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Chapter 8

India-South Korea Strategic Convergence and Security-Defense Cooperation: A Useful Relationship in the Indo-Pacific
David Scott
Introduction

In 2013, India and Korea celebrate the fortieth anniversary of diplomatic ties. Subsequently, a “strategic partnership” was officially proclaimed in 2010. This relationship continues to deepen between these states, which are separated but also brought together by the maritime stretches of what is increasingly being termed the Indo-Pacific.
Certainly the rhetoric is strong on this bilateral relationship. India’s ambassador to South Korea Vishnu Prakash noted:

The relationship is firmly anchored in a commonality of mutual interests and outlook. Ours is a problem-free and friendly relationship. We do not have any strategic differences. That can be said about very few countries. We have similar outlooks, similar interests and similar challenges (Prakash 2012).

The aim of this chapter is to look at their respective outlooks, interests, challenges and responses. Consequently, this chapter looks at how a strategic partnership was arrived at in 2010 before turning to profile their converging respective strategic horizons, economics-driven energy security priorities, blue water naval aspirations, concerns over North Korea and concerns over China, and tangible security-defense cooperation. The strategic debate is followed through official rhetoric and wider commentarial analysis within both countries.

Towards a Strategic Partnership

As one outside observer noted, India and South Korea “managed to virtually ignore each other for almost half a century following their independence in the late 1940s” (Brewster 2010, 402), a “strategic disconnect” (Panda 2012) in other words. Government officials acknowledge this. Skand Tayal, India’s Ambassador to South Korea from 2008 to 2011 summed it up as how “India-Republic of Korea (ROK) bilateral relations were correct but cool till the end of the cold war” (Tayal 2012a); while South Korea’s Ambassador Lee Joon-gyu similarly noted than “Korea and India began to factor each other’s importance in their strategic calculus only recently” (Lee 2013a). Heads of government meetings only commenced in 1993 with Prime Minister Narasimha Rao’s visit to South Korea and President Kim Young-sam’s visit to India in 1996. 
This bilateral relationship has developed momentum during this last decade, initially with an emphasis of economics and trade. A Long-term Cooperative Partnership for Peace and Prosperity was signed in 2004, with a Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement (CEPA) coming into force at the start of 2010. However, the relationship has become more than just an economic partnership. It has developed further related strategic, security and defense aspects to it. Back in 2002, Korean and Indian analysts’ prognosis on the relationship was that “they have to pursue policies that place greater focus on strategic rather than economic content, in view of changing geo-political realities . . . India and Korea make natural strategic partners in this changed international reality” (Lee and Singh 2002, 175). The politicians picked up this potentiality. As India’s then Foreign Secretary Pranab Mukherjee argued, though “we are now negotiating a Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement and our trade is out-performing the targets that have been laid down from time to time”; nevertheless “I am of the firm belief that we need to give strategic orientation to our bilateral partnership in order to take it to the next level” (Mukherjee 2007).
Something of “a turning point” (Lee 2013b) was reached in their relationship, when President Lee Myung-bak’s state visit to India in September 2010 brought the formal announcement of a “strategic partnership.” Significantly, in their joint statement the two leaders placed political and security cooperation, especially in maritime matters (point 11), first in their list of elements for the future relationship (India–South Korea 2010). Manmohan Singh’s state visit to South Korea in March 2012 brought further talk in the joint statement of a “deepening” (India–South Korea 2012) strategic partnership; while Park Geun-hye’s state visit to India in January 2014 brought talk in the joint statement of further “expansion” (India-South Korea 2014) of this strategic partnership.
Strategic Horizons
One South Korean commentator reviewing India–South Korea bilateral relationship noted a limiting factor was that “until recently, the regional view of both countries toward Asia has been confined to the relatively adjacent economies, not being able to see a geographically broader spectrum within Asia” (Anh 2012). A broadening of their strategic horizons in geographical terms, with a maritime edge, has underpinned their strategic outreach toward each other. Hence Lee Chung Min’s sense that “the Seoul–New Delhi partnership has all the hallmarks of becoming a mini–Blue Ocean relationship” (Lee 2011, 162).
