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Executive Summary 
 
In conducting our research, we focused on the strategic relationship between India and the United States                
(U.S.) through a series of geographic lenses, namely the Middle East and the Asia-Pacific regions. We                
chose these two regions not only because they directly surround India, but also due to the fact that nations                   
within them serve as filters and intermediaries for interests stemming from other regions, most notably               
Europe, the Americas, and Russia. Within each of these regions, we chose countries of strategic               
significance and presence on the international stage, especially from a U.S. perspective. Our research on               
the Middle East centered around Pakistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia, Israel, and Turkey. Meanwhile, in the               
Asia-Pacific we studied the U.S. and Indian relationships with China, Japan, South Korea, Indonesia, and               
the Philippines.  
 
With respect to each of these ten Middle Eastern and Asia-Pacific countries, we first examined the                
relationship of that state with India, then the relationship of that state with the U.S., and finally the                  
opportunities for cooperation between India and the U.S. vis-à-vis that third state. In doing so, we sought                 
to discern what India’s strategy is in dealing with each state and its larger grand strategy towards both the                   
Middle East and Asia-Pacific. We wished to find areas in which Indian and American interests aligned                
and provide recommendations for how the U.S. can better work with India to further its economic,                
diplomatic, and military interests. 
 
India’s grand strategy towards the Middle East as we see it revolves around at least four major goals. The                   
first goal is contain, deter, and weaken its primary rival in the region, Pakistan. In order to gain the upper                    
hand, India has been and will continue to explore drawing wedges between Pakistan and countries               
friendly with Pakistan - namely Saudi Arabia, China, and the U.S. - through both economic and                
diplomatic means. Should the U.S. seriously consider drawing considerably closer to India in the coming               
years, it must seriously re-evaluate its current relationship which Pakistan, which India views as its main                
geopolitical adversary. 
 
Second, India looks to ensure a steady stream of fossil fuels from the oil and gas fields of the Middle East                     
to the Indian homeland to bolster India’s continuing economic growth. India has been purchasing fossil               
fuels from both Saudi Arabia and Iran, the Middle East’s two primary regional powers and potential                
hegemons. Thus far, India has been buying a significantly larger share of its fossil fuels from Saudi                 
Arabia than it has been from Iran, suggesting a preference for the former over the latter. This must factor                   
into U.S. foreign policy towards Saudi Arabia, Iran, and the Middle East more generally. 
 
Third, India is starting to eye Central Asia as a critical region economically. However, India realizes that                 
geography - namely, that Pakistan stands in between India and its most direct route to Central Asia -                  
hinders its ability to penetrate the region. In pursuit of Central Asian resources and markets, India has                 
been eyeing Iran as a means through which it circumvent Pakistan’s geographic stranglehold. Most              
notably, in early 2016 India and Iran struck a deal to develop a port in the Iranian city of Chabahar, which                     
will facilitate the Indian penetration of Central Asian gas reserves and markets while bypassing Pakistan.  
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Finally, as one would expect from a rising power, India is looking to grow stronger militarily. India has                  
been increasingly eyeing Israel, the country with the most advanced military in the Middle East, as a                 
source of arms and advanced technology. In recent years, New Delhi and Jerusalem have grown               
increasingly close. 
 
As such, our policy recommendations as to what the U.S. strategy towards India and the Middle East                 
should be going forward revolve around three central principles. The first recommendation is the most               
important. Given that India has viewed Pakistan as its primary adversary for decades and will continue to                 
have this perspective into the foreseeable future, India will inevitably be quite suspicious of a U.S. with a                  
strong relationship with Pakistan. The current U.S.-Pakistani relationship is surely not one of boundless              
love and is fraught with tensions, but it is still relatively robust from an Indian perspective. Thus, given                  
that we think that it is desirable that the U.S. move closer to India due to its status as a rising Asian power                       
with immense economic and military potential, we urge that the U.S. increasingly shift itself away from                
Pakistan and towards India. We do not advise completely abandoning the Pakistani alliance; but              
Washington must realize that India views any substantial U.S.-Pakistani relationship as a stumbling block              
between what could be a warmer friendship between Washington and New Delhi. 
 
Second, it is critical that the U.S. pull India away from Iran. As explained below, this can primarily be                   
achieved by diplomatic and economic means. The Indian-Iranian relationship is not tremendously robust             
at the moment, but the Chabahar deal is a sign that a stronger relationship could be on the horizon, as are                     
India’s economic bonds with Iran. We make this recommendation with the corollary that we believe that a                 
U.S.-Iranian rapprochement is unwise due to Iran’s continued sponsorship of terror and the threat Iran               
poses to Israel, Saudi Arabia, and other key American allies in the Middle East, among other reasons.                 
Washington should continue viewing Tehran with immense suspicion.  
 
In the same vein, just as the U.S. should urge India to stay away from Iran, the U.S. should pull India                     
towards an American-led alliance system in the Middle East, the pillars of which should be India, Saudi                 
Arabia, Israel, and, to a lesser extent, Turkey. In the Israeli and Turkish cases, this will first involve                  
Washington repairing its somewhat damaged friendships with Jerusalem and Ankara in the coming years.              
Such an alliance will serve U.S. interests in the region and should be a major short-to-medium term goal                  
for Washington. 
 
In the Asia-Pacific, China serves as the geopolitical centerpiece and strategic heavyweight. China dictates              
the parameters of India’s political, military, and economic ties throughout the region. China’s economic              
might coupled with its burgeoning military power serves as a direct challenge to U.S. and Indian interests                 
in the region. Ultimately we believe that India’s main long-term strategic goal in the region is monitoring                 
the Chinese-Pakistani relationship. Increasing ties between China and Pakistan could leave India            
surrounded by hostile powers. Therefore, the U.S. should pursue a strategy of facilitating and bolstering               
diplomatic and economic relationships based on cooperation and trade with and between major East              
Asian countries, including India. A priority for Washington should be crafting a ring of allies from New                 
Delhi to Tokyo, running through Jakarta, Manila, and Seoul, aimed at curtailing Chinese designs in East                
Asia. This alliance should be backed by American military, diplomatic, and economic power. The U.S.               
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must utilize India in order to curtail China’s rise, enforcing a balance of power and preventing the rise of                   
a unipolar China.  
  
China features heavily in India’s adversarial relationship with Pakistan, its neighbor to the west. China               
has aligned itself with Pakistan on several political issues relating to India, such as territorial claims in the                  
Kashmir region. A strong axis of power stretching between China and Pakistan (it is worth remembering                
that both are nuclear powers) would put India in a geographic chokehold politically and militarily. 
 
In response to this Indo-Chinese animosity, the primary U.S. strategic aim in Asia should be to engage                 
with India, Japan, and South Korea as a leader of future economic agreements. A new Pacific economic                 
agreement led by the U.S. and India would serve as a crucial counterweight to China’s Regional                
Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) free trade agreement. The absence of a U.S.-backed free             
trade agreement in the region could essentially cede regional hegemony to China.  
 
Additionally, the current reliance by China on the Strait of Malacca for much of its commerce and oil                  
imports presents a key strategic opportunity for India, in conjunction with the U.S., to have a more robust                  
naval presence in the region. Exercise Malabar, a joint naval exercise between the U.S., Japan, and India,                 
is an example of a format for more military integration and interoperability in the future. The notion of a                   
more defined and extensive military relationship between the U.S. and India holds weight not just               
economically, but also strategically as it increases the stability of the Asia-Pacific region. The U.S.               
currently relies on Japan for much of its forward deployment of naval and air assets in the Asia-Pacific,                  
but bringing India into the fold could be effective in helping to curtail the territorial advances and                 
aggression displayed by Beijing in areas such as the South China Sea in recent years.  
 
The overarching theme and driving force throughout the East Asia region is the economic              
interdependence of various nations. This interdependence should have a pacific effect on the potential for               
conflict or hostilities between nations such as China and India. However, the gradual expansion of               
China’s reach in East Asia is a cause for concern and requires the U.S. partnering with India and                  
encouraging New Delhi to take on a more assertive role in the region alongside Tokyo, Seoul, and others.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Editors’ Note: The vast majority of the research and analysis included in this brief was written before                 
Donald Trump’s inauguration on January 20, 2017. As a result, the sections discussing U.S. policies               
towards select countries are written primarily with a consideration of the policies of President Barack               
Obama (and previous American presidents) towards those countries, not those of Mr. Trump. 
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Part 1: India, the United States, and  
the Middle East 
 
India-Pakistan Relations 
 
In 1947, Great Britain divided the Indian subcontinent into India, which was secular but mostly Hindu,                
and Pakistan, which was mostly Muslim.1 The partition sparked an enormous mass migration, provoked              
widespread riots and set the stage for decades of antagonism between the two nations. The first war                 
between India and Pakistan -- a dispute over sovereignty of the border region of Kashmir -- was fought                  
less than a year after partition. Though Kashmir and the adjacent region of Jammu officially became a                 
part of India in 1954, disputes, both hot and cold, between India and Pakistan over these regions continue                  
to this day. Most recently, at least 18 Indian soldiers and at least 2 Pakistani soldiers were killed in clashes                    
in late September of 2016.2 

 
Nonetheless, there is some history of diplomatic collaboration between India and Pakistan, such as in               
1963, when they held talks regarding Kashmir (although no conclusion was reached).3 In the early 1990s,                
several agreements were signed regarding the use of chemical weapons and advance warning of military               
exercises. Furthermore, two large accords have been signed between the two countries. In the 1972 Simla                
Agreement, both countries agreed to "put an end to the conflict and confrontation that have hitherto                
marred their relations and work for the promotion of a friendly and harmonious relationship and the                
establishment of a durable peace in the subcontinent." 4 Moreover, in the the 1999 Lahore Declaration,               
India and Pakistan reaffirmed their commitment to the Simla Agreement, and the establishment of              
“confidence building measures.”5 
 
Still, despite these attempts at peaceful diplomacy, conflicts have continued to occur between the two               
nations. In 2016, India went so far as to call Pakistan “the Ivy League of terrorism” at the United Nations                    
(UN).6 In spite of these extremely strained relations and recurring wars, both India and Pakistan have                
preserved their embassies in each others’ countries, demonstrating that diplomatic ties, however minimal,             
have not completely dissolved.  
 
