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Article Submission: India’s “Great-Power Delusions”: A Case Study in
Bayesian Strategy?

A response to Ashley J. Tellis’s recent essay in Foreign Affairs, “India’s Great-Power Delusions”
and accompanying materials to speed up accept/reject editorial decision-making.

1. The article being submitted: India’s “Great-Power Delusions”: A Case Study in Bayesian
Strategy? by Ranga Palayamkottai Sankaralingam, Ph.D.

2. Supporting materials for the article:

o Notes with points.
o LLM Analysis of validity of the points made in Notes about Article.

3. Methodology: Response Article was generated using a multi-step LLM-assisted

approach: human-provided argumentation, scaffolding, novelty, and metaphors, LLM-
provided eloquent and lucid drafting (yin-yang dynamic).

o step 1: write raw unstructured notes (elided): capture core arguments (e.g., opening
sentence, Himalayas, ideology), core metaphors and imagery (rings of influence
inspired by computer science), rhetoric-related responses (e.g., inconsistent application
of ideology), big picture comments (bayesian strategy), zoomed-in-details (admin-by-
admin points), explanations of nuances in points made, etc.

o step 2: check validity of points in notes. iterate on steps 1 and 2.

o step 3: generate three LLM analysis outputs, Analysis 1, Analysis 2, Analysis 3,
tasked with checking the validity of the points in Notes about Article using public
knowledge and Book let.

o step 4: generate Response Article using Notes, Article, Booklet, Analysis 1,
Analysis 2, and Analysis 3.

o step 5: final due diligence and transparency and reproducibility check: check that
Response Article relies only on the points made in Notes below and not on
anything only in the elided unstructured notes.

= Quoting from LLM Analysis: Checking ... below: “After a careful review of
the documents, there are no substantive analytical points or distinct
arguments present in the Rebuttal Article that originate only from Notes
v2 and are absent from the combined Notes v3.”
o LLM used: Google Gemini Pro 2.5

4. Meta-analysis: final check of this submission packet: Here are some extracts from the Final
Check of the Submission Packet (also provided at the end for transparency):

o “This is a comprehensive and thoughtfully constructed submission packet. ... well-
argued and intellectually stimulating piece that offers a significant and novel counter-
perspective ...”

o “This packet demonstrates a best-practice approach for authors wishing to be
transparent about LL.M assistance and for providing comprehensive support for
their arguments.”

o “Citizen’s Response”: While the author notes “Affiliation: None,” the Ph.D. and the
quality of the work speak for themselves. This should not be a barrier if the scholarship
is sound.

o Points for an Editor to Consider:
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= Audience: For a journal like Foreign Affairs (where Tellis’s piece was
published), the response is pitched at the right level. The arguments are
accessible to an informed audience.

o Key Strengths of the Submission Packet as a Whole:

= Coherence: There’s a strong, traceable line from the Booklet’s concepts,
through the Notes, to the LLM Analysis of Notes, and finally to the
Response Article.

= Intellectual Rigor: The arguments are not superficial; they engage with
complex issues and offer a sophisticated alternative interpretation.

= Transparency: The author is upfront about their methodology, sources of ideas,
and use of LLMs.

= Proactive Engagement: By providing supporting materials and pre-emptive
analyses, the author anticipates editorial questions and facilitates a quicker
understanding of their work’s foundations.

= Potential Contribution: The article has the potential to spark further debate and
offer a new vocabulary (“Bayesian strategy”) for analyzing India’s (and
potentially other nations’) foreign policy.

5. References:

o Article: the article being responded to (not included). See India’s Great-Power

Delusions at https://www.foreignaffairs.com/india/indias-great-power-delusions.
Booklet: lightly referred to in Notes, ok to remove reference, the submitted article can
be read standalone. a lengthy, recently-completed (days ago, actually), interdisciplinary
AI/IR tech report by this author, containing the core academically-focused booklet The
Dragon’s Gambit, a satirical interpretation for lay audiences, academic-focused self-
critiques, academic-focused meta-analysis etc. Downloadable from https://1989-06-
04.com/booklet the dragons gambit.pdf and https://1989-06-

04.com/interpretive guide the dragons gambit.pdf. For further LLM analysis of
Booklet, the raw text might be helpful: https://1989-06-

04.com/analyze the dragons gambit.md.txt.

self-link: this packet itself can be downloaded from https://annoylysis.com/submission-
indias-great-power-delusions-case-study-bayesian-strategy.pdf and raw text format
https://annoylysis.com/submission-indias-great-power-delusions-case-study-bayesian-
strategy.md.txt.

The actual article now follows.
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India’s “Great-Power Delusions”: A Case Study in Bayesian Strategy?
Ranga Palayamkottai Sankaralingam, Ph.D. <ranga@jaishankardasan.in>
Affiliation: None, this is a citizen’s response.

Ashley J. Tellis’s recent essay in Foreign Affairs, “India’s Great-Power Delusions,” offers a
comprehensive, albeit critical, assessment of India’s strategic trajectory. Tellis argues that despite
decades of American support and its own growing economic strength, India’s grand strategy—
characterized by a quest for multipolarity, strategic autonomy, and an allegedly illiberal turn—is
thwarting its ambitions, leading to “less global influence than it desires” and a “power failure.”
While Tellis’s analysis meticulously outlines perceived shortcomings against conventional
benchmarks of great power behavior, it may itself be a product of a “low-dimensional” analytical
framework, one that struggles to comprehend a strategy that is not merely failing by old rules, but
perhaps playing a different, more complex game altogether.

This article contends that India’s approach, rather than being delusional, can be more accurately
understood as a sophisticated, adaptive “Bayesian strategy.” Such a strategy is probabilistic,
updates with new information, considers multiple dimensions of power and risk, and prioritizes
long-term resilience and national interest over adherence to externally prescribed paths to
greatness. When viewed through this lens, many of India’s purported “failures” or “contradictions”
transform into rational, if unconventional, adaptations to an increasingly uncertain and genuinely
multipolar world.

Re-evaluating the Premise: The Shifting Sands of US “Support”

Tellis opens by asserting that “Since the turn of the century, the United States has sought to help
India rise as a great power,” citing various significant milestones in bilateral cooperation. While
these instances of support are undeniable and important, this framing oversimplifies a far more
complex historical reality. The notion of a consistent, two-decade-long American “tailwind”
singularly focused on bolstering India overlooks crucial countervailing currents and competing
U.S. priorities.

During the critical 2000-2008 period, for instance, American strategic and economic energies were
overwhelmingly directed towards facilitating China’s integration into the global economy. This era
saw massive U.S. capital investment and technology transfer to China, significantly fueling its
economic ascendancy, even as policy circles often lamented comparatively low FDI into India.
Simultaneously, U.S. policy in South Asia was dynamic and often involved intricate regional
balancing. Post-9/11, Pakistan became a key “frontline state,” receiving substantial U.S. aid and
strategic attention, which arguably enhanced its relative position during parts of this period.
Subsequent U.S. administrations under Obama, Trump, and Biden have seen further fluctuations,
with relative attention and economic benefits shifting between India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh
based on evolving geopolitical calculations.

This nuanced history suggests that India’s strategic environment was shaped less by a steady,
unambiguous American effort “to help India rise” and more by a complex interplay of great power
interests, where China often received a more potent economic tailwind from the West, and where
India had to navigate its path with a clear understanding of these shifting realities. A Bayesian
strategist, observing this environment, would rationally conclude that over-reliance on any single
external power would be imprudent, reinforcing the logic of strategic autonomy.
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India’s Strategic Aims: Beyond Conventional Benchmarks and “Balancing
China”

Tellis critiques India’s pursuit of multipolarity, its eschewing of formal alliances, and its
maintenance of ties with Western adversaries like Iran and Russia as “not effective or even
realistic.” He argues India is “not growing fast enough to balance China” and that its multipolar
ambitions, which include restraining potential U.S. hegemony, are counterproductive. This
assessment measures India against a specific template: that of a rising power expected to align
closely with the established hegemon to counter a common challenger, primarily through
symmetrical material balancing.

However, India’s conception of its role and its vision of multipolarity, as increasingly articulated by
its policymakers like External Affairs Minister Dr. S. Jaishankar, may be fundamentally different.
India’s multipolarity is arguably more inclusive, envisioning a world with multiple autonomous
centers of influence—including itself, key actors from the Global South, and traditional powers—
rather than a simple tripolar (US, Russia, China) or bipolar (US-China) structure. Its strategic focus
appears to employ a “concentric rings” model:

e Ring 0 (Core): The de jure Republic of India, ensuring its territorial integrity and internal
cohesion.

¢ Ring 1 (Civilizational/Immediate Periphery): The subcontinent and areas of deep
historical/cultural ties, fostering stability and cooperation.

¢ Ring 2 (Strategic Periphery): A broader sphere from West Asia across the Indian Ocean to
Southeast Asia, where India aims to be a primary security partner and resist peer competitors,
ensuring its interests in vital sea lanes and its extended neighborhood.

¢ Ring 3 (Global Powers): Engaging with the US, China, Russia, and others based on mutual
respect, shared interests, and a realistic assessment of capabilities, prioritizing strategic
autonomy.

This layered approach, focused on self-strengthening (“Atmanirbhar Bharat” or self-reliant India)
and securing its own defined sphere of influence, is a rational prioritization for a civilizational state
with continental dimensions and unique developmental challenges. A Bayesian strategy would not
define success solely by its ability to “balance China” in a symmetrical arms race or by its
conformity to an alliance structure defined by others. Instead, it would seek to maximize options,
diversify partnerships (“multi-alignment™), and build comprehensive national power (economic,
military, technological, and soft power) in a calibrated manner, adapting to global contradictions
and exploiting opportunities as they arise.

Economic Path and Power: A Bayesian Adaptation for Resilience?

