewer
deaths than if there were armed resistance.”*3

The second, and possibly the most influential, worldview is Nehruvianism.

After India’s independence from British rule in 1947, Nehru almost com-
pletely dominated foreign policy in India. He held the portfolios of both prime
minister and minister of external affairs, and his extensive knowledge of and
dedication to international affairs meant that foreign affairs expertise was con-
centrated almost entirely in South Block—the headquarters of the Ministry of
External Affairs—and institutionalized.® While Nehruvians accept the West-
ern concept of states as the primary political units in the international system
with both rights and responsibilities, they add four elements: “ambivalence”
about the use of force; panchashila, the five principles of coexistence; nonalign-
ment; and economic equality.®

Nehruvians believe that the use of force must be defensive, that mutual respect
for territorial integrity and sovereignty, nonaggtession, and noninterference in
internal affairs is paramount, that states must reject bloc membership, abide by
international rules and institutions, that the weak must ally against the strong,
and that states as a whole must strive for international economic equality. ¢
These different tenets all flow from a unified logic, which is that colonialism had
ill served the newly independent ex-colonial states and the postcolonial world
threatens to again trap these states within the dictates of neoimperialism.%

To escape the power politics of the “haves” in the international system, these
weakened states must band together, strive for parity (not just economic but also
political) with the richer countries, refrain from being turned against each other
by the dictates of the two superpowers, and have harmonious interstate relation-
ships governed by the principles of panchashila. In this order, India would be the
shining moral example and lead the way. Nehru even used the Indian anticolo-
nial movement to suggest that in political disputes approaching “another country
in a friendly way with goodwill and generosity . . . [will be paid back] in the same
coin and probably the payment will be in even larger measure.”*® The moralism
underpinning Nehruvianism was derided by many as, at best, unpractical and
idealistic and, at worst, an excuse for leaning toward the Soviet Union.#

The third Indian outlook is that of Hindutva, or Hindu political ideology.
Hindutva espoused by Hindu nationalists such as M. S. Golwalkar argues that
social cohesion can be achieved on the basis of an essentialist brand of Hindu-
ism.5% This drive stems from a conviction that disunity in Indian society has
been a source of Indian weakness toward the outside world. The aim is to gener-
ate a monolithic Hindu nation in order to develop a “martial spirit and social
cohesion” to defend India “against external aggression.”! The international
order is one of struggle not just between states but also civilizations, and there-
fore violence and war are unavoidable.’? Hindutva sees an essentially Hindu
India as a superior civilization that has made great cultural contributions to the
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world and, as a result, that Hindus are desti i ia i
example to the world by virtue of its superilonrefufl(zlrgelg?al derhip Indiaisan
. The final Indian conception of order that can be detected within Indian for-
eign Pohcy thought, according to Bajpai, is neoliberal globalism. Bajpai conceives
of this body of thought as a post—Cold War philosophy embraced by 2 small
group of scholars, journalists, and politicians such as C, Raja MohanySan'a
Baru., Shekhar Gupta, and Jaswant Singh.>4 Neoliberal globalists argue ’that icff—l

relati ; « . . .
I? ions, leading to a pragmatism.”%> With this pragmatic outlook, India will
resist great- i i i
great-power intervention yet cooperate with the West to ensure stability, 56

HOW ARE CHINESE AND INDIAN CON
CEPT
OF ORDER DIFFERENT? ONS

both qualitatively and quantitatively different in terms of the heritage they ref;
back to, their acceptance or rejection of the Westphalian system gxe dif); rent
strands’of thought within, and even in terms of the urgency of thé discussizrr:3nt
UI:lllkC the Chinese search for order, which is also rooted jn its ancient .
colonial past, Indian conceptions of order are postcolonial, 57 This differenfer?s-

India marked by the conquest and consolidation of the My hal Empir,

of the greatest dynasties in Indian history, which ruled ovcrg a vast £< Z:On?
the.subcontinentﬁbut also because the Mughals instituted a form o?d cen

t‘rall.zed political sovereignty, the mansabdari system, which was in some evsC:;s_