Panda describes how “the history of India with the Northeast Asia remained disjointed for almost four decades since the end of the Korea War” (Panda 2012). This situation only began to change with India’s strategic formulation of an “extended neighborhood” (Scott 2009) beyond its immediate neighborhood of South Asia. In such an extended neighborhood, India now claims it has interests to be gained, maintained and if necessary defended. Within government thinking, this strategic and security sense of extended neighborhood generates associated frameworks of policy; a formal ‘Look East Policy’ with regard to Southeast Asia in the mid-1990s, initially through emphasis on economic engagement in Southeast Asia via ASEAN. A criticism by Lakhvinder Singh in 2008 was that India's Look-East Policy had been “designed to strengthen its engagement with the Asia-Pacific as a whole” but in this focus on Southeast Asia “other regions, especially Northeast Asia, have not received the desired attention from Indian policymakers. This must change” (Singh 2008, 283). He also argued that the economics-emphasis of the Look East Policy needed widening “India should pay special attention to developing closer relations with South Korea and a comprehensive strategy should be designed, which must go beyond the Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement (CEPA) to achieve this” (283).
It is precisely such a push by India further eastwards that has brought talk in the last decade of a “Look East 2” (Jyoti 2013) directed at the larger Pacific Asia (Scott 2007; Brewster 2012) to include wider strategic considerations (Muni 2011), maritime focus (Abhjit Singh 2012; Ladwig 2009), and discreet military diplomacy (Westcott 2013) not only in Southeast Asia but also Northeast Asia (Shukla 2012). In a suitable nautical turn of phrase the Indian government describes this as being “India moored in East Asia through an ever enlarging web of relations” (Sanjay Singh 2012). There is an undoubted “China factor” (Lakshminarayan 2010, 1; Pant 2013) and consequent “soft balancing” (Lakshminarayan 2010, 4) by India in this Look East 2. Within this web of relations, South Korea has emerged as “an important part of India’s Look East Policy” (Anderson 2008); not only for economic reasons but also because in balancing terms South Korea can be added to Iskander Rehman’s 2009 list of countries that are part of “India’s counter-containment of China in Asia” (Rehman 2009, 114), albeit in terms of implicit soft balancing rather than explicit hard balancing.
As India has come toward South Korea with its ‘Look East Policy’, and growing evocation of the Indo-Pacific as a strategic maritime continuum; so South Korea has come toward India with its ‘New Asia Initiative’, part of a wider ‘Global Korea’ activism. This South Korean initiative was announced in March 2009 by President Lee Myung-bak (Scarlatiou 2011). Significantly, it was designed to “expand the scope of Korea’s regional cooperation network to security and cultural matters” (Korean Herald 2009), rather than just to its previous primarily economic focus. These wider security matters were brought out by the former Prime Minister Han Seung-soo. He argued that “ensuring a more stable strategic balance in Asia requires a New Look or paradigm shifts within and amongst nations. This New Look is also highly relevant in the context of the growing Korea-Indian relationship” (Han 2011). Han’s talk of “strategic balance” implies some form of balancing in order to restore balance of power equilibrium. He argued that there was further “convergence . . . key intersecting interests” between the two countries; with such mutual interests including “mutual lessons and strategies in coping with two nuclear-armed states in the form of Pakistan and North Korea” (Han 2011, 8), and “maritime security as evinced by the growing importance of the Indian Ocean to the long-term prosperity of East Asia” (Han 2011, 8). The Indian Ocean is of course India’s strategic backyard, but as part of this wider outreach South Korea also operates in the Indian Ocean (Alexander 2012).