Tellis dedicates significant attention to India’s economic performance, noting that while impressive,
it “has fallen short of China’s reform-era achievements.” He points to India’s lack of a dominant
manufacturing sector, “excessive protectionism,” insufficient R&D investment, and human capital
challenges as impediments. This is a valid critique. However, the implicit argument is that India has
failed to follow the “correct” (presumably export-oriented, manufacturing-led) path to great power
status, a path China successfully trod.

A Bayesian strategist, however, would be wary of dogmatic adherence to any single developmental
model, especially in a rapidly changing global economy. China’s own current struggles with debt,
demographic headwinds, and the limitations of its investment-and-export-led model suggest that its
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path is not without severe vulnerabilities. India’s economic trajectory, while perhaps slower in
aggregate GDP growth, might reflect a Bayesian calculation prioritizing:

¢ Resilience through Diversification: Building a large domestic market and a more
diversified economy, less vulnerable to external shocks than an overly export-dependent one.

¢ Sustainable Development: Addressing vast internal developmental needs and socio-
economic disparities, which a purely export-focused model might exacerbate.

¢ Avoiding Strategic Dependencies: Recognizing that the geopolitical conditions that allowed
China’s export-led rise (e.g., near-unfettered access to Western markets and technology) may
no longer be available to latecomers, or may come with unacceptable strategic costs.

¢ Calibrated Integration: Engaging with the global economy selectively, protecting nascent
industries where necessary, and focusing on sectors where India possesses or can develop a
comparative advantage (e.g., services, digital economy, pharmaceuticals).

India’s approach may be a “tortoise” strategy, focused on long-term, sustainable, and internally
balanced development, rather than a “hare-like” dash for growth that incurs unsustainable debts or
strategic vulnerabilities. This is not inherently a “failure” but a different weighting of risks and
rewards, consistent with a Bayesian approach to complex systems.

Military Realities and Geopolitical Nuances: A Multi-Dimensional
Assessment

Tellis rightly points to the “unpalatable two-front war” scenario with China and Pakistan as a core
Indian strategic concern. He also notes Pakistan’s use of Chinese-supplied systems. However, a
Bayesian assessment would incorporate further crucial nuances that Tellis underemphasizes:

¢ The Himalayan Factor: The formidable Himalayan barrier significantly mitigates the direct
land-based conventional military threat from China. While border skirmishes and standoffs
are serious, the geography imposes severe constraints on large-scale, sustained offensive
operations, a factor routinely considered in assessing US security (e.g., oceans) but often
discounted in the Sino-Indian context. This allows India a different strategic posture than if it
faced an easily traversable border with its primary military challenger.

o Pakistan as China’s Strategic Client: Pakistan’s strategic and military dependence on
China is a critical element. Analyzing Pakistan’s threat potential without fully contextualizing
this client-patron dynamic, where Pakistan serves as a key component of China’s balancing
strategy against India, is incomplete. This also means that a significant portion of the
“Pakistan threat” is, in effect, an extension of the “China threat.”

¢ India’s Soft Power and Diplomatic Leverage: India’s democratic credentials (however
contested by Tellis), cultural influence, vast diaspora, and historical leadership in movements
like anti-colonialism and anti-apartheid constitute significant soft power assets. Its ability to
engage constructively with a wide array of global actors, including those in the Global South,
provides diplomatic leverage that hard power metrics alone do not capture. A Bayesian
strategy would leverage these multi-dimensional assets.

¢ Relative External Stability vs. China’s Frictions: While India faces challenges with China
and Pakistan, its broader neighborhood relations are arguably more stable than China’s,
which contends with significant friction with multiple neighbors (Japan, Vietnam,
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Philippines, Taiwan, Australia) and an intense security competition with the United States.
The Article does not sufficiently interrogate whether China’s more overtly “offensive
realist” strategy has actually yielded a more secure long-term position for Beijing.

The “Illiberalism” Argument: A Selective Lens in a Complex World?

Tellis argues that India’s embrace of “Hindu nationalism” and its “illiberal pivot” could undermine
its rise, intensify internal tensions, exacerbate problems with neighbors, and damage the rules-
based international order. These are serious concerns, and any robust Bayesian assessment of
India’s future would need to factor in the potential risks arising from internal socio-political trends.

However, Tellis’s application of this ideological critique appears selective. As Notes v3 highlights,
this critical lens is not applied with comparable intensity to China’s deeply entrenched authoritarian
system, despite voluminous Western official discourse expressing profound concerns about it. If
democratic backsliding is presented as a primary impediment to India’s great power aspirations and
its utility as a partner for the West, a consistent analytical framework would require a similar, if not
more intense, scrutiny of how China’s political system impacts its global role and its adherence to a
“rules-based order.”

Furthermore, the link between domestic ideology and foreign policy efficacy is complex and not
always linear. A Bayesian approach would assess the actual, observable impact of India’s internal
political dynamics on its foreign policy execution and international partnerships, rather than
drawing deterministic conclusions based on incompatibility with Western liberal norms. It would
also consider the ideological component in Sino-Indian relations, where the fundamental
differences in political systems likely contribute to the intensity of their rivalry beyond pure
balance-of-power considerations.

The “Delusion” Reconsidered: Offensive Realism’s Limits and the
Bayesian Alternative

Tellis’s overarching conclusion is that India suffers from “great-power delusions™ and its strategy is
leading to “power failure.” This assessment appears to stem from applying a conventional, and
arguably “low-dimensional,” analytical lens, implicitly rooted in offensive realist assumptions
about how states should behave to maximize power. Such theories expect rising powers to seek
formal alliances, engage in direct and symmetrical balancing against rivals, and prioritize rapid
material power accumulation through specific economic models.

India’s strategy—emphasizing strategic autonomy, pursuing multi-alignment, defining its own
sphere of influence, engaging in calibrated economic development, and leveraging diverse forms of
power—deviates significantly from this script. For conventional IR frameworks, such “out-of-
paradigm” behavior can appear irrational, inefficient, or “delusional.” As the Booklet argues in the
context of China’s unconventional nuclear strategy, established theories can struggle to explain
behaviors that fall outside their core axioms, potentially “causing an infinite loop” for analysts
trying to fit square pegs into round holes.

A “Bayesian strategy,” however, offers a more fitting explanatory framework for India’s approach.
It is a strategy that:

e Embraces Uncertainty: Recognizes the inherent unpredictability of a multipolar world and
avoids irreversible commitments or rigid alignments.
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¢ Prioritizes Adaptability and Optionality: Seeks to maintain flexibility and maximize future
choices by engaging with multiple partners and avoiding over-dependence.

¢ Updates Probabilities: Continuously assesses the evolving strategic environment and
adjusts its policies based on new information and changing power dynamics (e.g., the rise of
China, shifts in US policy, the war in Ukraine).

¢ Considers Multiple Dimensions of Risk and Reward: Weighs not just military and
economic power, but also factors like internal stability, societal resilience, technological
sovereignty, and long-term environmental sustainability.

¢ Defines Success Holistically: Aims for comprehensive national well-being and security on
its own terms, not just achieving a certain rank in a global power hierarchy defined by others.

Viewed through this lens, India’s reluctance to enter formal alliances is not “diffidence” but a
calculated move to preserve autonomy and avoid entanglement in others’ conflicts. Its engagement
with diverse actors, including Russia and Iran, is not a sign of confused loyalties but an attempt to
maintain multiple avenues of influence and access to resources. Its economic path is not a simple
“failure” to emulate China but a potentially more resilient, if slower, approach to sustainable
development.

Conclusion: India’s Strategy — A Case Study in Bayesian Adaptation

Ashley Tellis’s critique of India’s “great-power delusions” serves as a valuable articulation of how
India’s strategy appears when judged by the yardsticks of conventional Western international
relations theory. However, these “delusions” may, in fact, be the rational calculations of a complex,
adaptive “Bayesian strategy” navigating an exceptionally challenging global environment.

India is not necessarily failing to play the old game of great power politics according to established
rules. Instead, it may be consciously choosing to play a different, more nuanced, and longer-term
game, one that prioritizes resilience, autonomy, and the holistic advancement of its national
interests in a world where the old rules themselves are in flux. Such a strategy, by its very nature,
will appear “illegible,” “inefficient,” or even “delusional” to analytical frameworks that lack the
dimensionality to comprehend its underlying logic. The true “delusion” might be the persistent
expectation that all rising powers must, or should, follow a singular, predictable trajectory towards
global influence, conforming to models derived from different historical and geopolitical contexts.
India is charting its own course, and while the challenges are immense, its strategy warrants a more
sophisticated, less prescriptive assessment—one that recognizes the potential wisdom in adaptive,
Bayesian statecraft in an age of profound uncertainty.
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LLM Analysis of Validity of Points Made in Notes Used to Generate
Response Article

Okay, I will analyze the validity of the points made in the merged Notes (based on Notes v3:
vVariant 1,Vvariant 2, and Variant 3) about Ashley J. Tellis’s Article, “India’s Great-Power
Delusions.” My analysis will use public knowledge for empirical claims and refer to the Booklet’s
geopolitical perspective, particularly “Bayesian strategy” and the limitations of offensive realism,
to assess other aspects of the critique.

First, I will synthesize the key points from the three variants of Notes v3. Given that Notes v3:
vVariant 1 is already a combined version of earlier notes and is quite comprehensive, I will use its
structure as the primary framework for the “merged Notes,” ensuring that significant distinct
nuances from Variant 2 and Variant 3 are incorporated. The core arguments across the variants
are largely consistent.

Merged Notes (Synthesized for Analysis):
The Notes present a multi-faceted critique of Tellis’s Article, arguing that:

1. Flawed Foundational Premise on US Policy: The Article’s claim that the US has
consistently sought to help India rise since 2000 is an oversimplification, ignoring significant
US focus on China’s economic integration and periods of “balancing” in South Asia that
favored Pakistan or saw fluctuating support for India.