>

cortlflluered territories were ruled eicher by their original king, who swore fealty
o e
_0 the emperor, or through a-descendant of the existing ruling family who was

on. These rulers were called on to defend and administer the empire, and oth

than t(h(?se tasks were largely autonomous. “The Mughal emperor wa’s Shab .
shah, ‘king of kings’ rather than king of India. . . . The emperor’s power :”Z
wealth cot-lld be great, but only if he was skilled in extracting mon ; ld'n

and devotion from other kings.”58 ’ o

. Howev?r, possibly because of the very nature of this decentralized soy

cignty, which became a factor in the decline of the Mughals, the lack of 2 d(?r_
tinction between Indian and non-Indian within the mansb’dari system (unliics-
tianxia, where there was a sense of distinction from nonsinicized peoples) ;
be'cajuse the decline of the Mughals was then followed by two hunl:()ireg e:; iy £
British rule with strongly centralized sovereignty, India experts lookedytorstl;)e
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postcolonial era for conceptions of order.®* Even exponents of Hindutva who
tout India’s ancient Hindu texts and Hindu heritage do not root their ideas of
order in ancient India—rather, they seck to recapture what they believe were the
glories of Hindu civilization as a whole.

Moreover, tianxia has often, both to its advantage and detriment, been
seen as a contrast to the Westphalian West-led system. On the one hand, the
“alienness” of its characteristics rooted in their distinction from Western ideas
about the international system has been cited as increasing the propensity for
China to have conflicts in its bilateral relations and with the international status
quo.®! On the other, these very characteristics have been lauded as the solution
to the problems of the Westphalian system. Early debates about tianxia between
scholars such as Mark Mancall, John K. Fairbank, Gungwu Wang, and Benja-
min Schwartz had focused on the narrower question of continuity or interrup-
tion between the traditional and modern Chinese perceptions of world order.52
Mancall, Fairbank, and Wang all identified persistent patterns in Chinese for-
eign policy perspectives. For example, they determined that Chinese notions
of superiority and hierarchy that were enshrined in the tianxia system persisted
in the modern world. Fairbank viewed it as impacting China’s strict modern
adherence to sovereignty and territorial integrity, with respect, for example, to
the One China policy, while Wang saw the notion of superiority becoming
more important to Chinese leaders as they looked to learn from the past, par-
ticularly the demonstration of majesty and power that embodied the tianxia
system.% Schwartz, on the other hand, argued that the old order had been so
thoroughly undermined in the contemporary era that it bore little relevance for
modern perceptions. What mattered, in his view, was power and whether China
could adapt to new realities.5

But following Deng Xiaoping’s gaige kafang policy (the economic reform
and opening up of China), this debate proliferated and shifted. The question
now became what tianxia could teach China and how it could play a role in the
development of a Chinese international relations. Many Chinese intellectuals
proposed China’s traditional order as both an external and internal framework
for the Chinese state.®> It was felt that harking back to Mao’s Marxist-Leninist
views of the international system was increasingly irrelevant, while at the same
time the “material and spiritual pollution” that had come in from the West was
inappropriate.® As a result, while some scholars such as Qin Yagqing attributed
the modern lack of a Chinese international relations to tianxia,” others, notably
Zhao Tingyang, elaborated tianxia as an alternative to Western international
relations and the ills of the Westphalian order.

Zhao conceives of tianxia as the “ideal of a perfect empire” that implies a world
organized by families, then by loyal but autonomous substates (guo, E) and all-
under-Heaven.®® In contrast to the Western system of individuals, nations, and
internationals, in tianxia the individual is valued but relevant only within the
context of relations, and this relational system is dictated by coexistence. Tianxia
thus aims at a good society that keeps order (247, £) and prevents chaos (luan,
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#L).% Tianxia was promoted as realistic in that the system recognized inequality
between states yet supposedly lacked constant confrontation. In effect, China’s
cultural hegemony ensured that non-Chinese entities bought into the structure,
understanding that it was in their interests to do s0.”?

Such a conception of tianxia as the ideal system has been roundly critiqued
by, among others, William Callahan, who argues that the all-inclusive harmoni-
ous tianxia espoused by Zhao in reality excluded and marginalized social groups
and led to many violent interactions.”! June Teufel Dreyer points out Zhao’s
problematic linking of Confucianism and tianxia.”? Apart from such criticisms,
whether tianxia actually poses a true alternative or indeed is so very different
from Westphalia is a debatable question—but the important point here is that
it is touted as an aspirational alternative Chinese model.