A further twist in their strategic horizons was the initiation of a Trilateral Strategic Dialogue process in 2012 between India, South Korea and Japan (Panda 2011b). This Track II initiative was interpreted, correctly in India, as organized “with China in mind” (IANS 2012b). The Indian government officially opened the inaugural meeting with comments about the India–South Korea relationship like “the primacy of our efforts must be to maintain maritime trade, energy and economic security in the seas around us”; “there is common commitment to maintaining freedom of the seas, combating terrorism”; “in the South China Sea which today is witnessing competing claims”; “there is indeed a compelling case for us to cooperate on maritime security”; Ministry of External Affairs (India), and “deepening cooperation amongst our defence and security establishments will promote our mutual security” (Sanjay Singh 2012). These are also themes pursued in this chapter with regard to the India–South Korea bilateral relationship.
Energy Security
India has important energy security needs, generated by its growing economy. This was highlighted in the so-called ‘Manmohan Doctrine’ enunciated in 2005 by the Indian Prime Minister. In it he highlighted how “our concern for energy security has become an important element of our diplomacy and is shaping our relations with a range of countries” (Singh 2005; Carl, Rai and Victor 2008). These economic-energy issues are also maritime-related (Khurana 2007); since around 95 percent of India’s total external trade is now conducted by sea, with over 70 percent of the country’s oil imports transiting the maritime domain.
This drive for energy security was a key reason driving India’s dispatch westwards of naval forces into the Gulf of Aden in 2008, and their continuing presence there, alongside similarly deployed South Korean units. Energy security also is one of the reasons bringing India eastwards into the Asia-Pacific, “insecure due to its heavy dependence on the Middle East, it [India] intends to diversify its sources of energy in the East. Hence security of its eastern sea-lines is an imperative that would only strengthen with time for India” (Khurana 2005). Consequently, Indian companies are involved in the oil fields around Sakhalin, and Siberian fields, with energy transported back to India across the Sea Lines of Communication (SLOCs) through the East China Sea and South China Sea. Such SLOC security can also be jeopardized by North Korean missile testing into the Sea of Japan, and rising Chinese assertion of its jurisdiction in the disputed East China Sea and South China Sea waters. India has further energy involvement in the South China Sea (Jha 2013; Amit Singh 2013) through agreements for India’s national energy company to drill for oil in deep water offshore fields 127 and 128, despite these fields also being claimed by China. Hence the comments by India’s Foreign Secretary that “the South China Sea remains crucial to our foreign trade, energy and national security interests” (Mathai 2011; Scott 2013).The main SLOCs then come out of the South China Sea into the India Ocean via the Strait of Malacca choke point. India’s energy import flows from the east are something that can be threatened by piracy and jihadist destabilization of the Strait of Malacca.
South Korea has similarly important economic-driven energy concerns. Its “greatest strategic vulnerability” (Hutchinson 2009) is a “high external dependence” (Bustelo 2008) on energy imports. South Korea imports over 70 percent of its crude oil from the Middle East, where shipments pass through the Indian Ocean on their way to South Korea. Piracy disruption of these SLOCs brought the Korean Navy into action in the Gulf of Aden in 2009, alongside similarly deployed Indian units. In addition, South Korea has growing energy-related interests in the Indian Ocean—for example involving access to fields in Timor and Myanmar. Most of this Indian Ocean traffic transits through the Strait of Malacca into the South China Sea. Again, like India, South Korea has a strategic interest in not having this choke point disrupted by piracy or Islamist jihadist groupings. Finally, this energy traffic goes through the disputed South China Sea and East China Seas. Like India, South Korea remains concerned about any Chinese imposition of jurisdiction over those waters.

Blue Water Naval Aspirations 
A further important strategic development for India has been the transformation of its navy from a brown water local coastal force to a blue water oceanic force (Scott 2007–2008), which has been deploying into the South China Sea since 2000, and further afield in the West Pacific since 2007.