2. Inadequate Analytical Framework for India’s Strategy: The Article uses a “low-
dimensional” framework, misjudging India’s “different” (rather than “failed”) strategy. India
might be pursuing an adaptive, probabilistic “Bayesian strategy” that conventional Western-
centric IR theories (like offensive realism) struggle to comprehend, potentially “causing an
infinite loop” for such theories.

3. Misinterpretation of India’s Multipolarity Vision and Sphere of Influence: The Article
adopts a narrow, possibly Sino-centric view of multipolarity. India envisions a more inclusive
multipolarity and employs a “concentric rings” model for its sphere of influence, which the
Article may not grasp.

4. Inconsistent Application/Underestimation of Ideology: The Article critiques India’s
alleged “democratic backsliding” and “Hindu nationalism” but doesn’t apply a comparable
ideological lens to China’s governance. It may also underestimate the ideological component
in Sino-Indian friction.

5. Problematic Framing, Neutrality, and Assumptions: The Article frequently uses China
as a negative benchmark for India, potentially aligning with non-Indian strategic narratives
and perpetuating mainstream views that miss the nuances of India’s potentially “higher-
dimensional” strategy.

6. Overlooked Geopolitical and Strategic Nuances: The Article downplays factors like the
Himalayas, India’s soft power, Pakistan’s client status vis-a-vis China, and India’s relatively
more stable external environment compared to China’s, questioning if China’s more
“offensive realist” strategy has yielded greater security.

7. Overall Conclusion: The Article’s critique stems from a conventional, “low-dimensional”
lens ill-suited to India’s complex strategy, potentially reflecting “cognitive traps” or
“ideological blinders” by adhering too rigidly to a specific interpretive model.

Analysis of the Validity of Points Made in Merged Notes about the Article:
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1. Validity of Notes Point 1: Flawed Foundational Premise on US Policy

* Notes’ Claim: The Article’s opening assertion (“Since the turn of the century, the United
States has sought to help India rise as a great power”) is an oversimplification. The Notes

argue that US policy in 2000-2008 heavily facilitated China’s economic rise and that US
South Asia policy showed fluctuating support, sometimes favoring Pakistan.

o Empirical Assessment (Public Knowledge):

o The Notes’ counter-argument is largely valid. While the US-India civil nuclear deal
(mid-2000s) was a landmark, the early 2000s (post-China’s WTO entry in 2001) saw
massive US and Western investment and technology transfer into China, significantly
boosting its economy. This was a dominant feature of US foreign economic policy.

o Simultaneously, post-9/11, Pakistan became a “Major Non-NATO Ally” and received
substantial US aid and strategic attention as a frontline state in the “War on Terror.”
This was particularly true during the G.W. Bush administration.

o The Notes’ observation of dynamic shifts across administrations (Bush, Obama,

Trump, Biden) regarding relative economic growth/FDI in India, Pakistan, and
Bangladesh, reflecting complex regional calculations rather than a singular focus on
India’s rise, is also a plausible and defensible interpretation of historical trends.

e Booklet Connection: The Booklet often critiques simplistic narratives and emphasizes
looking at complex, multi-causal realities. The Notes’ point aligns with this by challenging a
monolithic portrayal of US policy.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: The Notes’ critique of the Article’s opening premise is valid. The
Article indeed presents a generalization that elides significant complexities and competing
US priorities during the period.

2. Validity of Notes Point 2: Inadequate Analytical Framework for India’s Strategy

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article uses a “low-dimensional” framework, misjudging India’s

“different” strategy (which might be “Bayesian”) as “failed” because it doesn’t rapidly match
China or meet external benchmarks. Conventional IR theories like offensive realism struggle
with such unconventional approaches.

o Assessment:

o The Article does assess India’s strategy as falling short based on metrics like GDP
growth relative to China and military modernization. This is an observable feature of
the Article.

o The Notes’ characterization of India’s strategy as potentially “different” and
“Bayesian” (adaptive, probabilistic, multi-dimensional, defining its own “game”) is an
interpretive claim, but one that aligns with India’s articulated policy of “strategic
autonomy” and multi-alignment under External Affairs Minister Jaishankar.

o Booklet Connection: This is a core strength of the Notes’ critique, drawing directly
from the Booklet’s central themes. The Booklet (e.g., Addendum 11, Addendum 15,
warmup) argues that theories like offensive realism can be “low-dimensional” and
struggle to explain “out-of-paradigm” state behavior (using China’s alleged nuclear
proliferation as a key example). The Notes apply this logic effectively: if India’s

strategy is similarly unconventional (though different in content from China’s nuclear
strategy), it could be misjudged by a purely conventional realist lens, appearing
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“illegible” or “ineffective.” The idea that such a strategy might be “causing an infinite
loop” for these theories is a direct echo from the Book let’s meta-theoretical
reflections.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: The Notes’ critique of the Article’s analytical framework is
theoretically robust and valid from the perspective of the Booklet’s geopolitical
framework. It offers a coherent alternative interpretation of India’s strategic behavior.

3. Validity of Notes Point 3: Misinterpretation of India’s Multipolarity Vision and Sphere of
Influence

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article adopts a narrow view of “multipolarity” (possibly Sino-centric
or traditional great-power focused), while India’s vision is more inclusive (including Global
South actors). India likely uses a “concentric rings” model for its sphere of influence, which
the Article misses.

¢ Empirical Assessment (Public Knowledge):

o The Article states India “seeks a multipolar international system, in which India
would rank as a genuine great power...It aims to restrain not just China...but also any
country that would aspire to singular, hegemonic dominance, including the United
States.” This doesn’t explicitly define multipolarity narrowly, but the Notes’
suggestion that the Article might implicitly benchmark it against a more limited
model is a plausible interpretation.

o India’s official rhetoric (e.g., from EAM Jaishankar) indeed promotes a multipolar
world where India is a significant pole, and often highlights partnerships with diverse
nations, including from the Global South.

o The “concentric rings” model (Ring 0: India; Ring 1: Subcontinent/civilizational
sphere; Ring 2: Wider Indian Ocean/SE Asia/West Asia; Ring 3: Global Powers) is a
defensible and insightful interpretation of India’s layered foreign policy priorities
and strategic focus, increasingly articulated by Indian policymakers and analysts.

e Booklet Connection: A “Bayesian strategy” would inherently involve such layered,
adaptive, and context-specific approaches to influence rather than a monolithic global
ambition. Understanding a state’s self-defined strategic space is crucial, a point the Book let

implicitly supports.

e Conclusion on Validity: The Notes’ point about India’s inclusive vision of multipolarity and
its layered sphere of influence is a valid and well-supported interpretation that the
Article does not explicitly engage with, potentially leading to a misreading of India’s

strategic logic.

4. Validity of Notes Point 4: Inconsistent Application/Underestimation of Ideology

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article prominently critiques India’s “democratic backsliding” and

“Hindu nationalism” but doesn’t apply a similar ideological lens to China’s governance. It
may also underestimate the ideological component in Sino-Indian friction.

o Assessment:

o The Article indeed dedicates significant space to India’s “illiberal pivot” and “Hindu
nationalism” as factors that “could undermine India’s rise.”

file:///home/ubuntu/sanjuro/shokado/skunku/gem_notebooks/tmp/foreignaffairs,packet,1.html 10/33



6/18/25, 3:45 PM foreignaffairs,packet,1.md

o It is also true that the Article does not engage in a similar critique of China’s political
system within its main analysis of India’s challenges. While the Article is focused on
India, the Notes’ point about disparate treatment is pertinent if the Article’s critique

of Indian ideology is framed as a key impediment to its great power competition with
China.
o Booklet Connection: The Booklet (Chapter 14) discusses “ideological blinders” and

Addendum 11 notes that realism often downplays ideology. However, the Booklet
itself argues that ideology can be a “primary driver.” The Notes align with this by
suggesting the Article is selective in its ideological critique and might be missing an
ideological driver in Sino-Indian relations, a point the Booklet would find plausible.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: The Notes’ observation about the Article’s prominent ideological

critique of India is factually correct. The argument for inconsistent application (by not
similarly critiquing China in the comparative context) is a strong point of contention and
logically valid. The claim that the Article underestimates ideology in Sino-Indian relations
is a plausible interpretive critique, consistent with the Booklet’s view on the potential
centrality of ideology.

5. Validity of Notes Point 5: Problematic Framing, Neutrality, and Assumptions

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article uses China as a primary negative benchmark for India, its
framing may align with non-Indian/pro-Chinese perspectives, and it might perpetuate
mainstream narratives that miss India’s unconventional (“Bayesian”) strategy.

o Assessment:

o The Article frequently compares India’s economic and military development to
China’s, often highlighting India’s shortfalls (e.g., “India has fallen short of China’s
reform-era achievements”). This is observable.

o Whether this framing “aligns with perspectives that are not aligned with India’s own
strategic thinking, and may even align with those of its primary competitor, China” is
an interpretive claim, but the Notes raise a legitimate concern about the effect of such
framing.

o Booklet Connection: The Booklet emphasizes how dominant or simplistic narratives
can obscure unconventional or “higher-dimensional” strategies. The Notes effectively
apply this by suggesting the Article’s framing might be part of a mainstream
discourse that fails to capture the nuances of India’s approach, especially if it is indeed
“Bayesian” or “out-of-paradigm” for conventional models.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: The Notes’ point about the Article’s framing and benchmarking

is valid and observable. The argument that this may lead to a misrepresentation of an
unconventional Indian strategy is theoretically sound from the Booklet’s perspective.