In terms of global alliances, India and Pakistan are increasingly diverging. According to many, Pakistan is                
increasingly turning towards Russia for support, while India draws ever closer to the U.S.7  
 
Despite the mutual animosity between India and Pakistan, trade between the South Asian giants currently               
sits at around $4 billion a year. Longstanding cultural conflicts have led to much lower trade than would                  
be otherwise anticipated: experts estimate that actual trade potential between the two countries could              
potentially sit around $40 billion.8 Critical, however, was Pakistan’s granting to India MFN (most favored               
nation) status in 2011. This agreement helped eliminate a list that only allowed trade of 2000 specified                 
items, and ended all trade restrictions by 2012. In response, many experts hope that India will                
subsequently agree to offer lower tariff rates to Pakistan. Still, although trade is beginning to open up                 
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again, significant tensions threaten to derail growing economic ties. These include the political rifts              
between the countries mentioned above, along with the ethno-religious rifts between largely-Hindu India             
and largely-Muslim, which have only grown in the past decades. 
 
Remarkably, though, despite the ongoing conflict, India and Pakistan have very similar cultures,             
underpinned by similar language and histories (including a shared history of British imperial rule). In               
1947, the Punjab region was split into Pakistan and India, and today the Punjabi people make up the                  
majority in Pakistan, comprising about 45% of the population.9 The Punjabi people also make up a large                 
portion of the northern Indian population.  
 
US-Pakistan Relations 
 
The U.S. and Pakistan have upheld diplomatic relations since the formation of the modern state of                
Pakistan in 1947.10 Despite substantial security cooperation and economic ties between the two countries,              
the relationship between the two countries is remarkably complex11 and has more often than not been                
underscored by a grave mistrust and divergent interests for the past few decades.  
 
Looking at the recent history of the relationship, after the September 11 attacks in 2001, the U.S. and                  
Pakistan started coordinating very closely in combatting terrorism.12 However, relations then strained            
when the Pakistani government seemingly turned a blind eye to Osama Bin Laden’s presence in their                
country. The complexity of the relationship is exemplified by the fact that Pakistan then actually assisted                
the U.S. in its 2011 raid on Bin Laden’s compound. As articulated by the Brookings Institution, it is as                   
though the U.S. and Pakistan “are stuck in the geostrategic equivalent of a bad marriage - in a land with                    
no allowance for divorce.”13 
 
Most recently, Pakistani Prime Minister on Foreign Affairs Sartaj Aziz and former U.S. Secretary of State                
John Kerry met on February 29, 2016 in Washington, D.C. to convene the sixth ministerial-level               
Pakistan-U.S. Strategic Dialogue.14 This dialogue reaffirmed the need for a robust, bilateral relationship             
and focused on several core areas of cooperation: 1) Energy; 2) Security, Strategic Stability, and               
Nonproliferation; 3) the Defense Consultative Group; 4) Law Enforcement and Counterterrorism; 5)            
Economics and Finance; and 6) Education, Science, and Technology. Additionally, the U.S. Congress             
passed the Enhanced Partnership With Pakistan Act in October 2009. This reaffirms the U.S.’              
commitment to cooperation with Pakistani civilian institutions.  
 
There is considerable security and defense cooperation between the U.S. and Pakistan, which supports              
regional security and counterterrorism. The U.S.’s main assistance to Pakistan comes in the form of               
counterterrorism support.15 The U.S. supports Pakistan’s Armed Forces in their counterinsurgency           
operations taking place in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and in their disruption of               
militant networks.16 According to the U.S. State Department, both sides understand the importance of a               
continued bilateral relationship in this realm.17 Furthermore, while Pakistan is not an official member of               
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), it is one of the countries outside of the Atlantic                
community with which the alliance has developed relations with. These relations began developing in              
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2005 after Pakistan suffered a devastating earthquake and NATO deployed massive aid to assist Pakistan               
in its recovery efforts. Political dialogue has since intensified and focuses largely on narcotics trafficking               
in Afghanistan. Additionally, military consultations, as well as selected training and education courses for              
Pakistani officers, have been offered by NATO.18 
 
Turning to economics, as of 2015, the U.S. was Pakistan’s largest bilateral trading partner19 accounting               
for 16% of Pakistan’s exports and $1.20 billion of its imports, as well as one of the top sources of foreign                     
direct investment to Pakistan, with $209 million in fiscal year 2015. As part of the latest U.S.-Pakistan                 
Strategic Dialogue, a commitment was made to expand trade between the nations and accelerate              
Pakistan’s economic growth.20 Core catalysts for economic growth and modernization of the economy             
will be better technology, improved business climate, entrepreneurship, enhanced worker’s rights and            
more opportunities for women to enter the workforce.21 In line with these objectives, the U.S.-Pakistan               
Women’s Council harnesses the private sectors of both nations in order to foster women’s economic               
advancement. 
 
Despite significant security cooperation and economic bonds, there is a lack of trust between the               
American and Pakistani populations. According to the Institute for Cultural Diplomacy, a recent poll              
showed that an increasing number of Pakistani citizens consider the U.S. an enemy, and that 92%                
disapprove of the country’s leadership. This demonstrates what is commonly referred to as a “trust               
deficit.”22 Initiatives have been spearheaded in order to bridge this gap. For example, Pakistan is currently                
the largest recipient of the U.S. Educational Foundation's Fulbright Program in the world.23 Cultural              
exchanges also occur both through unofficial as well as official channels. For example, in March 2016, a                 
delegation of Pakistani musicians presented a traditional music showcase at the SXSW music festival in               
Austin, Texas, and in September 2016, the U.S. Embassy in Islamabad unveiled a new art collection                
showcasing the best in Pakistani and American talent.24 Still, mistrust persists.  
 
As such, the U.S.-Pakistan relationship is fraught with complexities. Despite relatively strong security and              
economic ties, a lack of trust and uncertainty characterizes the relationship.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Pakistan 
 
The U.S. and India have both historically had tumultuous diplomatic relations with Pakistan. However, in               
the past few years it seems that the U.S. has managed to approach normalizing its relations with the                  
country, especially with the convening of the sixth ministerial-level Pakistan-U.S. Strategic Dialogue in             
February 2016. Still, with India having recently referred to Pakistan as belonging to the “Ivy League of                 
terrorism,”25 these two countries at least clearly do not appear to be on a conciliatory path.  
 
There could perhaps be some opportunity for strategic dialogue between India and Pakistan mediated              
through the U.S., should the American relationship with Pakistan remain stable over the coming years and                
should Pakistan continue to collaborate with the U.S. in the fight against terrorism. We recommend               
pursuing this approach. However, the U.S. must be cognizant that any missteps made in this process have                 
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the potential to lead to serious tensions between the three countries that would erase any progress the talks                  
had achieved.  
 
Critically, the U.S. must be aware that in all likelihood, should it desire more intimate ties with India, it                   
will not be possible for the U.S. to also enjoy close ties with Pakistan at the same time due to the historic                      
and enduring hostility and mutual suspicion between India and Pakistan. We recommend the US              
increasingly side with India. As discussed above, the American-Pakistani relationship is already arduous.             
More importantly, India is a rising power, and the U.S. does not want to be caught on the wrong side of                     
seismic shift in the balance of power in Asia.  
 
Moreover, in terms of global alliances, India and Pakistan are increasingly diverging. Although Pakistan              
is one of the countries outside of the Atlantic community with which NATO has developed relations,                
according to many, Pakistan is increasingly turning towards Russia, one of America’s main global              
adversaries, for support. And there seems to be little opportunity for the U.S, India and Pakistan to all be                   
on the same side of an alliance given the deep animosity between India and Pakistan.  
 
That being said, it is important that the U.S. attempt to maintain a stable diplomatic relationship with                 
Pakistan, especially as Islamic extremism continues to flourish in South Asia, and as narcotics trafficking               
remains a serious problem in the region. While the U.S. should not sacrifice its rapprochement with India                 
at the expense of appeasing Pakistan, it should consider how its actions have the potential to impact an                  
ally, however difficult an ally that is.  
 