India’s naval chiefs have closely picked up on the energy security aspects of the Manmohan Doctrine in such naval deployments in Pacific Asia. With specific regard to India’s energy investments in Sakhalin by the national energy Oil and Natural Gas Corporation (ONGC), Admiral Sureesh Mehta, Chief of Naval Staff in 2006 to 2009, talked about how:

We are not only looking at countering threats but to protect the country's economic and energy interests. This task has extended our area of operations. This might necessitate our operating in distant waters. As the Indian economy grows, the country is making increasing investments in distant places to ensure the availability of energy flow to maintain this growth. (Times of India 2006) 

Similar blue water logic was used with regard to the South China Sea. The Chief of Naval Staff publicly affirmed in December 2012, while responding to the media questions on India’s involvement in the South China Sea, that “when the requirement is there for situations where the country’s interests are involved, for example ONGC Videsh, we will be required to go there and we are prepared for that” (Vinay Kumar 2012). He also said at the same meeting that the Chinese naval modernization was “a major, major cause for concern” (Vinay Kumar 2012) for India.
A similar blue water drive is apparent with South Korea (Hyun 2010). During the last decade South Korean leaders have reiterated a vision of the Korean navy expanding beyond its immediate neighborhood of the Korean peninsula. In 2001 President Kim Dae-jung said that “we will soon have a strategic mobile fleet that protects state interests in the five big oceans and play a role of keeping peace in the world” (Korea Times 2001); and in 2008 President Lee Myung-bak pledged that “with a vision for an advanced deep-sea Navy, our Navy should become a force that can ensure the security of maritime transportation lines, and contribute to peace in the world” (Jin 2008). The South Korean naval modernization and expansion program has meant “it has become a force capable of significant foreign deployment” (Farley 2012). As the world’s eighth largest fleet, it is a substantive maritime partner for India, the seventh largest navy. This was why Mingi Hyun argued that “the potential for greater security co-operation with Japan and India rests largely on South Korea’s navy—by far the country’s most able power projection service” (Hyun 2010).
Such aspirations are bringing South Korea through the South China Sea into the Indian Ocean (Alexander 2012), with its navy deployed since 2009 in the Gulf of Aden against Somali-based piracy (Roehrig 2012a) that threaten to disrupt vital energy-related SLOCs. South Korea’s naval drive is also in part generated as a response to China’s maritime expansion in South Korea’s immediate neighborhood and wider waters of the Indo-Pacific. Hence Hyun sense that “although the kind of co-operation discussed between South Korea and India and Japan won’t always be explicitly aimed at China, it’s no secret in the region that the PLAN’s [Chinese navy’s] build-up is a key driver” (Hyun 2010) for those countries.
North Korea 
Both India and South Korea have strategic concerns about North Korea, albeit at different levels of intensity. South Korea’s concerns are the more evident, with an increasingly antagonistic and confrontational North Korea looming all the larger for South Korea following the sinking of the ROKS Cheonan in March 2010 and bombardment of Yeonpyeong Island in November 2010. This was magnified by the inflammatory rhetoric employed by the new leadership of Kim Jong-un, which included him threatening in 2013 to tear up the existing Armistice from the Korean War, as well as pursuing missile build-up and nuclear weapons testing. As Lee Joon-gyu noted in a gentle criticism of India, “the North Korean nuclear matter is a very dangerous source of potential conflict. It’s a big threat to the stability of North-East Asia . . . . though India is far away, as one of the major powers in this region, India, I think, should pay a little more attention to this (Lee 2013a).
Nevertheless, India has its own “worries” (Roychowdhury 2013) about North Korea. In part this is with regard to the “dangerous counter-trades” (IISS 2002) between India’s foe Pakistan and South Korea’s foe North Korea, which is “a matter of serious concern to India” (Panda 2013; Sachdev 2008). In this so-called “Pakistan–North Korea nexus” (Raman 2003; Malik 2003), assistance given by North Korea to Pakistan’s missile program in the 1990s (Jyoshi 1999) was reciprocated with Pakistan’s help to North Korea’s current drive for nuclear weapons capability (Bagchi and Parashar 2013). As India’s former Ambassador to South Korea explained, “India has strong misgivings about the nexus between Pakistan and North Korea (DPRK) on exchanging North Korean missile technology with Pakistan’s uranium enrichment technology. India’s interests converge with those of ROK [South Korea]” (Tayal 2012b, 2). North Korea’s missile program continues to be most noticed in South Korea, but such expansion of North Korea’s missile range now brings India within range of being hit.