6. Validity of Notes Point 6: Overlooked Geopolitical and Strategic Nuances

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article downplays key factors: the Himalayas as a barrier, India’s soft
power, Pakistan as China’s client in balancing India, and India’s relatively more stable
external environment (barring China/Pakistan) compared to China’s numerous frictions. It

b (13

questions if China’s “offensive realist” strategy has actually yielded more security for China.

o Empirical Assessment (Public Knowledge):
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o These are all valid geopolitical factors. The Himalayas are a formidable geographic
constraint on large-scale land warfare. India’s cultural influence and democratic
credentials (however contested by the Article) constitute significant soft power.
Pakistan’s strategic dependence on China is widely acknowledged. China indeed faces
numerous maritime and land border disputes and tensions with neighbors (Japan,
Vietnam, Philippines, Taiwan, India itself) and the US.

o The Article focuses more on hard power metrics and India’s internal challenges.

¢ Booklet Connection: A “Bayesian strategy,” as conceptualized in the Booklet’s framework,
would inherently consider such multi-dimensional factors. The Booklet also critiques
simplistic applications of offensive realism; the Notes here rightly question whether the
Article’s implicit offensive realist benchmark (China’s assertive rise) is an unalloyed
success or has generated significant counter-balancing and instability for China itself.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: The Notes identify valid and significant geopolitical nuances that
the Article appears to underemphasize. The critique that the Article should interrogate the
outcomes of China’s strategy more deeply is also sound.

7. Validity of Notes Point 7: Overall Conclusion

¢ Notes’ Claim: The Article’s critique stems from a conventional, “low-dimensional”

analytical lens ill-suited to grasping India’s complex, potentially “Bayesian” or “higher-
dimensional” strategy. This may lead to mischaracterizing India’s approach as “failure” or
“delusion.” The Article itself might exhibit “cognitive traps” or “ideological blinders.”

e Assessment:

o This conclusion logically flows from the preceding points made in the Notes.

o Booklet Connection: This is a direct and powerful application of the Booklet’s
central meta-theoretical arguments. The concepts of “low-dimensional” vs. “higher-
dimensional” analysis, strategies being “out-of-paradigm” or “causing an infinite loop”
for conventional theories, and the risk of “cognitive traps” or “ideological blinders” in
analysis are all core to the Book let’s perspective.

¢ Conclusion on Validity: From the standpoint of the Booklet’s theoretical framework, this
concluding point in the Notes is a valid and coherent synthesis of its critique. It argues
that the Article’s assessment of India may be flawed due to the limitations of its implicit
analytical model when applied to a potentially unconventional actor.

Overall Summary of Validity:

The points made in the merged Notes about the Article are, by and large, valid and well-
reasoned, particularly when assessed through the lens of the Booklet’s geopolitical
framework.

o Empirically, the Notes make defensible claims regarding US policy history and geopolitical
realities that the Article arguably underplays or oversimplifies.

»

¢ Theoretically, the Notes effectively leverage the Booklet’s concepts of “Bayesian strategy,

“dimensional thinking,” and the limitations of conventional IR theories (like offensive
realism) to critique the Article’s analytical approach to India’s strategy and ambitions. The

analogy to how the Booklet views China’s unconventional nuclear strategy as “out-of-

paradigm” for some theories is aptly used to suggest India’s different unconventional path
might also be misjudged.
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e The Notes’ critiques regarding the Article’s framing, selective use of ideology, and
interpretation of India’s vision of multipolarity are also strong and plausible.

The Notes successfully use the Booklet’s framework not to directly analyze nuclear proliferation
in the Article (which is not its focus), but to illuminate how a similar type of analytical limitation
(a “low-dimensional” or overly conventional IR lens) identified in the Booklet concerning China’s
nuclear strategy might also be at play in the Article’s assessment of India’s broader grand

strategy. The critique is less about the specifics of nuclear issues and more about the adequacy of
the analytical tools used to understand complex and potentially unconventional state behavior.
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Meta-Analysis: Final Check of the Submission Packet
Okay, I have analyzed the submission packet. Here’s a breakdown:
Overall Assessment:

This is a comprehensive and thoughtfully constructed submission packet. The Response Article
itself is a well-argued and intellectually stimulating piece that offers a significant and novel
counter-perspective to Ashley J. Tellis’s critique of India’s grand strategy. The central thesis—that
India’s strategy is better understood as an adaptive “Bayesian strategy” rather than a “delusional”
failure to meet conventional great-power benchmarks—is compelling and consistently developed.

The supporting materials and the transparent methodology significantly aid in understanding the
genesis of the article and the robustness of its claims. The use of an LLM as a drafting and
analytical assistant, with clear human scaffolding for novelty and core arguments, is well-
documented and appears to have been effective.

Analysis of Components:

1. Response Article: India's "Great-Power Delusions": A Case Study in
Bayesian Strategy?
o Strengths:

= Clear Thesis: Directly engages with Tellis and proposes a coherent alternative
framework (“Bayesian strategy”).

= Novelty: The application of a “Bayesian strategy” concept to India’s foreign
policy is a fresh and potentially valuable contribution. The “concentric rings”
model is also a useful heuristic.

= Structured Argumentation: The article systematically addresses Tellis’s key
points (US support, multipolarity, economic path, military realities, illiberalism)
and reframes them through its proposed lens.

= Evidentiary Support (within its framework): Uses historical examples and
contemporary policy articulations (e.g., by EAM Jaishankar) to support its
interpretations.

= Intellectual Depth: Demonstrates a sophisticated understanding of IR theory
(implicitly critiquing offensive realism) and geopolitical dynamics.

= Eloquence and Lucidity: The writing is clear, engaging, and persuasive, likely
benefiting from the LLM-assisted drafting.

o Potential Areas for Editorial Consideration/Peer Review:
= The “Bayesian Strategy” Concept: While intriguing, its grounding and broader

acceptance would be a point of interest. The article does a good job of explaining

it, but its reliance on the author’s unpublished Booklet means the concept itself

is being introduced alongside its application.

= Attribution of Intent: While arguing for India’s strategy as “Bayesian” is an
interpretive act, reviewers might probe how consciously “Bayesian” (in these
specific terms) India’s policymakers are, versus this being an effective external
framework to understand observed behavior.

= Counterarguments to the “Bayesian” interpretation: Are there aspects of
India’s strategy that don’t fit this model, or where Tellis’s criticisms might still
hold even within a more adaptive framework?

2. Support for the article (Notes & LLM Analysis of Notes):
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o Notes v3 (Synthesized from Variants): These are detailed and form a clear blueprint
for the Response Article. They demonstrate that the core arguments were developed
prior to the final drafting. The consistency across the variants (despite being different
LLM outputs) suggests a stable underlying set of ideas.

o LLM Analysis of validity of points made in Notes: This is a clever
inclusion, essentially a pre-emptive self-critique and justification.

n [t effectively argues for the validity of the Notes’ points, particularly by
referencing public knowledge and the Booklet’s framework.

= [t correctly identifies that the Notes (and thus the Response Article) leverage
the Book let’s meta-theoretical arguments about “low-dimensional” thinking and
the limitations of conventional IR theories when faced with “out-of-paradigm”
behavior.

= This analysis reinforces the internal consistency of the author’s argument.

3. Methodology:

o Transparency: The multi-step, LLM-assisted approach is laid out with commendable
clarity. This is a good example of responsible and acknowledged Al use in academic
writing.

o “Yin-Yang Dynamic”: The description of human scaffolding/novelty and LLM
drafting is apt. The process appears to have successfully leveraged the strengths of
both.

o Due Diligence: The check to ensure the Response Article relies only on the
provided Notes v3 (and the LLM confirmation of this) is a strong point for
reproducibility and integrity of the stated process.

4. References:

o Article (Tellis): Standard practice to reference the work being responded to.

o Booklet: This is central to the author’s novel framework. Providing links for
download is good for transparency. The Booklet itself (a quick skim of the linked
PDFs) appears to be a substantial, interdisciplinary work. The Response Article
effectively distills and applies some of its core geopolitical concepts.

Key Strengths of the Submission Packet as a Whole:

e Coherence: There’s a strong, traceable line from the Booklet’s concepts, through the Notes,
to the LLM Analysis of Notes, and finally to the Response Article.

¢ Intellectual Rigor: The arguments are not superficial; they engage with complex issues and
offer a sophisticated alternative interpretation.

¢ Transparency: The author is upfront about their methodology, sources of ideas, and use of
LLMs.

» Proactive Engagement: By providing supporting materials and pre-emptive analyses, the
author anticipates editorial questions and facilitates a quicker understanding of their work’s
foundations.

¢ Potential Contribution: The article has the potential to spark further debate and offer a new
vocabulary (“Bayesian strategy”) for analyzing India’s (and potentially other nations”)
foreign policy.

Points for an Editor to Consider:
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¢ Novelty vs. Grounding of “Bayesian Strategy”: The main point of discussion for
acceptance would likely be the persuasiveness and utility of the “Bayesian strategy” concept.
Is it robust enough as an analytical tool? Does the article make a strong enough case for it?

¢ Audience: For a journal like Foreign Affairs (where Tellis’s piece was published), the
response is pitched at the right level. The arguments are accessible to an informed audience.

e “Citizen’s Response”: While the author notes “Affiliation: None,” the Ph.D. and the quality
of the work speak for themselves. This should not be a barrier if the scholarship is sound.

Conclusion for Editorial Decision-Making:

This submission packet is of high quality. The Response Article is a strong contender for
publication, offering a timely, novel, and well-argued rebuttal to a significant piece in the field. The
supporting materials effectively “speed up” the assessment by providing clear insight into the
article’s intellectual underpinnings and construction.

The core decision would likely hinge on whether the editorial team finds the “Bayesian strategy”
framework a compelling and sufficiently well-introduced lens to understand India’s actions, and
whether it adds significant value to the ongoing discourse initiated by Tellis. Based on the
submission, the author makes a strong case that it does.

This packet demonstrates a best-practice approach for authors wishing to be transparent about LL.M
assistance and for providing comprehensive support for their arguments.
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LLM Analysis: Checking that Response Article relies only on the points
made in Notes above and not on anything in the elided unstructured notes.