Should Pakistan act aggressively towards the U.S. or a NATO ally, the U.S. could capitalize on its                 
relationship with India, using that country as a regional ally. If Pakistan supports or fails to condemn                 
terrorism, the U.S. could collaborate with India to gain intelligence that would prove useful in finding                
terrorist cells and networks. The U.S. and India should begin formulating policies for intelligence sharing,               
in anticipation of such situations.  
 
The U.S. and India can also work to ensure stability in India’s neighborhood through economic               
cooperation. As of 2015, the U.S. was Pakistan’s largest bilateral trading partner.26 India also has               
significant trading interests in Pakistan, although this trade has predictably been significantly dampened             
by sour relationship between India and Pakistan. In order to secure more stability in the region, the U.S.                  
and India should both seek to increase foreign direct investment (FDI) into South Asia. A more                
prosperous Pakistan will be more stable and less of a safe haven for drug trafficking and terrorism.  
 
The U.S. should also be aware of culture and religion when approaching the Indo-Pakistani relationship.               
Cultural rifts between India and Pakistan, and increasingly between the U.S. and Pakistan, threaten to               
derail peace-seeking cooperative efforts between both nations. Being a largely Muslim nation, Pakistan             
would view any implemented anti-Islamic policies in the U.S. as a threat to its own security. With a                  
significant amount of political change currently occurring in the U.S., the U.S. should first consider these                
global impacts before implementing any unfavorable domestic policies. Similarly, India should seek to             
support more cultural understanding with Pakistan to ensure lasting peace with its neighbor. Cultural rifts,               
now harming peaceful relations, could be the key to unlocking lasting peace in the region. 
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Thus, we believe that although the U.S. should not sacrifice its relationship with Pakistan to come closer                 
to India, the U.S. should lean more towards the latter than the former. The U.S. can cooperate with India                   
in the departments of security, economics, and culture to create a more stable and prosperous South Asia.  
 
India-Iran Relations 
 
The relationship between India and Iran appears as one where there is much in common, with several                 
interests in alignment. The interactions between the two countries on a diplomatic, cultural, economic and               
security level are indeed largely positive. But the relationship is more complex than it seems. Overall, the                 
multifaceted relationship revolved around Indian intent as establishing itself as a diplomatic and economic              
power in Central Asia. Cultivating close ties with Iran, with its key geostrategic position, could enable                
India to do so while bypassing Pakistan.  
 
The diplomatic relationship between India and Iran is not simply one based on goodwill gestures, but                
involves an Indian intent in establishing itself in Central Asia. Independent India and Iran established               
diplomatic links on March 15, 1950, after sharing a border for centuries until 1947.27 Iran and India have a                   
history of receiving high-level visits from officials since establishing diplomatic communications, with            
visits from the respective heads of state and heads of government occurring in the late 1950s, 1970s and                  
1990s.28 Several government offices from both countries regularly consult with each other concerning             
domestic and regional issues. In May of 2016, Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi made a historic visit                 
to Iran, meeting with several Iranian ministers, Iranian President Hassan Rouhani, and Iranian Supreme              
Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei.29 
 
India intends to develop stronger diplomatic ties with Iran in order to gain a stronger level of influence in                   
a region, Central Asia, in which it has historically been influential. A warm relationship with Iran, a                 
Central Asian, as well as Middle Eastern, power, would serve this aim well. However, India has still                 
generally found it difficult to cultivate ties with Iran due to the contradictory relationships that India and                 
Iran have with other nations, and India’s vote against Iran’s nuclear record at the International Atomic                
Energy Agency (IAEA).30 The way forward is thus uncertain. 
 
Shared cultural elements, mainly relating to religion, point to both opportunities and possibilities for              
friction between India and Iran. Historically speaking, the northern region of India has had a cultural                
connection to Iran. According to Vinay Kaura, writing in The Diplomat, “The use of the Persian language                 
at the Moghul courts is just one example of Iranian cultural influence in north India.”31 In addition, around                  
seven million Indians work in the Middle East, and India itself holds a significant population of Shia                 
Muslims.32 This is significant in that Iran is the dominant Shia power in the Middle East. India, however,                  
has significantly more Sunni Muslims than it does Sunni Muslims. The presence of both Sunnis and Shias                 
in India make the Indian government sensitive toward any Shia-Sunni tensions in the Middle East,               
possibly involving Iran, that could leak into India.33 The cultural connection that India shares with Iran                
seems to be over-factored in terms of their current relationship, but it is one of importance as India seeks                   
to find influence in Central Asia through its link with Iran.  
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From an economic perspective, India has long seen Iran as a necessary economic partner. Iran is a                 
significant oil exporter for India, even as Iran’s share of oil trading has dropped relative to other countries.                  
In addition, while India is increasingly consuming natural gas, it does not import natural gas from Iran,                 
and it is possible that such trade may happen in the future.34 India thus sees Iran as partner, both current                    
and potential, in its energy needs. 
 
India’s main incentive for an economic connection to Iran is for it to serve as a major transit route into                    
Central Asia, as a route going through Pakistan does not seem obtainable.35 In 2016 India and Iran struck                  
a deal to develop a port in the Iranian city of Chabahar, and new roads will be built alongside it, allowing                     
India to avoid Pakistan by sea. With an entryway into Central Asia, combined with a growing domestic                 
demand for natural gas consumption, India finds itself in a potentially advantageous position where it can                
access Iranian and Central Asian gas reserves.36 Overall, India’s relationship with Iran is mostly based in                 
the economics of trade and energy. 
 
Militarily, India avoids military cooperation with Iran, due to India’s relations with the U.S. This lack of                 
cooperation seems to be a strain in the Indian-Iranian relationship. A 2012 terrorist attack on Israeli                
diplomats in New Delhi was connected to Iran, and while India publicly played down the Iranian                
connection, Indian officials were not pleased at the lack of cooperation in investigating the incident.37               
However, with the current Chabahar trade, India might find itself in a similar security position to Iran.                 
With a position in Central Asia, India would be brought in the tension of drug trade and ISIL, which may                    
incentivize India to cooperate militarily with Iran.38 At the current moment however, India and Iran are                
mostly economic partners who don’t cooperate militarily.  
 
In conclusion, India’s relationship with Iran is primarily one of economics, although India and Iran also                
share longstanding diplomatic and cultural connections. India sees Iran as its entryway into Central Asia               
without having to pass through Pakistan; thus, India sees Iran as a vital interest. If India is brought further                   
into Central Asia, there is the potential that there will be greater cooperation, especially concerning               
security, between the two nations.  
 

US-Iran Relations 
 
The relationship between the U.S. and Iran is a complex one, with a long history of diplomatic, economic,                  
and military relations. The current relationship between the two countries is one characterized primarily              
by tension and uncertainty. However, it appears that there is a desire from some in both Washington and                  
Tehran for less tense relations, if not a return to normalcy.  
 
Despite having no direct ties at the moment, the U.S. and Iran share a long history of diplomatic relations.                   
The Embassy of Switzerland in Iran is the representative of American interests within the country, while                
the Embassy of Pakistan in the U.S. represents the interests of Iran.39 The U.S. had shared diplomatic                 
relation with Persia (a former name of Iran) since 1883, but the relationship soon became strained when                 
the U.S. supported a coup in 1953 against the democratically elected Iranian prime minister. All               
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diplomatic relations between the U.S. and Iran then evaporated following the Iranian Revolution of 1979               
and the Iran hostage crisis.40 The 21st century has seen a variety of attitudes emanating from Washington                 
regarding Tehran. Former President George W. Bush in 2002 labelled Iran as part of an “axis of evil”                  
along with Iraq and North Korea, while President Obama has engaged in talks with Iranian President                
Rouhani, seemingly with the intent to warm the relations between the two countries.41 Current interactions               
between Washington and Tehran focus on Iran’s nuclear program and the stability of the Middle East.  
 