In contrast, Indian conceptions of order do not seek to either reject or posit
an Indian alternative to the Westphalian system. As Bajpai points out, whether
Nehruvianism, Hindutva, or neoliberal globalism, these conceptions accept the
Westphalian system for the most part while adding mild modifiers. Nehruvian-
ism adds the element of nonalignment leading to a “Westphalia plus’ notion
of order.””> Hindutva does not challenge rules and institutions of Westphalia,
including state sovereignty, but predicts the eventual domination of India lead-
ing by example of its superior Hindu civilization.”* Neoliberal globalists accept
the primacy of sovereign states but posit that market forces and nonstate actors
will play an increasing role in state-driven economic and welfare functions.”s
Even Gandhism, which comes the closest to positing an alternative conception
of world order, accepts the Westphalian system but argues that, ideally, small
community governments, or panchayats, should be empowered by the state
because social and political affairs are ultimately localized.”¢

This does not mean that tianxia, even as espoused in its ideal form by Zhao and
others, seeks to overthrow the Western order while Indian conceptions seck to main-
tain it. In many ways, China is extremely accepting of the status quo and sub-
scribes to important norms such as those about responsibility and great power
that are a product of the Western system.”” There is also little doubt that Indian
conceptions of order chafe at the Westphalian system. There is a strong sense,
for example, that India must resist the dictates of great powers, that the idea of
great-power responsibility is a Western stratagem, and that it must pursue inde-
pendence in foreign policy. Nehruvianism is the most vocal about this. After all,
Nehru had once remarked that, in the context of superpower politics, nothing
was worse for India than becoming a “camp follower in the bope that some
crumbs might fall from their table.””8 Nehruvianism blamed colonialism for the
deprivation suffered by the newly independent states and suggested that colonial
powers needed to make restitution. Thus the weak states need not only to coun-
ter the influence of strong states by remaining nonaligned but also maintain the
right to carve their own path.”?

While neither Hindutva nationalists nor neoliberal globalists suggest non-
alignment, they too are very clear that the current order presents a form of
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domination. Rules and institutions are made and broken by great powers that
can and should be resisted. Madhav Sadashiv Golwalkar, an ardent Hindu
nationalist, advocated that India needed to build “invincible national strenth”
as the world is uncaring of the demands of the weak.?% Neoliberal g!oballsts
suggest that it is domestic politics that is prior to and must dictate .the interna-
tional order rather than the other way around. This implies “a shift to global
norms and rules over the sovereign rights of states in respect of economics,
security, domestic politics and transnational flows.”®! And Gandhism is unam-

biguous about the flaws of Western order, suggesting it “would be a mistake to

imitate Europe.”82

However, there is an urgency and concerted effort in Chinese discqurse,
particularly in more recent years, about developing an 'altern:jltive. Chlnfzse
model, a Chinese path to international relations, which is lacking in Ind'lan
discourse. The tianxia system (as well as Confucianism) has bec?me the Sl‘leeCt
of study in China and marked for export.8* Simultaneously, Q%unese pr'emdents
have espoused concepts that could both, implicitly and exphcxtl‘}.f‘, be lf;ked to
tianxia—Hu Jintao’s concept of a “harmonious world” (hexie shijie, F115 ﬁ%)
was related to tianxia datong (“world of great harmony,” X T K[Al), while Xi
Jinping’s recent articulation of zhongguo meng (“Ch?na dr.eam,” #E %) encom-
passes working for a harmonious world.34 Such dlscusm.ons of orc!er, whether
among academics or policymakers, are implicit at best in the Infilan context.
Whether Indian conceptions of order are critical of the Westphalian system or
not, the primary question today is whether Nehruvianism and n(‘)nahgnmex.lt
still hold sway in India and what the rise of Hindutva means for Ix?dlan dome.stlc
politics and foreign policy.3> The question of an Indian alternative and aspira-
tional conception of order is yet to be explicitly asked or espoused. .

We can see these differences play out in the speeches of the current leadership.