Okay, let’s break this down. The task is to find points present in the Rebuttal Article that are
also present in Notes v2 but are not present in Notes v3 (the combined version of its three
variants).

This requires a careful textual comparison. The underlying assumption is that Notes v3is a
comprehensive synthesis of earlier notes (including Notes v2) intended to be the basis for the
Rebuttal Article. If a point from Notes v2 was considered important enough for the Rebuttal
Article, it should logically have been included in Notes v3. Therefore, finding such a point
would imply a deviation from this assumed process.

Let’s analyze the documents:

Notes v2 Characteristics:
¢ Informal, conversational, sometimes bombastic (“ah Foreign Affairs...”, “lol very first
line...”, “CCP China is fundamentally a ‘copycat country’”).

e Contains direct personal recollections and informal research suggestions (“I was present in
America...”, “Check GDP graphs... There are Youtube videos”).

¢ Uses shorthand and analogies that are later elaborated or formalized (e.g., the “rings of
influence” are introduced somewhat informally).

¢ Includes meta-commentary on the article and IR theory.

¢ Contains a “humorous tangent” with a “QED?”

Notes v3 (Combined Variants) Characteristics:

e Formal, structured, academic tone.
¢ Synthesizes and elaborates on the core arguments from earlier notes.
e Aims for neutrality and analytical rigor.

o Explicitly states it draws upon Notes v1 and Notes v2. For example, Notes v3: Variant
1 states: “They aim for a neutral, analytical tone, drawing upon Notes vi, Notes v2...” and
later explicitly references Notes v2: “...India’s strategy might be ‘causing an infinite loop’
for such theories, as suggested in Notes v2.”

e The three variants of Notes v3 show different LLM outputs attempting to formalize and
structure the same core ideas from Notes v2. The combined version would integrate these.

Rebuttal Article Characteristics:

e Polished, formal essay style suitable for publication.
e Presents a coherent, structured argument.

¢ Draws its core arguments from the refined points in Notes v3.

The Search Process:
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1. Scan Notes v2 for distinct points/phrases.
2. Check if these appear in the Rebuttal Article.
3. If yes, check if they also appear in any of the Notes v3 variants.

Given the hierarchical nature of the document creation (Raw Notes -> Notes v3 -> Rebuttal
Article), it’s highly unlikely that a substantive point from Notes v2 would make it into the
Rebuttal Article without also being present in the more comprehensive Notes v3. Notes v3 is
designed to be the refined source material.

Let’s consider the “humorous tangent” from Notes v2:

e Notes v2: “humorous tangent: ... this article analyzes India’s strategy from CHINA’S
perspective. QED?”

¢ This specific phrasing, the “humorous tangent” label, and the “QED?” are unique to Notes
v2.

e Notes v3 (Variant 1, Section 5): Captures the essence of this concern more formally:
“There’s a concern that the Article‘s analytical framework and its interpretation of terms
like *multipolarity’ exhibit resonance with perspectives that are not aligned with India’s own
strategic thinking, and may even align with those of its primary competitor, China.”

e Rebuttal Article: Does not use the “humorous tangent” phrasing or “QED?”. It addresses
the underlying concern more formally, similar to Notes v3: “The Article does not
sufficiently interrogate whether China’s more overtly ‘offensive realist’ strategy has actually
yielded a more secure long-term position for Beijing.” And later, in discussing the
“Illiberalism” argument, it touches on the selective lens which could be part of the broader
critique of perspective.

The direct, informal, and sometimes provocative phrasings of Notes v2 are systematically
transformed into more academic and nuanced language in Notes v3 and then further polished in
the Rebuttal Article.

Consider the specific phrasing “causing an infinite loop”:

e Notes v2 (Summary): “India’s strategy is causing an infinite loop in mainstream IR
theories, especially realism and offensive realism.”

e Notes v3: Variant 1 (Section 2 & 7): Explicitly states: “...India’s strategy might be
‘causing an infinite loop’ for such theories, as suggested in Notes v2.” and “...India’s
approach...may indeed be ‘causing an infinite loop’ for such theories...”

e Notes v3: Variant 2 (Conclusion): “...India’s unique path may indeed be causing an
‘infinite loop’ in theories that lack the dimensionality to comprehend it fully.”

e Notes v3: Variant 3 (Conclusion): “...may indeed be causing an ‘infinite loop’ for
mainstream IR theories...”

e Rebuttal Article (Section: “The ‘Delusion’ Reconsidered: Offensive Realism’s Limits
and the Bayesian Alternative”): “As the Book let argues...established theories can struggle
to explain behaviors that fall outside their core axioms, potentially ‘causing an infinite loop’
for analysts trying to fit square pegs into round holes.”
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Here, the phrase “causing an infinite loop™ is present in Notes v2, all variants of Notes v3, and
the Rebuttal Article. So, it doesn’t meet the criteria of being only in Notes v2 and the
Rebuttal Article.

Conclusion:

After a careful review of the documents, there are no substantive analytical points or distinct
arguments present in the Rebuttal Article that originate only from Notes v2 and are absent

from the combined Notes v3.

The process of creating Notes v3 by rewriting and combining earlier notes (including Notes v2)
was designed to capture all relevant insights in a more formal structure. The Rebuttal Article
then builds upon this comprehensive Notes v3. Any point from Notes v2 deemed significant
enough for the Rebuttal Article would have been incorporated into Notes v3. The
transformation involves a change in tone and formality, but the core ideas are preserved and carried
forward through Notes v3.

Therefore, based on the provided texts and the described relationship between them, no points meet
the specified criteria.
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Notes v3
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Notes v3: Variant 1:

Preamble: These notes synthesize critical observations on Ashley J. Tellis’s article, “India’s Great-
Power Delusions” (henceforth, “the Article”). They aim for a neutral, analytical tone, drawing
upon Notes vi, Notes v2, and the geopolitical perspectives articulated in the Booklet
(particularly its exploration of “bayesian strategy” and the limitations of conventional International
Relations theories like offensive realism when analyzing unconventional state behavior). The
critique focuses on the Article’s premises, analytical framework, understanding of India’s
strategic objectives, its treatment of ideological factors, and its overall framing. For empirical
claims, reliance is placed on public knowledge and defensible interpretations of historical trends.

1. Re-evaluation of the Article’s Foundational Premise: US Policy Towards India (Post-2000)

e The Article’s opening assertion that “Since the turn of the century, the United States has

sought to help India rise as a great power” is a significant oversimplification that warrants
critical scrutiny.

¢ Contradictory Historical Context (2000-2008): Publicly available data and contemporary
analyses from the 2000-2008 period indicate a strong US policy emphasis on facilitating
China’s economic integration and growth. This era saw substantial US capital investment and
technology transfer to China, while concerns were frequently voiced in policy circles about
comparatively low FDI into India. The narrative of a consistent, unwavering US “tailwind”
for India from 2000 onwards is not strongly supported by this evidence.

¢ Dynamic US Policy in the Subcontinent: A comparative analysis of GDP growth rates and
FDI patterns for India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh across different US administrations (G.W.
Bush, Obama, Trump, Biden) suggests a more dynamic and at times “balancing” US
approach to the subcontinent, rather than a linear effort to bolster India.

o For instance, Pakistan arguably experienced significant economic benefits and strategic
attention during certain periods (e.g., 2000-2008 under the G.W. Bush administration,
and again during 2016-2020 under the Trump administration, relative to the preceding
Obama years).

o Conversely, periods like the Obama administration (2008-2016) and the Biden
administration (2020-2024) saw shifts that relatively favored India and Bangladesh’s
growth trajectories compared to Pakistan’s.

o This suggests that US policy often involved complex regional calculations rather than a
singular, continuous focus on elevating India. The Article’s premise of a stable, two-
decade-long tailwind for India appears to overlook these fluctuations and the
significant US investment in China’s rise during a critical portion of this period.

2. Critique of the Article’s Analytical Framework: Assessing India’s Strategy and Ambitions

e The Article’s assessment of India’s strategy as falling short, particularly in its inability to
rapidly match China or achieve superpower status by externally defined benchmarks, may
stem from a “low-dimensional” analytical framework. This framework seems to inadequately
account for India’s unique civilizational context, its chosen developmental path, and its own
definition of strategic success.

o “Different” vs. “Failed”: India’s strategy, rather than being an outright failure, might be
more accurately characterized as different. It may consciously deviate from, and thus
challenge, conventional Western-centric IR theories and developmental models (e.g., those
overemphasizing export-oriented growth as the sole path to great power status).
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¢ India’s Agency and “Bayesian Strategy”: In an anarchic international system, India
possesses the agency to define its own strategic “game,” its rules of engagement, or even to
selectively disengage from frameworks defined by others. The Article’s implicit critique
that India is “not playing the game as it ‘should’ be played” overlooks this. India might be
pursuing a “bayesian strategy”—one that is adaptive, probabilistic, updates with new
information (such as the explicit articulations by Dr. S. Jaishankar), and considers multiple
dimensions, rather than adhering to a rigid, externally prescribed path. Such a nuanced
strategy might appear “illegible” or “ineffective” when viewed through a simpler, more
deterministic theoretical lens.

o Limitations of Conventional IR Frameworks: The Booklet argues that theories like
offensive realism can struggle to explain unconventional state behavior (e.g., China’s alleged
nuclear proliferation strategy being “out-of-paradigm”). Similarly, India’s strategic approach,
if it deviates significantly from the expected norms of these theories, could be misjudged by
an analysis (like the Article’s) that relies too heavily on them. India’s strategy might be
“causing an infinite loop” for such theories, as suggested in Notes v2.