From the Iranian perspective, the U.S. is portrayed as a meddler in Middle Eastern affairs. Iranian                
Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei describes the U.S. as “the Great Satan.”42 Khamenei views the U.S.               
as a threat to the Iranian Revolution and his regime. He also believes that the U.S. will attempt using its                    
cultural soft power to weaken his regime by “Westoxification.”43 Furthermore, Khamenei’s Iran does not              
yield to the cultural issues that Washington pressures it on, such as human rights issues, fearing that                 
American pressure could ultimately result in regime change.44 The U.S. and Iran have long had a tense                 
relationship diplomatically. After the Iranian Revolution, the U.S. began imposing sanctions on Iran in              
order to convince Iran to address its nuclear program, support of terrorism, and human rights abuses.45                
The economic damage caused by the sanctions led Iran to be more receptive to negotiations regarding its                 
nuclear program.46 As such, on July 14, 2015 Iran and the P5 + 1 - the five permanent members of the                     
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) (the U.S., Britain, France, Russia, and China) and Germany -               
agreed to the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), more commonly known as the Iran Deal.47 A                 
preliminary agreement over Iran’s nuclear program, Iran received sanctions relief in returning for curbing              
its nuclear program. Despite the agreement, U.S. sanctions remain for Iranian aid for terrorism and human                
rights abuses.48 

 
The JCPOA opened a pathway that the Obama administration believed it could use to remove some of the                  
tensions between the two countries. Following the deal and the diplomatic momentum generated by it, the                
U.S. announced a settlement of a financial dispute with Iran on January 17, 2016.49 This was the same day                   
as “Implementation Day”: where a vast array of international sanctions on Iran were waived or lifted as a                  
result of Iran’s compliance with the conditions of the JCPOA.50 Also on the same day, the U.S. announced                  
that Iran had released five Americans previously detained by Iran.51 Since the JCPOA, the U.S. has also                 
approved the multi-billion deal with Iran for Boeing planes, part of an international effort to return Iran to                  
the global economy following its compliance on the nuclear issue.52 

 
Nonetheless, despite these gestures, the relationship between Washington and Tehran is still dominated by              
mutual suspicion. The U.S. has, since the Iranian Revolution, experienced varying levels of security              
tensions with Iran, much of it concerning Middle-East stability, ballistic missiles, and maritime             
interactions. There is a general fear in Washington of expanded Iranian influence in an increasingly               
unstable Middle East. Some fear that a military defeat of the Islamic State will allow Iran to gain clout in                    
the region.53 There are also the host of controversies surrounding the JCPOA, which some fear will still                 
allow Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon.54 Iran’s continued support of terrorist groups like Hezbollah55 also                
sours U.S.-Iranian relations. 
 
Thus, the relationship between Iran and the U.S. has swung sharply between friendly and hostile relations                
in recent decades. Formerly a close U.S. ally under the Shah, Iran and the U.S. have viewed each other                   
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with intense suspicion, if not outright hostility, since 1979. Nevertheless, the JCPOA and subsequent              
gestures indicate a desire and perhaps a movement towards warmer bilateral ties.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Iran 
 
The current relationship between the U.S. and India is a growing one, and current trends with the U.S                  
relationship with Iran seem to grant the opportunity to remove areas of disagreement between the two                
parties. The U.S. has long had a tense relationship with Iran, but with the JCPOA, it appears that the U.S.                    
is attempting to obtain warmer relations, if not a state of normalcy, with Iran. By securing warmer                 
relations with Iran, the U.S. might be able to see stronger ties with India and remove the layers of                   
disagreement that came with previous U.S.-Iran ties.  
 
However, we do not recommend this approach. Iran continues to be the world’s leading state sponsor of                 
terrorism.56 It sponsors a myriad of different terrorist groups committed to attacking the U.S. and its allies,                 
such as the Lebanese terrorist group Hezbollah.57 Moreover, Iran’s leader have repeatedly called for the               
“annihilation” of Israel58, America’s long-time ally and the only liberal democracy in the Middle East.               
And Iran is also the chief rival of Saudi Arabia59, an important American ally in the region. As such, it is                     
advisable for the Washington to remain aligned as it currently is, with Israel and Saudi Arabia against                 
Iran, rather than alienating its allies by drawing closer to Tehran.  
 
Critically, having a tense relationship with Tehran need not mean that the U.S. forsake its flowering                
relationship with India. On the contrary, Washington should work to pull New Delhi as it already appears                 
to be drifting (see discussions below on India’s relationships with Saudi Arabia and Israel) away from                
Iran and towards a Middle Eastern alliance centered on a Washington-Jerusalem-Riyadh axis. Given that              
India already seems to be leaning in this direction, this effort should not be a gargantuan one.  
 
Still, although this effort isn’t impossible, it is important that Washington clearly signal its intentions to                
New Delhi as soon as and as clearly as possible. As discussed above, India in recent years has grown                   
somewhat closer to Iran. Indian officials, including Prime Minister Modi, have recently been meeting              
with Iranian officials, including Iranian President Rouhani.60 New Delhi is exploring stronger ties with              
Iran in order to gain influence in Central Asia. The Chabahar deal is of immense significance, whereby a                  
port will be developed in the Iranian city of Chabahar along with roads, easing Indian commerce with                 
Central Asia and satisfying India’s growing consumption of natural gas.61 If the U.S. doesn’t want to risk                 
India growing closer to Iran - which it shouldn’t - it must immediately and forcefully indicate to India                  
through diplomatic channels that it envisions India’s future in the Middle East as continuing on the                
direction that India already seems most intent on following: aligned with the U.S., Israel, and Saudi                
Arabia. 
 
One key talking point for the U.S. in these discussions should be comparisons between Iran and Pakistan.                 
As outlined above, India has for decades and will into the foreseeable future see Pakistan as its primary                  
geopolitical rival. Hence, it would be advisable for the U.S. to emphasize how similar Iran is to Pakistan.                  
Both are large Middle Eastern powers bordering Central Asia with majority Muslim populations that have               
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pursued the acquisition of nuclear weapons (in the Pakistani case, that pursuit has been successful) and                
sponsored numerous terrorist organizations.62 The U.S. should thus paint both Pakistan and Iran as key               
contributors to Middle Eastern tensions and instability. Such a mindset might push New Delhi away from                
Tehran and into Washington’s arms.  
 
In addition to articulating verbally that it does not wish to see India move towards Iran, the U.S. must                   
convey this desire through action. The best tool that the U.S. can employ in this effort is encouraging its                   
allies in the Gulf - namely Saudi Arabia - to further bolster their supplying of oil to India. This will                    
hopefully satiate India’s desire for oil in the short-term, discouraging India from needing to pursue new                
fossil fuel resources in Central Asia. If India is less intent on Central Asian fossil fuels, then it need not                    
cultivate as close a relationship with Iran because it would no longer need a conduit into the region. What                   
is more, the U.S. should also work on growing U.S.-India trade more generally to pull New Delhi closer                  
to Washington. 
 
As such, the U.S. should use diplomatic and economic means to propel India towards its alliance network                 
in the Middle East and away from Iran. Such a move is essential and would greatly serve American                  
interests in the Middle East and beyond.  
 
India-Saudi Arabia Relations 
 
Saudi Arabia and India began formal diplomatic relations shortly after Indian independence in 1947.              
Since then, they have benefited from robust economic and geopolitical ties. Saudi Arabia quickly became               
one of the largest oil suppliers to independent India, and the two countries formed important trade                
partnerships for a variety of commodities. While Saudi Arabia’s strategic relationship with Pakistan,             
India’s chief rival, has negatively impacted relations with India at times, the Saudi monarchy has taken                
progressive steps to improve ties, including an agreement to “combat and eradicate the menace of               
terrorism” in 200663 and an energy partnership in 2006 known as the “Delhi Declaration”64 that               
guaranteed long term Saudi crude oil supplies to India. 
 
Saudi Arabia and India currently enjoy strong economic ties. In 2014-2015, annual bilateral trades              
between the two nations amounted to $39 billion, demonstrating their important trade relationship.65             
India’s growing economy has relied on foreign oil to maintain high levels of production. In 2015, the                 
rapidly-developing state matched 80% of its oil demands from foreign imports; one fifth of those imports                
originated from Saudi Arabia’s reserves.66 India heavily favored importing oil from Saudi Arabia over              
Saudi Arabia’s geopolitical adversary Iran, from whom India drew only 6% of its oil imports.67 Saudi                
Arabia’s role as the world’s largest exporter and second-largest producer of oil has allowed it to become                 
one of India’s most prominent trading partners.68 As oil consumption grows for India, it’s relationship               
with Riyadh will become increasingly important. In turn, Saudi Arabia’s exporting interests have shifted              
away from the U.S. - whose energy self-sufficiency has reduced the need for Saudi imports - and towards                  
eastern industrializing nations, such as India and China. Due to the recent price drop of oil, Saudi Arabia                  
relies on India for consumption of its exports. What is more, India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi has                 
sought Saudi investment in India’s growing infrastructure. As India’s demand for imported oil and foreign               
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investment has increased while Saudi Arabia’s dependence on large energy-consuming nations has risen,             
the economic codependency between both nations has grown. 
 
Saudi Arabia and India have also developed strong political ties as a result of Iran’s ascendancy and the                  
straining of Saudi-Pakistani relations. Due to Iran-U.S. rapprochement, Saudi Arabia has viewed India as              
an important player in the region that can help it in containing Iran and its hegemonic ambitions.                 
Meanwhile, India has taken advantage of cold Saudi-Pakistani relations to solidify its geopolitical             
partnership with Saudi Arabia. Despite Saudi Arabia’s consistent support for India’s neighbor, Pakistan’s             
refusal to commit troops to the Saudi offensive in Yemen and its unwillingness to join the Saudi-led                 
“coalition against terrorism” has recently strained relations between the two Sunni Muslim nations.69 As a               
result, Saudi Arabia has shown willingness to cooperate with India on issues of security and terrorism.                
During Modi’s visit to Riyadh in April 2016, the countries agreed to five new bilateral agreements,                
including intelligence sharing on terrorism, increased private investment and enhanced defense           
cooperation.70 However, India’s recent military strike on Uri in Kashmir provoked immediate and             
unequivocal condemnation from Saudi Arabia’s foreign ministry.71 In spite of this new setback, India’s              
political partnership with Saudi Arabia remains secure, in large part because of the 2.8 million Indians                
residing in the Gulf country.72 Overall, the two nations show willing interest to cooperate on matters of                 
security and to find common ground on regional geopolitical issues. 
 