China
Certainly both countries cannot overlook what one observer has called the “China factor” (Hamisevicz 2012). China continues to be a staunch ally of Pakistan, has often acted as something of a shield for North Korea over the years, and is a neighbor to both India and South Korea. Here, Indian analysts like Panda argue that “both [India and South Korea] have problematic neighbors in North Korea and Pakistan, China has emerged as a hostile neighbor to both” (Panda 2012, 64). Fellow analysts like Harsh Pant similarly argue that “China’s rise adds urgency to India–South Korea ties” (Pant 2010b).
India is rising from regional power to Great Power status, but in doing so is coming up against China, its neighbor that has risen even faster, and with whom it has existing territorial disputes. There has been a significant general deterioration of China’s image in India. The Pew Global Attitudes Survey showed a collapse in China’s general “favorability” rating in India from 56 percent in 2005 to only 23 percent in  2012 (PGAS 2012, 38). India’s own fears of strategic encirclement by China in its immediate neighborhood may be assuaged by pursuing some degree of counter-encirclement around China’s own periphery of Pacific Asia (Scott 2008; Ministry of External Affairs (India),  Frankel 2011; Malik 2012; Kapoor 2012; Pant 2013). As the Indian government noted, the “military capabilities of China and the manner in which China exercises its power is being followed carefully not only by us but by other neighbours in East Asia” (Mathai 2011). This brings South Korea, as one of China’s neighbors, into view as an element in such a counter-encirclement strategy by India.
South Korea has its own concerns about China, not only because of China’s previous support for the North Korean regime, but also because of China’s own growing shadow in Northeast Asia. China’s very rise raises the prospect of a “China-centered order” (Sutter 2006) for its neighbor South Korea. David Kang may have asked “why has South Korea accommodated China, instead of fearing its growth and balancing against it?”, to which he reckoned that “South Korea sees substantially more economic opportunity than military threat associated with China’s rise; but even more importantly, South Korea evaluates China's goals as not directly threatening” (Kang 2009, 1; Chung 2006). However, Kang’s analysis on perceptions has been overtaken by events. In his study on the “calculus of fear” about China in the region, Khoo correctly argued that at both elite and public levels “fears about China’s rise are present and rising in South Korea” (Khoo 2011, 105). Pew Global Attitudes Survey findings show strong South Korean reaction to China’s military expansion. Over the question of “China’s growing military power,” figures of 91 percent were recorded in 2013 for considering it “a bad thing” (PGAS 2013, 33). This was compounded by China’s military assertiveness in the East China Sea and South China Sea, leaving 77 percent of South Korean respondents feeling that such disputed territorial issues involving China were a “big problem” (PGAS 2013, 32) for South Korea.
In addition, “there are several specific maritime disputes that have aggravated ROK-Sino ties over the past decade or so and have fuelled arguments for continued growth of South Korea’s ocean-going navy” (Roehrig 2012b, 69). In geopolitical and naval terms South Korea uncomfortably faces China across the Yellow Sea/Western Sea and East China Sea, with disputed Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) claims in both areas between China and South Korea. Meanwhile tangible confrontations have come over Chinese fishermen in South Korean EEZ waters. The South Korean media considered headlines in the Chinese media “Don’t Take Peaceful Approach for Granted” (Global Times 2011) as “belligerent” (Chosun 2011). There is a further jurisdictional conflict over Ieodo/Suyan Reef in the East China Sea. China’s unilateral declaration in November 2013 of a larger Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) in the East China Sea, and which included Ieodo, was not only rejected by South Korea; but Seoul then went on the following month to conduct sea and air drills around Ieodo, and to announce an extension its own existing ADIZ down into parts of the East China Sea covered by China’s recently extended ADIZ. The announced build-up of nearby Jeju Island was seen in the Indian media (Times of India 2012) in China-centric geopolitical terms. As a piece, in effect, of “internal balancing,” Roehrig rightly argues that South Korea’s “shipbuilding program and the construction of the naval base on Jeju Island are occurring in part with an eye toward China’s future strategic direction” (Roehrig 2012b, 76; Yeo 2013).