Xl, MODI, AND INTERNATIONAL ORDER

From 2013 to 2015, Xi made a number of speeches that were explicitly on for-
eign policy and for a foreign audience.®¢ After Modi’s election in. 2014, althoug.h
he did not take over the portfolio of minister of external affairs, he made his
interest in foreign affairs very clear and also made a number of speeches to for-
eign audiences.®” ' .
Xi’s speeches often refer back to concepts that are seen to be enshrined in
tianxia. In a speech to the Boao Forum on March 20, 2015, Xi stated that

China greatly needs a harmonious and stable domestic environment, :And a
peaceful and calm international environment. Any unrest or c9nﬂ1<:t is not
in China’s fundamental interests. Through the ages, the Chinese pef)ple
have always loved peace; since ancient times [they l'lave] advo.catec,i, infm('i-
set of “prizing harmony,” “living harmoniously with all nations, ‘within
the four seas all men are brothers,” etc. In recent times, China has suffered
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more than a hundred years of unrest and war and woul infli

suffering on others. Throughout history countries thaii E:::rti:efcliw;rizzg
fo‘rce to serve their development objectives have ultimately failed. China
will alway.s unwaveringly insist on independent policies of peacefu.l diplo-
macy, an independent path of peaceful development, and mutually beniﬁ-
cial open strategies and uphold justice. [China] will push for and establish
a new type of international relations based on cooperation and mutual
benefit, will safeguard world peace, and promote common development.88

In contrast, Modi, a man whose personal views, party politics, and politi-
cal .leadership are all heavily intertwined with Hindutva,® quotes ::mcienf texts
(H{ndu scriptures) but seldom if at all refers to precolonial views of international
society or order. In a speech to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
C?u.ltural Organization (UNESCO), he quoted, “The wealth that increases b
giving, that wealth is knowledge and is supreme of all possessions,”®" to em ha}-’
size the domestic programs India has launched to provide skills ;nd educalzion
for' Indi‘an children.’! At the Asian Leadership Forum, he stated, “As some of
us in Asia become more prosperous, we must be prepared to share’our resources
and markets with those who need them. . . . This is the principle that guides

.Indfa s pohcx'es. And, it comes from our timeless belief in the world as one fam-
ily, ‘Vasudhaiva Kutumbakam.”92

.
Xi’s speeches express support for key tenets of the Western international

r bu make lar that th iy mmuits. IIC CCl redt g]() l) ! a“([
(I]([e I) t Cl¢: eealel S d a d 0oa

up o Aslan
Aﬁ‘lcan Sta‘es,

We need to abandon the Cold War mentality and old ways of thinking
of zero-sum games, propose commonality, band together, and cooperate
We can promote new ideas about security, persist in dialogue and eaceful
§olut10ns to differences and disputes, develop common answers t(f terror-
ism, public health and Internet safety, climare change, nontraditional secu-
rity 'problems, and global challenges. [We need] to construct a common
destiny. Wc should forge] .a new security path of sharing winning and
safeguarding our region and world peace and stability,? ¢

HH; .often, sometimes in the same speech, repeatedly touts the Chinese way.

. . . - . >
which is posited as an aspirational alternative. Chinese domestic politics is also
linked to the welfare of international society:

China will always be a constructor of world i
peace, will firmly walk the path
ﬁf peaceful developrflent. No matter how the world situation changgs or
ovyr wi d.cvel(;)p, Ch}llna will never seek hegemony or expansion.”
0 bring about the great rejuvenation of the Chij i
damental dream of the Chinese nation.% resepeoples the fun-
China insists that countries do not distingui i
guish between the big and
small, tl-lC strong and weak, the poor and rich but rather adhere to fqual—
i)ty and justice. China will be a champion of justice and oppose those who
l:luy and oppress the weaker and use wealth to pressure the poor. China
will oppose any interference in another country’s internal affairs.”7
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Modi rarely, if ever, actively talks of Indian leadership in the world order,
and he espouses no Indian way to emulate. Rather, he refers to morality,”® and
he speaks repeatedly of the nuts and bolts of India’s domestic achievements. The
focus is inward—that is, developing India, including sometimes stressing com-
pliance with the international order and attracting foreign investment—rather
than both inward and outward—that is, developing India with a view to assum-
ing an international leadership role or shaping the international system:”?