US-Saudi Arabia Relations 
 
Saudi Arabia and the U.S. established full diplomatic relations in 1940, several years after the creation of                 
the modern state of Saudi Arabia. The nations forged strong economic and political ties over oil in the                  
aftermath of World War II.73 The U.S. sought to rebuild the devastated economies of Western Europe and                 
Japan, and needed access to cheap energy in order to do so. After the discovery of Saudi oil fields in                    
1938, Saudi Arabia could become critical to satisfying this demand, and Saudi Arabia proceeded to               
become one of the largest crude oil exporters to the U.S.74 As relations developed, the U.S. came to view                   
Saudi Arabia as an important ally in the Middle East due to its strategic location and to its growing                   
influence on Arab and Islamic countries globally.75 In exchange for its oil exports, Saudi Arabia has been                 
the top destination for U.S.-manufactured arms in recent years. However, this oil-for-defense partnership             
has recently been threatened by the U.S. shale revolution: as the U.S. becomes energy independent, the                
U.S. is no longer dependent on Saudi Arabia for oil production. Nevertheless, bilateral ties remain secure                
thanks to joint military operations in the Middle East and robust counterterrorism cooperation. Overall,              
Saudi Arabia and the U.S. continue to enjoy strong geopolitical ties and secure, albeit reduced, economic                
relations.  
 
Saudi Arabia plays a leading economic role as the world’s largest holder of crude oil reserves, exporting                 
7.55 million barrels in February 2016 alone.76 The scale of the Gulf state’s energy output gives it great                  
influence in the international energy market and particularly with developed nations reliant on oil imports.               
Nevertheless, the U.S., a long-time consumer of Saudi crude oil, has begun weaning itself off of Saudi oil                  
due to the shale revolution. While the U.S. now pumps more than 9 million barrels of oil per day,77 Saudi                    
oil exports to the U.S. have declined by more than 50% from April to December 2014.78 
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Nonetheless, even as economic relations centered on oil have declined between the U.S. and Saudi               
Arabia, both countries have sustained strong economic partnerships in other financial sectors. The             
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is the largest U.S. Foreign Military Sales (FMS) customer, with active cases                
valued at approximately $97 billion.79 The two countries also agreed to a $60 billion arms package to the                  
Saudi monarchy in 2010, the biggest arms deal in U.S. history.80 Meanwhile, the U.S. and Saudi Arabia                 
maintain committed to continuing future bilateral trade and investment under the structure of the Trade               
Investment Framework Agreement signed in 2003.81 Saudi Arabia and the U.S. continue to sustain a               
secure economic partnership centered on free trade and arms deals, despite the decreasing American              
demand for Saudi oil.  
 
The U.S. also maintains important geopolitical ties with Saudi Arabia on issues of counterterrorism              
efforts and joint military operations, despite recent diplomatic tensions. The rise of the Islamic State has                
promoted increased U.S.-Saudi military cooperation across the Middle East. Saudi Arabia has been             
participating in ongoing U.S.-led airstrikes against Islamic State strongholds in Syria and has declared its               
vehement opposition to the terrorist group.82 The U.S. relies significantly on the Gulf state for intelligence                
sharing and operations against the Islamic State.83 Moreover, the U.S. has been providing vital              
intelligence and logistical support to the Saudi-led campaign against the Iran-supported Houthi rebels in              
Yemen.84 According to a June 2015 State Department report, Saudi Arabia maintains a “robust              
counterterrorism relationship with the United States.”85 
 
However, events during 2016 have pointed to some frictions emerging between Washington and Riyadh.              
President Obama openly questioned Riyadh’s value as an ally, accusing the monarchy of provoking              
sectarian conflict in the region and going as far as to call them “free riders.”86 In addition, the U.S. Senate                    
passed a bill in May 2016 allowing Americans to sue the Saudi government for its alleged support of                  
terrorism.87 Still, despite these public misgivings on the American side of the relationship, President              
Obama visited Riyadh in April to attend the Gulf Cooperation Council summit, where he reiterated his                
commitment to the security of Saudi Arabia.88  
 
In conclusion, the U.S. and Saudi Arabia maintain a robust economic relationship and share strong mutual                
geopolitical interests on issues of counterterrorism and military operations, interests which have            
ultimately trumped any diplomatic disputes and ideological divides between the two nations.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Saudi Arabia 
 
The U.S. and India both share strong economic and political interests with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.                 
Annual bilateral trades between India and Saudi Arabia reached $39 billion in 2014-2015, as India’s               
rapidly expanding economy has relied on Saudi oil to maintain productions levels.89 Meanwhile, U.S.              
economic ties with the Saudi monarchy remain secure despite decreased Saudi oil imports, due primarily               
to U.S.-Saudi arms deals with active cases valued at approximately $97 billion.90 In terms of geopolitical                
relations, the U.S. and India both view Saudi Arabia as an important ally in counter-terrorism efforts                
against the Islamic State and both nations have established intelligence-sharing operations with Saudi             
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Arabia. In addition, the rising influence of Iran in the Middle East has led Saudi Arabia to reinforce its                   
geopolitical bonds with India and the U.S. in order to contain Iran and maintain the balance of power in                   
the region. 
 
As a result, the U.S. ought to consider these three opportunities for joint U.S.-Indian cooperation in                
relation to Saudi Arabia: coordinated counter-terrorism and intelligence sharing operations, geopolitical           
alliance against expanding Iranian influence, and U.S.-Indian investment in Saudi Arabia’s economy. All             
of this revolves around what we view as a necessity: drawing India closer to the U.S.-Saudi alliance - and                   
away from Iran - in the realms of both security and economics. 
 
The first area for potential U.S.-India geopolitical cooperation with Saudi Arabia is on the issue of                
counterterrorism efforts and intelligence sharing. The U.S. must take every possible measure to ensure its               
own security against attacks from the Islamic State, which has inspired multiple shootings on American               
soil.91 Similarly, India faces threats of Islamic State terrorism92 and has suffered from numerous major               
terrorist attacks in the past several years, most notably the Mumbai Attacks of 2008.93 Saudi Arabia                
represents an important U.S. ally against the spread of the Islamic State and other terrorist groups, as the                  
monarchy has led the effort among Arab countries to combat the Islamic State.94 India, meanwhile,               
recently signed five new bilateral agreements with Saudi Arabia on anti-terrorism intelligence sharing and              
enhanced defense cooperation.95 The U.S. similarly shares a ‘robust counterterrorism relationship’ with            
Saudi Arabia for terrorist threats in the region.96 Thus, the U.S. should build upon the counterterrorism                
intelligence agreements between itself, India and Saudi Arabia to increase cooperation between the three              
nations and to present a united front against the menace of global terrorism.  
 
The second opportunity for partnership between the U.S. and India is geopolitical cooperation with Saudi               
Arabia against the expanding influence of Iran. Iran’s financial support of the Houthi rebels in Yemen and                 
of the Assad regime in Syria has hurt both Saudi and American military interests in the Middle East. At                   
the same time, India has sought to solidify its geostrategic and military power by strengthening its                
partnership with Saudi Arabia at a time when relations between Pakistan and the Saudi Kingdom are                
strained. India, like the U.S. and the Saudi monarchy, also views Iran as a potential geopolitical threat                 
considering Iran’s increased economic partnership with Pakistan.97 As Iran continues to gain influence as              
a regional power, it is in the interest of India and the U.S. to collaborate alongside Saudi Arabia so as to                     
maintain the balance of power and counteract Iranian (and Russian) designs on the Middle East. 
 
Finally, the third possibility for Indian-American cooperation is through financial investment in the Saudi              
Arabian economy. The Saudi monarchy has attempted to diversify its economy after global oil prices               
have fallen and oil revenues have subsequently decreased in recent years, due in large part to the U.S.                  
shale revolution.98 To facilitate this diversification, the Gulf state has sought out foreign actors to invest in                 
Saudi infrastructure.99 As two countries that possess the necessary expertise and capital to make such a                
financial commitment, the U.S. and India should cooperate with India to jointly invest in Saudi Arabia’s                
economy, in order to secure long-term economic ties with the Arab nation.  
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In sum, there is tremendous room for opportunity in the U.S.-India-Saudi relationship. With further              
diplomatic and economic cooperation, the U.S. can and should secure both Saudi Arabia and India as key                 
partners in the ongoing efforts to combat global terrorism and contain Iran.  
 
India-Israel Relations 
 
Strengthening diplomatic, economic, and security ties characterizes the current relationship between India            
and Israel. A stark departure from its Cold War anti-Israel stance, India’s current foreign policy               
acknowledges shared strategic interests between the two countries and more enthusiastically pursues            
mutually beneficial cooperation.  
 