However internal balancing is not enough for South Korea, given China’s much greater military strength. Seoul has to externally balance as well. As one South Korean commentator delicately explained: “for the ROK, the rise of China and the decline of the U.S. are both strategically uncomfortable developments” (Yoon 2012, 94). But South Korea can compensate for this US decline by seeking other lines of support. Thus, even as the United States moves toward a degree of disengagement from the Asian mainland, South Korea is looking for alternative sources of support. The strategic logic is clear, “New Delhi’s view is that South Korea’s increasing engagement with India arises from the former’s [South Korea’s] need to reduce its dependence on China” (Srinivasa-Raghavan 2013; Gallagher 2010, 43). If, as argued by Kim and Singh, “with Indian influence on the rise, a new factor has been introduced into the balance of power system in East Asia” (Kim and Singh 2005, 128), then countries like South Korea can factor that into their own soft balancing attempts to maintain a balance of power equilibrium, and thereby avert Chinese regional hegemony. India has the advantage of weight for South Korea, without the complications of history and disputed territory that Japan offers. Indeed, if “both South Korea and India must also tackle the challenge of how to deal with a rising China” which poses “a latent security challenge, particularly in the maritime realm” (Jaishankar 2012, 3) the logic is if that is where the challenge lies, then the response should also lie in that area, enhanced maritime cooperation between India and South Korea. Chung Min Lee argued that “how Seoul chooses to manage the rise of both China and India can be seen as a litmus test for determining how it will define and align itself in the emerging Asian balance of power” (Lee 2011, 163). What seems apparent is that Seoul is prudently using a rising India as a balancing factor toward China.
Admittedly both India and South Korea are involved in some engagement of China, with China becoming the biggest trading partner for both countries; but yet both India and South Korea are involved in strategic hedging towards China (Han 2008). As such, hedging involves elements of balancing alongside these elements of engagement. This was why South Korea’s former Prime Minister Han considered that “India has always perceived itself as a great power that both engages but also checks Chinese influence” (Han 2011, 9). The balancing currently being carried out by both India and South Korea with regard to China is both internal balancing of building up their own military forces to reduce the gap with China, and also external balancing. The external balancing is not the hard containment variety of explicit military alliances explicitly naming China; rather it is the soft understandings and cooperation variety, which nevertheless have implicit China-related aspects. Arguments in India that “India–South Korea defence relations won’t impact China ties” (IANS 2012a) ignore the subtler point that the implicit unstated China-centric nuances surrounding India–South Korean strategic and defense cooperation do send a message to Beijing to the mutual benefit of both New Delhi and Seoul in their dealings with China.
Security and Defense Cooperation
Given this real strategic convergence outlined with regard to their strategic horizons, economics-driven energy security priorities, blue water naval aspirations, concerns over North Korea, and concerns over China, it is not surprising to see developing security and defense cooperation between India and South Korea. These already outlined overlapping strands lie behind Lee’s argument that South Korea and India were working together on “maritime security, freedom of navigation, maintaining stable balance of power” (Lee 2013b). This is similar to Mohan’s sense that “there is growing recognition in both capitals that promoting maritime security in the Indo-Pacific and the structuring of a stable Asian balance of power demand stronger security cooperation between India and South Korea” (Mohan 2013).
Defense cooperation preceded the proclamation of the “strategic partnership” in 2010, in which both countries had signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on Cooperation in Defense Logistics and Supplies in 2005. This has led to joint development of self-propelled artillery and mine-countermeasure vessels. South Korea’s shipbuilding prowess is of interest for India’s own naval construction program. The 2005 MoU was followed by another MoU in March 2006 concerning cooperation between their Coast Guards. In May 2007, India and South Korean Ministry of External Affairs (India), defense ministers held their first ever consultations on ‘matters of mutual interests’ and agreed to strengthen cooperation on training of armed focus personal exchange of visits.