Excellencies, we in India don’t see development and climate change as
competing objectives. This is centered on the belief in the unity of human-
ity and Nature. We have ambitious plans for addressing the challenges of
climate change. This includes additional capacity of 175 GW of renew-
able energy by 2022; cut in subsidies on fossil fuel and tax on coal; and,
National Clean Energy Fund of US$3 billion to promote clean technolo-
gies. With our highly ambitious/Intended Nationally Determined Contri-
butions (INDCs), India would remain in step with the world.!%

I am pleased that elimination of poverty in all forms everywhere is at
the top of our goals. Addressing the needs of 1.3 billion poor people in the
world is not merely a question of their survival and dignity or our moral
responsibility. It is a vital necessity for ensuring a peaceful, sustainable and
just world. . . . Today, much of India’s development agenda is mirrored
in the Sustainable Development Goals. . . . Since Independence, we have
pursued the dream of eliminating poverty from India."""

CONCLUSION

China and India both have outlined conceptions of international order. Mod-
ern Chinese conceptions of order have often drawn on a powerful and ancient
ideational heritage, which in recent years has enjoyed a resurgence of popularity
as an aspirational model of international order. At the same time, Chinese elites
including the leadership are acutely conscious of the need to forge a Chinese
path in international relations, and the ideas embedded in tianxia provide one
method of thinking about such a path. China secks to outline the limits of the
Westphalian order without rejecting it per se. It is seeking to be a notm shaper if
not a norm maker.'%2 Indian conceptions of order, on the other hand, are post-
colonial. Despite some common chafing at the current international order, these
postcolonial conceptions are distinct from each other in significant ways, and
none of them overwhelmingly reject or posit any alternative to the Westphalian
order. In India there is little sense of urgency that an /ndian path of development
or forging international order is needed. These differing viewpoints are reflected
in the speeches of the current leaders Xi and Modi.

China’s dual and, to some extent, dueling perspective (accepting some ele-
ments of the Westphalian order while also pushing a distinct Chinese path)
can be seen in foreign policy initiatives pushed by Xi, such as the One Belt
One Road (OBOR, yi dai yi lu, — 77— %) policy, which is an infrastructural
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network of primaril i
. y road and rail enterprises and oil ipeli
nework « a : p and oil and gas pipelines that
el [;1al£};0<3:0nnect 65 countries, 4.4 billion people, and 41(3) per f
global | ( P.”"% OBOR draws on Xi’s conception of great “nati pal Jorl
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] LT
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while @ pl asizing openness, inclusivity, and cooperation with other interl/;
evelopment initiatives rath -
er than the replace f 104
sonal devel s I placement of them.!% But this
of cours :la.ns that because it is undoubtedly geared toward increasing China’
a;lon influence (even if, from China’s point of view. atenins
w . . .
ay); lf) 5f:re 1s concern that its ultimate effect will be to “II’I
ence i
i ar;d thereby de facto contribute to the erosion of t
ndian forei i i
inds (:'lgi pﬁhfcy, under the leadership of Modi, was expected by many t
o a radical shift. Comment -
' . ators wondered whether h
ool adical o nen ether he, as a transforma-
come to si i i i i
v ek would come gmﬁcantly influence his foreign policy.'% Others
s bl d estic trfmsformatlon was possible, there were unlikely to
o radical o s in orelgn‘pohcy.107 Modi’s speeches indicate that currentlyythe
- government is on domestic reform. Unlike Xi, Modi has not vet
an . .« . . . . e
pouse l:{;wccc;lmpafly‘mg explicit international conception of how India coni’ld
ardp make the emstfng international order. Yet his election has
: ent proponent of Hindutva into mainstream
ore, remain i
o a,c remalr ; whe:the(ri Il-hnlgutva now can be adapted and reshaped to articulate
outward-looking Indian ¢ i i
: onception of international 108
: . order.
The literature on international order tells us that ord e
metry of power and is the deliberate attem
the rules, arrangements,

ina nonthreatening
arginalize US influ-
he current order.

is brought an
politics. The question, there-

er is built on an asym-
e berare aten ipntteby a Po:/lerful state to reorganize
fearrangement presumes acquiescence and/ ive partcioario o e
haenBemens presumes. iSqm " ¢ and/or active participation on the part of
et o hie China s aking more of a push to actively outline a Chinese

» It remains to be seen, particularly in terms of the

bilateral relati i

tionship, whether India wi i

) a will ac . .
alternative view. , quiesce, even symbolically, to this
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