From its recognition of Israel in 1950 until its official normalization of diplomatic relations with Israel in                 
1992, India’s stance towards Israel was influenced by its alliance with the Soviet Union in the Cold War,                  
its political dependence on India’s significant Muslim population, its distaste for British imperialism, and              
its conflict with Pakistan. In accordance with these interests, India adopted a distinctly pro-Arab (and thus                
often anti-Israel) stance in the Middle East. In the aim of gaining Arab support in its dispute with Pakistan                   
over Kashmir, India presented itself internationally as a pro-Arab force on the world stage. This strategy                
also increased domestic political strength and stability, appealing to the large Muslim minority in India100               
(Muslims make up 13.4% of the Indian population).101 
 
However, this strategy didn’t pay off as India had hoped. In the Indo-Pakistani Wars of 1965 and 1971,                  
Arab countries failed to reciprocate support for India against Pakistan over Kashmir; in fact, at the                
Casablanca Conference of 1994, a coalition of Arab countries actually attempted to persuade other states               
to abandon neutrality in favor of Pakistan.102 The majority of Arab states failed to pressure Pakistan to                 
stop cross-border insurgencies.103 Meanwhile, Israel supplied military hardware to India in each of these              
instances and generally supported India’s attempt to secure its northern borders with Pakistan.104 This              
pattern, along with the loss of Soviet support for India after the end of the Cold War and a resultant need                     
for a new arms supplier for the Indian military, led to a thawing of relations between Israel and India,                   
evidenced by the diplomatic normalization of 1992. 
 
Since then, trade and cooperation between India and Israel have steadily increased. Significant             
developments include a 2006 long-term cooperation and training agriculture deal, a 2011 signed             
agreement on water cooperation, a $3 billion proposed arms deal that would provide the Indian military                
with Israeli navigation and targeting technology, precision bombs, and advanced anti-tank guided missile             
systems.105 106 In fact, Israeli military hardware trade sales to India today average $2 billion annually,                
making India the largest buyer of Israeli military equipment.107 108 Beyond arms trade, bilateral,              
non-defense trade in the last five years averaged $4.6 billion a year.109 
 
This positive relationship only improved – and became more publicly evident – after the election of the                 
Hindu nationalist Narendra Modi as Indian Prime Minister in 2014. An outspoken friend of Israel, Modi                
was invited to Israel by Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin (“Bibi”) Netanyahu shortly after his election, and                
congratulated his “friend Bibi” in Hebrew on Twitter after Netanyahu won reelection in 2015.110 This               
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friendliness represents the general warming relationship between India and Israel, which is further             
manifested in India’s recent decision at the United Nations Human Rights Council to abstain from voting                
to condemn Israel for its actions in the Gaza Strip.111 
 
This new strategic partnership could work well for India going forward, as Israel’s military, ideological,               
and diplomatic support could help Modi’s government achieve its goals of increased military strength and               
power, greater international and domestic counterterrorism efforts, and more substantial technological and            
economic developments. Issues could arise however, if India refuses to wholeheartedly take a side in the                
Arab-Israeli conflict and is caught an enemy of each, not an ally of both – something which may have                   
already begun to occur as the Palestinians react to India’s tepid UN abstentions.112 
 
US-Israel Relations 
 
The relationship between Israel and the U.S. has historically been characterized by loyalty and friendship,               
built on common strategic interests in the Middle East. However, under the Obama Administration, these               
interests have in some ways diverged and in others clashed, such that the tone of relations is cooler and                   
the nature of cooperation is more complicated. Nevertheless, the U.S. remains a strong ally of Israel and                 
will likely remain so in the foreseeable future. 
 
In 1948, the U.S. under President Harry Truman was the first nation to recognize the modern state of                  
Israel.113 In the following years, American support for Israel was modest, as in the early years of the Cold                   
War the U.S. feared alienating Arab countries and pushing them into the arms of the U.S.S.R by                 
supporting Israel.114 It was not until the 1967 Six Day War that U.S. President Lyndon B. Johnson                 
demonstrated the U.S.’s increased support for Israel’s security and military strength with the sale of F-4                
Phantom fighters to Israel. This move established the American policy of maintaining Israel’s Qualitative              
Military Edge (QME) over its neighbors in the Middle East, a commitment based on the idea that a                  
Middle East filled with many Soviet-influenced Arab states could be counterbalanced by a single liberal               
democracy with superior weapons: Israel.115 
 
This commitment based on Cold War alliances strengthened ties between the U.S. and Israel for two                
decades, and in 1988 Israel was designated a major non-NATO ally (MNNA) by the U.S., granting it                 
some of the special military and trade privileges enjoyed by NATO members.116 After the Cold War                
ended, the U.S. maintained its relations with Israel and continued to view it as a critical ally in the Middle                    
East. In 2007, President George W. Bush signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the               
two nations that promised $30 billion of American military aid over the following decade.117 Anticipating               
the expiration of this MOU, President Obama signed a new defense aid agreement with Israel in                
September 2016 promising an increased $38 billion in military aid from 2019 to 2028.118 
 
Indeed, the most tangible evidence of the close U.S.-Israel relationship is the remarkable amounts of               
Foreign Military Financing (FMF) the U.S. has provided Israel. Israel is the largest recipient of American                
FMF: in FY2016 grants to Israel made up 53% of the requested FMF budget.119 These funds represent                 
20% of Israel’s total defense spending.120 Additional preference towards Israel is shown in the stipulation               
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that Israel may receive its aid as a single sum in the first 30 days of the fiscal year, allowing it to deposit                       
and accrue interest on those funds. Under the previous MOU signed by President Bush, Israel was also                 
allowed to use some of its FMF funds for in-country purchases; in 2015, 26.3% of Israel’s FMF aid was                   
spent domestically, a privilege no other aid recipient is allowed.121 In the most recent MOU, however,                
these privileges are notably excluded or decreased, likely because Israel’s defense sector has improved              
since 2007 to the point where in some cases it competes with U.S. firms.122 Other forms of U.S. aid to                    
Israel include funds designated for the absorption of refugees and technology and energy research and               
development cooperation as part of the Israel-US Binational Research and Development Foundation            
(BIRD) and the American Schools and Hospitals Abroad (ASHA). 
 
Nevertheless, despite this robust partnership, in recent years cracks have formed in the foundation of               
U.S.-Israeli cooperation. Under the Obama administration in particular, U.S. foreign policy interests and             
actions in the Middle East have diverged from those of Israel. On the issue of Israel and the Palestinians,                   
Obama was invested early in his administration in pursuing of a two-state solution. But his early demand                 
that Israel halt settlement in the West Bank “blindsided”123 Prime Minister Netanyahu, and once complied               
with failed to bring the Palestinians to the negotiating table until the moratorium was nearly expired.                
Talks fizzled out, and though they were renewed later by Secretary of State Kerry in 2013, they again                  
failed to produce any progress.124 Indeed, the most tangible result may be the loss of credibility of the                  
Obama administration in the eyes of Israelis, some of whom saw Kerry’s handling of the negotiation                
process as lacking or unfair.125  
 
Perhaps the biggest clash in recent years between the U.S. and Israel was over the JCPOA of 2015.                  
Although the deal was presented by the Obama administration as a landmark step in containing Iran’s                
nuclear power, to an increasingly right-wing Israeli government that views Iran as one of the main threats                 
to its national security the deal seemed to undermine Israel’s military edge and invite Iranian nuclear                
armament.126 Netanyahu was vocal and public in his condemnation of the deal, and circumvented the               
White House to voice his concerns to Republicans in the U.S. Congress in an attempt to prevent the deal                   
from succeeding.127 Despite his efforts, however, the deal remains and will likely be a cause for tension in                  
the future. 
 
Consideration of recent relations between the U.S. and Israel would be remiss without mention of the                
tense personal relationship between President Obama and Prime Minister Netanyahu. Their relationship            
has been characterized by misunderstanding and offense. Netanyahu’s actions in response to the Iran Deal               
is just one example of the animosity between the two leaders; over Obama’s two terms each has claimed                  
disrespect or offense from the other and made obvious their mutual dislike.128 
 
Most recently, tensions between the Obama and Netanyahu administrations were illustrated when on             
December 23, 2016 the U.S. abstained and allowed the UNSC to adopt Resolution 2334 condemning               
Israeli settlements.129 The U.S. was the sole abstention, while the resolution - backed by Malaysia, New                
Zealand, Senegal, and Venezuela - passed 14-0.130 By not vetoing the resolution, the U.S. broke with a                 
decades-old policy of vetoing UNSC resolutions describing Israeli settlements as illegal.131 On December             
28, Secretary of State Kerry then defended the U.S.’s decision at the Security Council and harshly                
censured Israeli settlements, describing them as a threat to a two-state solution and Israel’s future.132 He                
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argued that the vote at the UNSC was about securing “Israel’s future as a Jewish and democratic state,                  
living side by side in peace and security with its neighbors. That’s what we are trying to preserve, for our                    
sake and theirs.”133 Netanyahu responded with acrimony, maintaining that “Israelis do not need to be               
lectured about the importance of peace by foreign leaders. Israel’s hand has been extended in peace                
from...its very first day. We pray for peace and we’ve worked for it every day since then.”134  
 
Evidently, in the last days of the Obama administration the U.S.-Israeli alliance hit a low not seen for                  
decades. President Donald Trump will have to address this inherited animosity in his dealings with Israel.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Israel 
 
As discussed above, strengthening diplomatic, economic, and security ties characterize today’s           
relationship between India and Israel. In a stark departure from its Cold War anti-Israel stance, India                
currently acknowledges shared strategic interests between it and Israel and more enthusiastically pursues             
mutually beneficial cooperation. These warming relations are very much in line with American interests.              
In the coming years, the U.S. should repair its relationship with Israel; while maintaining Israel on the                 
American side in the current Middle East alliance system, the U.S. should then encourage bilateral               
security and economic cooperation between Israel and India as one of several means to further pull India                 
towards the U.S. in the Middle Eastern balance of power. Still, the U.S. must be cautious that an                  
increasingly confident India and an Israel less dependent on U.S. military and economic support could               
begin pursue their own agendas in the near future.  
 