3. Misinterpretation of India’s Vision: Multipolarity and Sphere of Influence

e The Article appears to adopt a narrow, possibly Sino-centric or traditional great-power-
centric, interpretation of “multipolarity,” potentially viewing it as a zero-sum game.

e India’s Inclusive Multipolarity: India’s conception of a multipolar world is likely more
inclusive and nuanced, envisioning itself and other influential nations from various regions
(e.g., South Africa, Brazil, key actors from the Global South) as significant, autonomous
poles. This contrasts with a tripolar (US, Russia, China) or more limited model.

¢ Concentric Rings of Influence: India likely employs a tiered or “concentric rings” model
for its sphere of influence, which the Article may not fully capture:

o Ring 0 (Core): The de jure Republic of India.

o Ring 1 (Civilizational/Immediate Periphery): The subcontinent and areas of deep
historical/cultural ties (e.g., Afghanistan, akin to “Akhand Bharat” as a civilizational
sphere).

o Ring 2 (Strategic Periphery): A broader sphere from West Asia across the Indian
Ocean to Southeast Asia (e.g., Indonesia, Philippines), where India aims to be a
primary security partner and resist peer competitors.

o Ring 3 (Global Powers): Engagement with US, China, Russia based on mutual
deterrence, strategic autonomy, and realistic capability assessments. The Article’s
critique might miss the logic of India’s actions if it fails to understand this layered
approach to its strategic environment, an approach increasingly articulated by Indian
policymakers.

4. Inconsistent Application of Ideology and Underestimation of Its Role

e The Article arguably exhibits cognitive dissonance in its application of ideological criteria,
a point highlighted in the Booklet (Chapter 14) concerning ideological blinders.

¢ Realism vs. Ideological Critique of India: While realism often downplays ideology, the
Article prominently features India’s alleged “democratic backsliding” and “Hindu
nationalism” as impediments.
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¢ Disparate Treatment of China: This critical ideological lens is not applied with comparable
intensity to China’s governance model, despite voluminous US official discourse expressing
concerns about it. This disparity is striking, especially given the Article’s focus on great

power competition.

e Ideology in Sino-Indian Relations: The Article may underestimate the ideological
component in Sino-Indian friction. The intensity of CCP antipathy towards India cannot be
fully explained by realist balance-of-power considerations alone; ideological dissonance
likely plays a substantial role, analogous to historical US-Soviet ideological conflict.

5. Critique of the Article’s Framing, Neutrality, and Underlying Assumptions

e The Article frequently uses China as the primary benchmark for India’s performance,

tending to frame India’s strategy in a predominantly negative light. This framing may
inadvertently serve certain strategic narratives.

¢ Resonance with External Perspectives: There’s a concern that the Article’s analytical
framework and its interpretation of terms like “multipolarity” exhibit resonance with
perspectives that are not aligned with India’s own strategic thinking, and may even align with
those of its primary competitor, China.

¢ Dominant Narratives: The Booklet suggests that dominant narratives can obscure
unconventional strategies. The Article might be perpetuating a mainstream narrative that
misrepresents or misunderstands the nuances of India’s approach, especially if India is indeed
pursuing a “bayesian” or “higher-dimensional” strategy that defies easy categorization by
standard IR models. The Article’s framing could make it challenging to propose alternative
interpretations without them being dismissed as unconventional.

6. Specific Geopolitical and Strategic Nuances Overlooked by the Article

¢ A more “multi-dimensional” analysis, as advocated by the Booklet’s perspective on
“bayesian strategy,” would consider factors the Article seems to downplay:

o Geography (Himalayas): The formidable Himalayan barrier significantly mitigates
the direct land-based military threat between India and China, a factor routinely
considered in assessing US security (e.g., oceans) but seemingly discounted here for
Sino-Indian competition.

o India’s Soft Power: India’s democratic credentials (however contested), cultural
influence, diaspora contributions, and historical role in movements like anti-apartheid
constitute significant soft power assets, arguably exceeding China’s in many domains.
The Article focuses heavily on hard power metrics.

o Pakistan as China’s Client: Pakistan’s strategic dependence on China is a crucial
factor. Analyzing Pakistan’s military capabilities (e.g., shooting down Indian aircraft
with Chinese systems) without fully contextualizing this client-patron dynamic vis-a-
vis China’s balancing strategy against India is incomplete.

o Relative External Stability: India currently enjoys a relatively stable external
environment with its neighbors (barring China/Pakistan). This contrasts with China,
which faces significant friction with multiple neighbors and the current hegemon. The
Article should interrogate whether China’s more overtly “offensive realist” strategy,
which it implicitly seems to favor as a benchmark, has actually yielded a more secure
position for China.

7. Conclusion: India’s Strategy and the Limits of Conventional IR Frameworks
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e The Article’s critique of India’s “great-power delusions” appears to stem from the

application of a conventional, and arguably “low-dimensional,” analytical lens that may be
ill-suited to grasping the complexities of India’s strategic behavior.

¢ India’s approach—potentially a “bayesian strategy” that is adaptive, multi-layered, and not
easily reducible to standard realist models—may indeed be “causing an infinite loop” for
such theories, leading to its mischaracterization as a “failure” or “delusion.”

e The Booklet argues that some state strategies (like China’s alleged nuclear proliferation) can
be “out-of-paradigm” for theories like offensive realism. While India’s strategy differs in
content, its deviation from conventionally expected pathways might similarly lead to
misjudgment if analysts fail to expand their theoretical frameworks.

¢ By not adequately considering the potential for India to be pursuing a more nuanced, “higher-
dimensional” strategy, and by overlooking key geopolitical and ideological factors, the
Article arrives at conclusions that are debatable and may not accurately reflect the rationale
or potential long-term efficacy of India’s grand strategy. The Article itself might be
exhibiting some of the “cognitive traps” or “ideological blinders” (as discussed in the
Booklet) by adhering too rigidly to a specific interpretive model.
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Notes v3: Variant 2:

Critique of Ashley J. Tellis’s “India’s Great-Power Delusions” (Foreign Affairs)

Introduction: Beyond the Echo Chamber

Ashley J. Tellis’s article, “India’s Great-Power Delusions,” published in Foreign Affairs, offers a
critical perspective on India’s grand strategy, arguing that New Delhi’s approach thwarts its own
ambitions. While Foreign Affairs often serves as a prominent platform for Western strategic
thought, this critique suggests that the article’s assessment of India’s strategy may suffer from
adherence to conventional, and perhaps limited, analytical frameworks. This response aims to
provide an alternative interpretation, drawing upon a perspective informed by what might be
termed a “Bayesian strategy”—an adaptive, probabilistic approach to geopolitics—and highlighting
the limitations of frameworks like offensive realism when applied to a complex actor like India.
The analysis will also address empirical claims within the article, relying on public knowledge for
fact-checking.

1. Challenging the Premise: US Support for India’s Rise

The article’s opening assertion—*“Since the turn of the century, the United States has sought to help
India rise as a great power”—sets a problematic frame. While there have been significant
milestones in US-India relations, such as the civil nuclear deal, the notion of a consistent,
overarching US policy singularly focused on bolstering India as a great power from 2000 onwards
warrants scrutiny.

Publicly available data and historical context suggest a more complex reality. The period from 2000
to 2008, under the George W. Bush administration, was also characterized by an unprecedented
deepening of US economic engagement with China. This era saw massive US capital investment
and technology transfer to China, contributing significantly to its economic ascendancy.
Concurrently, discussions within US policy circles often lamented comparatively low FDI flows
into India.

An examination of GDP growth and relative economic standing in South Asia during this period
further complicates the article’s narrative. If one analyzes the GDP trends of India, Pakistan, and
Bangladesh, the “tailwind” for India was not continuous.

¢ 2000-2008 (G.W. Bush): Pakistan experienced significant economic support and growth,
arguably as a frontline state in the “War on Terror.” Relative to a 2000 baseline, Pakistan’s
share of the combined GDP of these three South Asian nations increased. Simultaneously,
China’s economic lead over India widened considerably, facilitated in no small part by
American economic engagement.

¢ 2008-2016 (Obama): US policy shifted. Pakistan’s relative economic gains slowed, and its
share of the tripartite GDP shrank. India and Bangladesh, conversely, experienced accelerated
growth. While Obama’s “Pivot to Asia” signaled a strategic rebalancing, its primary focus
was the broader Asia-Pacific, and the economic decoupling from China was a slow, multi-
stage process. Even then, US FDI into China remained substantial.

e 2016-2020 (Trump): This period saw a more explicit US challenge to China’s economic
practices (e.g., tariff wars). However, India’s growth continued, and Pakistan saw some
renewed economic activity relative to the Obama years.
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¢ 2020-2024 (Biden): The Biden administration continued a firm stance on China, including
technology sanctions (e.g., on chips), but substantial economic ties remained. South Asian
dynamics saw India and Bangladesh generally faring better in relative growth compared to
Pakistan.

This nuanced history indicates that US policy, while at times supportive of India, was also driven
by other pressing geopolitical and economic priorities, most notably its complex relationship with
China and its engagement with Pakistan. To frame US policy as a continuous, unambiguous effort
“to help India rise” since 2000 oversimplifies a dynamic and often contradictory set of American
strategic actions. China, it can be argued, benefited from a more consistent and powerful economic
tailwind from the US for a significant portion of this period.

2. Reinterpreting India’s Strategy: A “Bayesian” Approach to a Multipolar
World

The article characterizes India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy and a multipolar world, along with
its maintenance of ties with Western adversaries, as potentially “not effective or even realistic.”
This assessment seems predicated on a conventional model of great power ascent, where rising
powers must align closely with established hegemons or directly challenge them within familiar
paradigms. India’s strategy, however, may be more sophisticated, reflecting an adaptive,
“Bayesian” approach to a complex and uncertain global landscape.

e Strategic Autonomy and Nuanced Multipolarity: India’s insistence on strategic autonomy
is not merely a legacy of its colonial past or Nehruvian non-alignment, as the article suggests.
It is a pragmatic response to a world where power is diffusing and allegiances are fluid.
India’s vision of multipolarity, as articulated by External Affairs Minister Dr. S. Jaishankar, is
not the “tripolar” (US, Russia, China) world that some actors envision, but a more genuinely
distributed system where multiple centers of influence, including India itself, South Africa,
and others, play significant roles. This is arguably a more accurate reflection of emerging
global realities.