The “strategic partnership” announced in January 2010 at the heads of government meeting was reinforced still further that year with the trip to South Korea by Defense Minister Arackaparambil Antony in September, considered as unofficially “China-centric” (Sharma 2010; Pant 2010a). Antony’s trip, the first by an Indian defense minister to South Korea, “demonstrated . . . the convergence of security interests between India and the ROK” (Panda 2011a, 17). The Indian government emphasized the trip’s importance as “part of India’s Look East Policy” delivering “a major boost” in defense cooperation (India 2010a). Official concerns were recorded about North Korea, and what the Indian government called two further “landmark MoUs” were signed (India 2010b). The first envisaged increasing exchanges of defense personnel, education, training, visits, and exercises of ships and aircrafts. The second MoU sought to identify future joint research, development, and production of defense products. Some areas of immediate interest such as marine systems, electronics and intelligent systems were identified as priority tasks. One commentator judged “this is the most important aspect of the MoU and has important implications for the future direction of India-ROK military and strategic cooperation” (Panda, 2011, 19).
Defense and security convergence has continued between the two strategic partners. In 2012, the “highlight” of the Heads of Government meeting was to announce further defense and space cooperation and voice concerns about North Korea’s planned rocket launch (Korean Herald 2012). Admittedly, South Korea lost its bid to supply India’s air force with 75 new trainers in 2012. Nevertheless, June 2012 saw naval cooperation taking a further step forward when four Indian naval vessels participated in a joint exercise with the Korean navy at Busan. In 2012 one commentator had judged that “high-level military dialogues may be a step too far for now” (Jaishankar 2012, 3); but that was a step taken in May 2013 when the Chairman of Chiefs of Staff, Air Chief Marshal N.A.K. Browne, headed a senior level tri-service Indian delegation to South Korea. This involved discussions on expanding bilateral cooperation as well as regional and international issues of interest; interspersed with visits to South Korea’s military operations and training establishments, as well as defense industries. This trip was followed by the National Security Advisor Shivshankar Menon in July, the first such visit by an Indian national security advisor, with agreement reached to share intelligence on the nuclear proliferation activities of North Korea and Pakistan (Kim 2013). Menon’s reported comments were that India and South Korea had “a similar stance on and goals for . . . regional security and maritime security” and that he looked forward to the two countries working “together in the defense industry sector,” with the reminder on “cooperation for coproduction and codevelopment going beyond simple trade relations” (Korea 2013).
Conclusion
This chapter finds that India-South Korea relations have developed both a strategic and related security-defense edge that has taken the relationship beyond the practical economics of trade and finance. It continues to indeed “deepen” (Rajiv Kumar 2012). There is some substance behind the rhetoric of strategic partnership, although they have a common range of concerns they do not necessarily give them the same weight; “despite the strategic partnership, India and South Korea have often seemed uneasy getting more involved in each other’s most important security concerns, Pakistan and North Korea respectively” (Hamisevicz 2012). However, there needs to be a sense of balance. Some advocates overestimate its importance. Shukla’s argument that “India Korea strategic cooperation is critical to the region” (Shukla 2012) is questionable. In terms of relationships the India–South Korea one is not the central relationship, overshadowed as it is by the larger roles played by the United States, China, and Japan (and perhaps Russia) who are more critical to the state of affairs in Northeast Asia. Moreover, the India–South Korea strategic partnership is not the central partnership for either party. South Korea’s alliance with the United States is more important for South Korea, as is its relationships with Japan and China. Meanwhile for India, its strategic partnerships with the United States and with Russia at the global level and with Japan at the regional level are more important than its strategic partnership with South Korea. Brewster’s encapsulation was that South Korea was “a useful friend” (2010) for India in East Asia. This can now be adjusted in two ways. First, they are in fact useful partners for each other. Second, their partnership impacts not only in East Asia, but also in South Asia and the intervening wider Indo-Pacific maritime stretches. The strategic partnership and associated security-defense cooperation continues to deepen.
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