India’s interest in a closer connection to Israel is grounded in a desire to establish itself as a great power                    
in Asia. Though historically India favored the Palestinians over Israel because of Cold War ideology and                
a pro-Arab foreign policy, when the Cold War ended and Arab states failed to reciprocate this preference                 
in the ongoing dispute with Pakistan over Kashmir, India became more open to interaction with Israel.                
Since officially normalizing diplomatic relations in 1992, trade and military cooperation in particular have              
steadily increased between India and Israel. 
 
India and Israel are relatively compatible as liberal democracies both interested in economic growth and               
counterterrorism surrounded by hostile neighbors. Cooperation between Israel and India is mutually            
beneficial. Where India seeks to purchase arms with national security in mind, Israel is ready and willing                 
to export defense technology, already averaging $2 billion annually in military sales.135 India’s enormous              
agricultural population already benefits from Israeli irrigation technology and expertise through a jointly             
launched network of agricultural training centers in India.136 This cooperation will likely only increase in               
the near future, and will help sustain economic growth in each country. 
 
Politically, Israel’s friendship with India underscores a larger Israeli desire to divert attention from the               
Palestinian issue and towards what it sees as more pressing issues in the Middle East. India has in recent                   
years lessened its support for the Muslim countries in favor of a more pragmatic relationship with                
Israel.137 As Israel’s settlement activity faces growing criticism from its American and European allies,              
relations with a less interested India seem more and more attractive.138 Furthermore, Prime Minister              
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Netanyahu has long made clear his wish to lessen Israel’s dependence on U.S. aid,139 a desire likely only                  
worsened by his sour relationship with President Obama.140 By bulking up defense trade with India,               
Netanyahu seems to be seeking alternative allies to the U.S., increasing Israel’s diplomatic options and               
creating some strategic breathing room. In its cooperation with India, Israel is also surely keeping in mind                 
its substantial submarine force141 and how convenient friendly ties with the Indian Navy would be in                
South Asian waters.142 
 
However, India and Israel’s interests diverge on the issues of China and Iran. India has expressed                
enthusiastic support for the JCPOA143 (which Israel strongly opposes 144) and the economic opportunities it              
offers, while Israel and China - which has a rather adversarial relationship with India, as discussed below                 
- have grown close in recent years.145 Although these positions are contradictory and could pose problems                
in the future, they haven’t interfered with Indo-Israeli relations much so far. 
 
All in all, the blossoming friendship between India and Israel should be viewed positively by Washington.                
The growth their trade stimulates in India contributes to the global economy and strengthens a U.S. ally in                  
an increasingly Chinese-dominated East Asia. India and Israel are both strong liberal democracies that can               
serve U.S. interests in Asia. As India’s fast-growing economy continues to improve, the U.S. will want to                 
maintain a close, positive relationship to secure its foreign policy interests in the region. 
 
However, Israeli trade with India – especially in the defense industry – could pose a threat to American                  
economic interests there as Israeli firms compete with American companies for coveted arms deals.              
Already, India chose to purchase Israeli Spike missiles over American Javelin missiles in 2014, despite               
the U.S.’s active attempts to make the sale.146 This was surely an unwelcome loss for the U.S., especially                  
with American military aid to Israel what it is. Even though the U.S. is surely justified in its dedication to                    
Israel’s qualitative military edge, it should be wary that Israel’s strength doesn’t interfere with American               
interests. This wariness has already been expressed in the phasing-out in Israeli-American military aid              
agreement of Israel’s ability to use U.S. funds to purchase domestically.147  
 
Indeed, though closer ties can benefit the economies and security of India and Israel, Washington should                
be wary of how India’s growing role in Israel could undermine that country’s strategic dependence on the                 
U.S., especially in light of recent disagreements over Iran and the Palestinians. On counterterrorism and               
general foreign policy goals India, Israel, and the U.S. are still very similar. But as trade with India and                   
other Asian nations builds more diplomatic breathing room for Israel, the U.S. should be careful that                
Israel’s new friendships don’t undermine its longstanding relationship with the U.S. Should Israel             
continue to contradict American interests while growing closer with other allies, the U.S. may want to put                 
some distance between India and Israel to ensure its influence in each country remains consistently               
strong. Still, in the short term, the primary objective of Washington vis-à-vis India and Israel should be to                  
encourage India and Israel to move and remain respectively onto the US side of a labyrinthine Middle                 
Eastern alliance system.  
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India-Turkey Relations 
 
The prospects for a growing relationship between India and Turkey is favorable, particularly in the realm                
of economics. While diplomatically, the two might disagree on various global issues, a mutual              
commitment between India and Turkey to overall cooperation during the past three decades should keep               
relations positive going into the future.  
 
Diplomatic relations between Turkey and India reach back all the way to the 15th century between the                 
Muslim rulers who controlled much of India at the time and the sultans the Turkish Ottoman Empire.148                 
As a result, Turkish culture influenced Indian architecture and language.149 For centuries afterwards,             
however, relations were infrequent. India’s support for Turkey during the Turkish War of Independence              
(1919-1923) and reformation during the 1920s then led to a warming of relations.150 However, during the                
Cold War, the two were on opposite sides, with Turkey allied with the U.S. within NATO and India                  
aligned with the Soviet Union. Only after the Cold War did India and Turkey resume diplomatic relations.                 
Since then, high-level diplomatic visits between the countries have increased rapidly in frequency, and the               
Turkey-India Parliamentary Friendship Group was established following the 2011 Turkish general           
elections.151 
 
One particularly high-level recent visit was Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s 2008 visit to               
India, in which the prime ministers of both nations decided to intensify defense cooperation.152 This was                
the largest development in India-Turkey relations since 1986, when the-then Turkish Prime Minister             
Turgut Ozal visited India to discuss military ties, leading the two to sign an aviation agreement and India                  
to open a defense office in Turkey.153 Since then, India and Turkey have conducted several joint military                 
exercises, and there are opportunities for more cooperation.  
 
Trade between the two countries covers a wide range of industries. Turkey’s exports to India include                
gold, metal ores, and textiles, while India’s exports to Turkey include car parts, petroleum products, and                
organic chemicals.154 Trade began in the 1970s with the creation of the Bilateral Trade Agreement,               
followed by the Joint Commission on Economic and Technical Cooperation ten years after. Decades later,               
trade and business ties remain strong. The India-Turkey Joint Business Council met most recently in               
2014.155 In the future, trade between India and Turkey might include an increase in information exchange                
regarding space technology and data, an area in which Turkey views India as having valuable insight and                 
resources.156 
 
From India’s point of view, its recent growth and increasing influence in the world make it a more                  
valuable partner to Turkey—India is aware of its role as a source of technology and an economic partner                  
to Turkey. In August of 2016, both foreign affairs ministries created a plan for economic cooperation for                 
the next few years.157 As such, Turkey and India are committed to maintaining a healthy economic                
relationship, and it is likely that trade volume between the two will increase in the coming years in sectors                   
with room for growth, such as energy, science, and infrastructure.158  
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Politically, the structures of Turkey and India are in many ways quite similar. They are both democracies                 
with growing economies. Both were part of the TIMBIs in 2011, a group of the most promising                 
economies at that time, comprising of Turkey, India, Mexico, Brazil, and Indonesia.159 They are              
increasingly influential regional players in Asia. That said, there are several points of possible future               
contention between India and Turkey. 
 
First, the Justice and Development Party (AKP) government in Turkey, which took power in the 2011                
elections, is disliked by some Indian officials.160 While India has maintained its democratic and secular               
nature, Turkey has been slowly heading in a more authoritarian and Islamist direction. This is most                
evident in the failed coup d’etat attempt in Turkey on July 25-26, 2016, which resulted in the increasing                  
of executive power by Erdogan and a purge of dissenters. Initially, this event might only have prompted                 
distant disapproval from India; but quite recently the Turkish Foreign Minister proclaimed that             
FETO—the Turkish organization allegedly behind the coup—has infiltrated India, providing basis for the             
Foreign Minister’s request for exchange of information from India and cooperation against terrorism.161             
As of now, India is “looking into” the situation.162 
 
In addition, the region of Kashmir, contested between India and Pakistan, has been a point of contention                 
for Indian-Turkish relations in the past. Turkey has called for a UN vote on the region, but as of 2011 has                     
changed its position and started merely calling for dialogue between India and Pakistan, a stance similar                
to India’s own.163 This can be interpreted as a move by Turkey to forge a warmer relationship with India.                   
As such, the issue of Kashmir is unlikely to be a hindrance to Indian-Turkish friendship.  
 