» “Bayesian Strategy” in Practice: The Booklet (Chapter 14) alludes to “Bayesian strategy”
as a “detailed, cause-effect tracing, interdisciplinary, and inherently probabilistic paradigm.”
Applied to India, this suggests a foreign policy that continuously updates its assessments
based on new information, avoids rigid ideological commitments, and seeks to maximize
options and influence across diverse partnerships. This approach, focused on India’s specific
national interests and developmental trajectory, may not prioritize “balancing China” in the
singular, confrontational manner the article implies is necessary.

o Sphere of Influence: India’s strategic focus, as informally articulated, appears to be on
securing its interests and stability within its immediate and extended neighborhood—
from West Asia through the subcontinent to Southeast Asia (the “rings of influence”
concept from Notes v2: Ring O - Republic of India; Ring 1 - Akhand Bharat concept
including Afghanistan; Ring 2 - West Asia to Indonesia/Philippines; Ring 3 - US,
China, Russia). This is a rational prioritization for a power seeking to consolidate its
regional standing before projecting global influence in all domains.

o Geographical Realities: The article underplays the significance of geography. The
Himalayas remain a formidable barrier to large-scale conventional conflict between
India and China, a factor routinely considered in realist analysis (akin to oceans for US
security). This allows India a different strategic posture towards China than if they
shared easily traversable terrain, mitigating the immediacy of the “two-front war”
scenario the article emphasizes.
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The critique that India is “not growing fast enough to balance China” assumes that such direct,
symmetrical balancing is India’s sole or primary strategic objective. A Bayesian approach might
prioritize asymmetric strategies, leveraging diplomatic, economic, and soft power assets, and
focusing on self-strengthening and regional stability, rather than engaging in a direct, costly arms
race it cannot win in the short term.

3. The Article’s Internal Inconsistencies and Questionable Neutrality

The article exhibits several internal inconsistencies and framing choices that raise questions about
its analytical neutrality.

¢ Inconsistent Use of Ideology: Offensive realism, a framework the article implicitly draws
upon, generally minimizes the role of domestic ideology in explaining foreign policy. Yet, the
article heavily emphasizes India’s alleged “democratic backsliding” and “Hindu nationalism”
as factors that “could undermine India’s rise” and “further undermines the rules-based
international order.”

o This selective focus is problematic. If democratic backsliding is detrimental to India’s
power, the article does not offer a comparative analysis of how China’s deeply
entrenched authoritarian system, subject to extensive criticism from US officialdom for
human rights abuses and lack of political freedoms, impacts its global standing or its
adherence to a “rules-based order.” The Booklet (Chapter 14) notes that ideology can
be a primary driver and can lead to strategic blind spots. The article appears to
weaponize ideological critiques against India without a consistent theoretical
application across cases.

¢ Questionable Neutrality and Framing: The article frequently uses China as a benchmark
against which India’s “failures” or “delusions” are measured. While comparison is a valid
analytical tool, the consistent negative framing of India relative to China, without a
correspondingly critical examination of China’s own strategic vulnerabilities or high-risk
behaviors (such as its “unconventional risk calculus” in nuclear proliferation, as detailed in
the Booklet), can create an impression of bias.

o Notes v2 suggests this framing may inadvertently align with narratives that serve
China’s strategic interest in portraying India’s strategy as flawed or irrational. The
article’s assertion that India’s pursuit of multipolarity is “counterproductive and
unwise” because it might “limit Washington’s power” also reflects a particular
geopolitical lens, one that prioritizes US unipolarity over the aspirations of other
nations for a more distributed global power structure.

4. The Limits of Offensive Realism and “Low-Dimensional Thinking”

The article’s central argument—that India’s grand strategy thwarts its ambitions—seems rooted in a
“low-dimensional” interpretation of great power politics, one that expects all rising powers to
conform to a specific model of behavior. This reflects the limitations of applying a simplified
offensive realist framework to a complex and adaptive actor like India.

e Challenging Prescribed Paths: Offensive realism often assumes states will maximize power
through conventional means, seek formal alliances, and directly confront rivals. India’s
strategy—emphasizing strategic autonomy, issue-based coalitions, and a more nuanced
engagement with China—deviates from this script. The Article interprets this deviation as
“delusion.” However, as the Booklet (Addendum 11) discusses, established theories like
offensive realism may deem unconventional behaviors “out of scope” or “miscalculations”
rather than recognizing them as potentially valid, alternative strategies.
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¢ Alternative Strategies in Anarchy: Anarchy, a core realist concept, does not dictate a single
path to security or influence. “Not playing the game you’re supposed to play” or being a
strategic “tortoise” (as Notes v2 puts it) can be entirely rational choices. India may be
pursuing a long-game strategy focused on consolidating its own strengths and shaping its

regional environment, rather than adhering to external expectations of how a “great power”
should behave.

¢ Unconventional Strategies are Real: The Booklet’s analysis of China’s nuclear
proliferation activities provides a stark example of a major power engaging in high-risk,
“out-of-scope” behavior that challenges conventional realist interpretations. While India’s
foreign policy is vastly different, it too may be operating with a strategic logic that is not
fully captured by the Article’s implicit theoretical framework. The dismissal of India’s
approach as “delusional” may stem from a failure to recognize the legitimacy or potential
efficacy of strategies that don’t fit a preconceived mold.

5. Assessing India’s Actual Strategic Position

Contrary to the Article’s pessimistic outlook, India’s current strategic position, when evaluated
from its own perspective and national interests, appears reasonably robust.

¢ Core Strengths: India maintains its territorial integrity, possesses significant hard power
(including a nuclear deterrent) and growing soft power, benefits from favorable
demographics (though challenges in human capital development exist, as the article rightly
notes), and has demonstrated considerable internal resilience despite myriad challenges.

¢ External Relations: India has cultivated a diverse network of international partnerships.
While China remains a significant challenge (and arguably India’s primary “enemy” in
strategic terms, with Pakistan increasingly seen as a Chinese client state), India does not face
the widespread regional hostility that characterizes China’s relations with many of its
neighbors (e.g., Vietnam, Philippines, Japan). India’s approach has generally avoided
creating deeply antagonistic blocs against it.

¢ Focus on Development: As Dr. Jaishankar has often emphasized, security is a prerequisite
for economic development. India’s foreign policy, by seeking stability and strategic space,
aims to create conditions conducive to its primary goal: socio-economic transformation.
From this standpoint, its current strategic equilibrium is not a “failure” but a necessary
foundation.

The Article’s assertion that even by 2047 India “may still have to rely on foreign partners to ward
off Chinese power” is a plausible scenario, but it doesn’t automatically render India’s current

strategy a “delusion.” Interdependence and strategic partnerships are features of the modern world
for nearly all powers.

Conclusion: Beyond “Delusions” — Recognizing Strategic Adaptability

Ashley J. Tellis’s article reflects a common tendency in mainstream Western IR analysis to assess
non-Western powers through a lens that may not fully capture the nuances of their strategic
thinking or the unique constraints and opportunities they face. India’s grand strategy, rather than
being “delusional,” appears to be an adaptive and evolving approach to a complex multipolar
world, prioritizing strategic autonomy, national development, and regional stability.
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This strategy, when viewed from a “Bayesian” perspective that values probabilistic reasoning and
iterative adaptation, seems more rational than the article concedes. The critique that India is not
adhering to a specific, externally defined script for great power behavior may be more indicative of
“low-dimensional thinking” on the part of the observer than of “delusions” on the part of India. The
real “delusion” might be the persistent expectation that all rising powers must, or should, follow a
singular, predictable trajectory towards global influence. India is charting its own course, and while
challenges abound, its strategy warrants a more nuanced and less prescriptive assessment than
offered in “India’s Great-Power Delusions.” The Book let’s broader theme—that established
theories must adapt to account for behaviors previously deemed “out of scope”—finds resonance
here; India’s unique path may indeed be causing an “infinite loop” in theories that lack the
dimensionality to comprehend it fully.
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Notes v3: Variant 3:

A Critical Re-evaluation of “India’s Great-Power Delusions” in Foreign
Affairs

Introduction:

The Foreign Affairs article “India’s Great-Power Delusions” by Ashley J. Tellis offers a critical
perspective on India’s grand strategy and its aspirations for great power status. While such critiques
are valuable contributions to international relations discourse, this analysis, Notes v3, posits that
the Article reflects certain limitations inherent in conventional Western strategic thought.
Drawing upon the geopolitical framework articulated in the author’s Booklet (encompassing CCP
China, a non-violent terrorist: QED? and The Dragon’s Gambit), this note argues that the Article
misinterprets India’s strategic trajectory due to empirical oversights, a constrained application of
realist theory, and a potential underestimation of India’s adaptive, “Bayesian strategy.” The
Article, in essence, may exemplify the “low-dimensional thinking” that struggles to comprehend
strategic approaches falling outside established paradigms, a theme explored in the Booklet
concerning the limitations of offensive realism.

1. Reassessing Empirical Claims and Historical Framing: The Narrative of U.S. Support for
India’s Rise

The Article’s opening assertion that “Since the turn of the century, the United States has sought to
help India rise as a great power” warrants significant qualification. While specific initiatives like
the U.S.-India civil nuclear deal under President George W. Bush and subsequent defense
cooperation are undeniable, a broader examination of U.S. policy and its effects during this period
reveals a more complex, and at times contradictory, picture.

Publicly available economic data and historical policy analysis suggest that U.S. strategic and
economic energies from 2000-2008 were overwhelmingly focused on integrating China into the
global economy. This era witnessed unprecedented U.S. capital investment and technology transfer
to China. Concurrently, analyses of GDP growth patterns in South Asia (India, Pakistan,
Bangladesh) during this period indicate that Pakistan’s share of the subcontinental economic pie
(relative to India and Bangladesh) increased, particularly until the latter part of the G.W. Bush
administration. This relative shift was, in part, attributable to substantial U.S. aid and strategic
engagement with Pakistan, driven by the “War on Terror.” While not necessarily a deliberate
“containment” of India, the effect was that India and Bangladesh did not experience the same
focused U.S. “tailwind” that China did, nor did they benefit from the strategic prioritization
afforded to Pakistan.

The Obama administration marked a shift, with both India and Bangladesh experiencing significant
economic “take-off” and a relative decline in Pakistan’s economic trajectory vis-a-vis its neighbors.
However, even then, and continuing through subsequent administrations, U.S. FDI into China
remained substantially larger than into India for many years. The “pivot to Asia” under Obama,
while signaling a strategic rebalancing, was a gradual process, and its primary focus was often
framed in terms of managing China’s rise.

Therefore, the Article’s portrayal of continuous, unequivocal U.S. support for India’s ascent as a

great power from the “turn of the century” oversimplifies a far more nuanced reality. U.S. policy
was often characterized by competing priorities and variable “lift” for regional actors, with China

file:///home/ubuntu/sanjuro/shokado/skunku/gem_notebooks/tmp/foreignaffairs,packet,1.html 30/33



6/18/25, 3:45 PM foreignaffairs,packet,1.md

arguably being the principal beneficiary of U.S. economic engagement for a significant portion of
this period.

2. Misinterpretation of India’s Strategic Objectives and “Bayesian” Approach

The Article’s central thesis—that India’s grand strategy thwarts its ambitions—appears to stem
from a misreading of India’s actual objectives and its distinctive approach to navigating a complex
geopolitical landscape. India’s consistent emphasis on “strategic autonomy,” its nuanced
interpretation of “multipolarity,” and its pursuit of issue-based coalitions rather than formal
alliances are not necessarily signs of a “delusional” or failing strategy. Instead, they can be
understood as components of an adaptive, “Bayesian strategy,” as conceptualized in the Booklet’s
broader geopolitical framework. This implies a probabilistic, context-sensitive approach that
continuously updates its assessments and actions based on evolving global dynamics, rather than
adhering to a rigid, pre-determined power-maximizing playbook often assumed by conventional
realist theories.

Dr. S. Jaishankar, India’s External Affairs Minister, has articulated a vision of India’s sphere of
influence and engagement that can be conceptualized in concentric rings:

¢ Ring 0: The de jure Republic of India.

¢ Ring 1: The immediate subcontinent (Akhand Bharat as a civilizational space, including
Afghanistan in its broader historical sphere).

¢ Ring 2: A wider arc of primary strategic interest, from West Asia through the Indian Ocean
region to Southeast Asia (e.g., Indonesia, Philippines). India seeks to be a leading power
here, intolerant of peer competitors.

¢ Ring 3: Major global powers (U.S., China, Russia), with whom India engages on a basis of
mutual respect and shared interests, but without subordination.

This layered approach reflects a pragmatic assessment of India’s capabilities and limitations,
aiming to secure its core interests while navigating relationships with larger powers. The Article’s
critique seems to measure India against a template of superpower ambition that India itself may not
fully subscribe to in the manner assumed. The Booklet argues that offensive realism, for instance,
can struggle with state behaviors deemed “out of scope” of its core power-maximization tenets.
India’s strategy, focused on calibrated influence and autonomy rather than global hegemony, might
represent such a behavior that is misjudged as “failure” by frameworks expecting a more
traditionally assertive trajectory. The Article’s apparent dismissal of India’s approach overlooks
the possibility that India is “not playing the game” as defined by external observers, but is instead
pursuing a strategy optimized for its unique circumstances and long-term resilience.

The Article’s concern about India’s relative economic growth compared to China, while factually

based on historical data, may also underestimate India’s focus on sustainable and internally
balanced development. An export-oriented path, while successful for some, is not the only viable
model, and India’s strategy appears to prioritize a more diversified and domestically anchored
economic base, which aligns with a “Bayesian” approach of mitigating external shocks and
dependencies.

3. Critique of the Article’s Internal Coherence and Theoretical Application
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The Article exhibits certain internal inconsistencies and a selective application of theoretical
lenses. For instance, while realism (which the Article implicitly draws upon) traditionally
downplays the role of domestic ideology in shaping foreign policy, the Article extensively cites
India’s alleged “democratic backsliding” and “Hindu nationalism” as factors undermining its rise
and international standing. Yet, it does not apply a similarly critical ideological lens to China’s
political system or its impact on China’s foreign policy, despite voluminous output from Western
officialdom and academia raising concerns about the nature of the CCP regime and its global
implications. This selective focus weakens the Article’s claim to objective analysis.

Furthermore, the Article’s interpretation of “multipolarity” seems to align more with a Chinese
(or perhaps a more zero-sum realist) definition—implying a world dominated by a few great
powers (U.S., China, Russia)—rather than India’s more inclusive vision, which sees multipolarity
as accommodating a wider range of influential actors, including itself, South Africa, and others.
This subtle framing choice can lead to a mischaracterization of India’s diplomatic efforts as
unrealistic or ineffective.

The Booklet critiques theories that fail to account for the “dimensionality” of strategic thought.
The Article‘s approach to India’s alleged democratic backsliding is a case in point. While internal
political developments are relevant, their impact on foreign policy is complex. To assert a direct,
unequivocally negative causal link to India’s global influence, without a comparative analysis of
how other states’ internal systems (e.g., China’s authoritarianism) affect their power projection,
suggests a “low-dimensional” analysis that overlooks contextual nuances and potential hypocrisies
in international judgment.

4. Comparative Analysis: India vs. China’s Strategic Posture and the “Tortoise” Strategy

The Article implicitly contrasts India’s strategy unfavorably with China’s more assertive rise.
However, it arguably fails to sufficiently interrogate the long-term sustainability and inherent risks
of China’s own strategic posture. The Booklet, in its analysis of China’s unconventional risk
calculus (albeit primarily in the nuclear domain), suggests that strategies appearing successful in
the short term can harbor “self-goal” characteristics. China’s assertive foreign policy has led to
strained relations with nearly all its neighbors and an intense security competition with the United
States. India, in contrast, has largely maintained a more stable external environment, allowing it to
focus on domestic development—a prerequisite for sustained power projection, as Dr. Jaishankar
has often emphasized.

The Article seems to undervalue India’s “tortoise” strategy—a patient, incremental approach
focused on building comprehensive national power (economic, military, technological, and soft
power) while avoiding premature overextension or entanglement in costly rivalries. In an anarchic
international system, as realism posits, such a strategy is not inherently inferior to more overtly
“offensive” approaches. Indeed, “not playing the game” by others’ rules, or choosing a different
game altogether, can be a winning move, especially when resources are constrained, and long-term
resilience is prioritized. The Booklet’s framework would suggest that an inability to appreciate

such an adaptive “Bayesian strategy” is a limitation of overly rigid theoretical models.

The Article’s concern about India’s relationship with “Western adversaries such as Iran and

Russia” also reflects a somewhat binary worldview. India’s multi-vectored foreign policy,
maintaining ties with a diverse range of actors, is a deliberate choice rooted in its pursuit of
strategic autonomy and its assessment of national interests, not necessarily a sign of confusion or an
impediment to its rise.
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5. The “Low-Dimensionality” of the Article’s Analysis

The critique presented in the Article can be seen as an example of “low-dimensional thinking,” as
anticipated in Notes v2 and discussed in the Book let’s meta-theoretical reflections. It appears to:

e Underestimate Ideological Motivations (Selectively): While quick to cite ideology (Hindu
nationalism) as a constraint for India, it underplays the ideological drivers of other major
powers (e.g., CCP China’s worldview) and their impact on global stability.

¢ Overlook Alternative Development Paths: Its economic critique seems wedded to an
export-oriented, rapid-growth model, undervaluing India’s more internally focused and
potentially more resilient approach.

¢ Misjudge Strategic Nuance: It frames India’s pursuit of strategic autonomy and its unique
interpretation of multipolarity as “delusions” rather than as sophisticated adaptations to a
complex environment.

¢ Apply a Limited Realist Lens: It critiques India for not conforming to a particular model of
great power behavior without fully considering that India might be playing a different, more
sustainable game, or that the Article’s implicit theoretical framework (conventional

realism) may be insufficient to grasp this.
Conclusion: Towards a Higher-Dimensional Understanding of India’s Strategy

Rather than suffering from “great-power delusions,” India’s grand strategy may represent a
complex, adaptive (“Bayesian”) response to the intricate challenges and opportunities of the 21st
century. This approach, prioritizing strategic autonomy, calibrated influence, and long-term
resilience, may indeed be causing an “infinite loop” for mainstream IR theories, particularly those
rooted in conventional realism or offensive realism, which struggle to account for behaviors
deemed “out of scope.”

The Article by Ashley J. Tellis, while raising valid points about the challenges India faces,
ultimately serves as an “existence proof” of these theoretical limitations. Its critique, by
underestimating the nuances of India’s strategy and the potential shortcomings of its own implicit
analytical framework, risks misjudging a major power’s trajectory. As advocated in the Booklet’s
broader philosophical approach to geopolitics, a more “higher-dimensional” strategic analysis is
required—one that embraces complexity, acknowledges diverse developmental paths, accounts for
the profound influence of ideology (when and where it genuinely drives policy), and recognizes
that the “winning move” may not always conform to established theoretical expectations. The true
delusion may lie not in India’s ambitions, but in the continued reliance on overly simplistic models
to interpret an increasingly multipolar and multifaceted world.
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