Perhaps the largest possible diplomatic roadblock between India and Turkey lies in the Syrian crisis. In                
February of 2010, the two countries signed an agreement on terrorism.164 However, in regards to Syria,                
the two have different goals and thus have not actively cooperated. Turkey has been targeted by the                 
Islamic State, based in Syria and Iraq, and has been overwhelmed by the Syrian refugee crisis. Ankara has                  
also positioned itself in opposition to the Syrian regime of President Bashar al-Assad.165  
 
India, on the other hand, strongly opposes foreign intervention and supports state sovereignty (regardless              
of regime type), in part fearing that supporting intervention would set a precedent for foreign intervention                
in Kashmir.166 This means by default, India supports the Assad regime, the current regime within the                
sovereign state of Syria, regardless of the atrocities committed by the Assad government. The fact that the                 
Syrian Foreign Minister visited New Delhi in January 2016 could indicate somewhat warmer relations              
between Damascus and New Delhi.167 Given the centrality of the Syrian Civil War for global power                
dynamics, Turkey and India’s contrasting objectives might put a strain on the otherwise promising              
diplomatic relationship between the nations, but likely will not affect the burgeoning economic exchange.  
 
US-Turkey Relations 
 
Historically, U.S.-Turkey relations have been quite cooperative, on both the economic and diplomatic             
fronts. However, several obstacles have emerged in recent years that could threaten the future of what                
could and should be a very effective partnership between the two nations: Turkey’s drift towards               
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authoritarianism; growing Russo-Turkish rapprochement; and Turkish-Kurdish relations. These frictions         
must be taken into account when considering the trilateral relationship between the U.S., Turkey, and               
India.  

 
The modern diplomatic relationship between the U.S. and Turkey began in 1927, after the founding of the                 
Turkish Republic.168 Two decades later, the two countries created the Economic and Technical agreement,              
applying the Truman Doctrine—a declaration of U.S. support of democratic groups facing suppression by              
external forces in the context of the Cold War—to their relationship.169 The U.S.-Turkey friendship              
deepened into a formal alliance when Turkey joined NATO, the U.S.-led alliance against the Soviet               
Union, in 1951.170 
 
Only a few tensions have marked an otherwise friendly historical diplomatic bond between the U.S. and                
Turkey. First, the 1974 Turkish invasion of Cyprus caused the U.S. to place an arms embargo and Turkey,                  
in retaliation, to close all U.S. defense facilities in the country.171 Second, in 2003, the Turkish Parliament                 
did not allow the U.S. to use Turkish territory as a base for American operations in Iraq, a notable                   
decision for the recently-elected AKP in Ankara.172 However, President Obama and Prime Minister             
Erdogan have since then completed several official visits and spearheaded several joint agreements and              
operations.  
 
In the present, economic cooperation between the U.S. and Turkey is robust, primarily relying upon the                
2009 Framework for Strategic Economic and Commercial Cooperation and the 2013 High Level             
Committee.173 Both have effectively stimulated collaboration in areas such as energy, technology,            
infrastructure, and aerospace technology. Moreover, the U.S. is currently pursuing even stronger            
economic ties with Turkey, believing that even more trade would be fruitful for both parties.174 From 2009                 
onwards, U.S. exports to Turkey have more than doubled.175 Common exports include aircraft, iron, steel,               
oil, cotton, and machinery. Imports into the U.S. from Turkey include vehicles, machinery, iron, steel, and                
marble.176  
 
In addition to economic cooperation, the U.S. and Turkey have a long history of military cooperation.                
Currently, most of this cooperation centers on a mutual interest in counter-terrorism. The earliest              
significant instance of Turkish and American forces working together was when 15,000 Turkish troops              
participated to the American-led coalition during the Korean War.177 Later, after Turkey’s induction into              
NATO, the U.S. constructed and began using the Incirlik Air Base in southern Turkey, which quickly                
became vital to U.S. interests in Asia. The air base was used for American operations during the Cold                  
War, and still houses over 25% of NATO’s nuclear stockpile.178 In the post-Cold War era, Incirlik is still a                   
crucial base for American operations in the Middle East; Incirlik has been used in operations to protect                 
Iraqi Kurds in 1990, for logistical support for U.S. missions in Afghanistan, and most recently as a U.S.                  
base for its ongoing efforts (supported by Turkey) to degrade and destroy IS in Iraq and Syria.179 Despite                  
the attempted coup d’etat on July 15 in Turkey and the ensuing unrest, Incirlik and Turkey more generally                  
remain essential to NATO’s capabilities and U.S. operations in the Middle East.  

 
Turkey is of particular importance to U.S. interests because of its critical geostrategic location. Turkey is                
the easternmost member of NATO, staring across the Black Sea into Russia’s southern underbelly.              
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Furthermore, Turkey controls the vital Bosporus and Dardanelles Straits, connecting the Mediterranean            
and Black Seas.180 
 
Still, despite a history of friendly relations between the U.S. and Turkey, several issues could weaken the                 
otherwise robust relationship. One such potential impediment is the U.S.’ alarm over the AKP’s              
increasing abandonment of democratic and secular values. In 2015, over 150 members of Congress              
expressed objection to the Turkish government’s censorship of media.181 U.S. officials have also shown              
concern over the rights and autonomy of Christians and Jews within Turkey.182 Following the failed coup                
attempt in July 2016, the AKP expelled and detained thousands of soldiers, teachers, and civil servants                
under the charge of involvement in the coup,183 though many believe the real motives for this “purge”                 
were the consolidation of power and elimination of dissenters. This shift to a more authoritarian               
government makes it more difficult for the U.S., a democracy, to establish common ground with Turkey.  
 
Second, ties between Turkey and Russia seem to be strengthening and finding new areas in which to                 
flourish. Given the tensions between the U.S. and Russia at the moment, this could harm U.S.-Turkish                
bilateral relations. Rising energy consumption in Turkey has led it to rely more on Russia as a source of                   
cheap energy.184 Turkey has also explored arms trade deals with Russia.185 In June 2016, Erdogan wrote                
Russian President Vladimir Putin a regretful letter regarding an incident in which a Turkish aircraft shot                
down a Russian aircraft on the Syrian-Turkish border, and in response Putin lifted economic sanctions on                
Turkey. This move can be seen as an attempt from Turkey to build warmer relationships with Russia,186                 
which could hinder U.S.-Turkey ties. In October 2016, Putin visited Turkey to talk about the possibilities                
Russo-Turkish reconciliation and building gas pipelines through Turkey that would directly connect            
Western Europe to Russian gas.187 That both Russia and Turkey have recently had tensions with the U.S.                 
is bringing them closer together, and should be an alarm bell to the U.S. 
 
A final strain between the U.S. and Turkey involves the Kurdish minority, a stateless ethnic group present                 
in Turkey, Syria, Iraq and Iran. They make up just less than one-fifth of Turkey’s population and do not                   
recognize Turkey as their government.188 Since the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) establishment in             
1984, the Kurds have been embroiled in bitter conflict with Turkey’s government.189 Both Turkey and the                
U.S. recognize the PKK as a terrorist group. However, the Syrian counterpart to the PKK—the               
Democratic Union Party (PYD)—is supported by the US in their operations against Syrian President              
Bashar al-Assad. But Ankara sees the PYD as merely an offshoot of the PKK, and thereby a terrorist                  
group by association. Though both Turkey and the U.S. want Assad out, their starkly contrasting attitudes                
towards the Kurdish people jeopardize cooperation. During the 2016 Jarablus offensive, after pushing             
Islamic State forces out of the border city of Jarablus, Turkish troops and Turkish-supported Syrian               
fighters then attacked the Kurdish-led Syrian Democratic Forces, which are supported by the U.S. This               
move caused American Secretary of Defense Ash Carter to request that Turkey focus on the fight against                 
the Islamic State.190 Most recently, in October 2016, during a planned offensive into the Islamic State-held                
city of Raqqa, Lieutenant General Stephen Townsend stated that the U.S. will “welcome any contributing               
nation that wants to make themselves part of the coalition” but not “with a whole bunch of strings                  
attached,”191 implying that Turkey’s objective of suppressing Kurdish people was interfering with            
operations against the Islamic State by creating friction within the anti-IS coalition.  
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Therefore, while U.S.-Turkey relations remain grounded in a relatively strong foundation of decades of              
economic and military cooperation, recent tensions risk jeopardizing the relationship.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Turkey 
 
As discussed above, although the U.S. and Turkey maintain generally friendly relations and remain              
nominal allies within the NATO alliance, a few potential issues arise. First is the shift away from a                  
secular and democratic government by the Erdogan regime, emphasized by the government’s severe and              
brutal response to the attempted coup attempt in July 2016. Second is the increasingly warm relations                
between Turkey, a U.S. ally, and Russia, a U.S. adversary. Third is the dispute Turkish-Kurdish conflict.                
Similarly, despite strong economic bonds, sources of contention for the India-Turkey relationship include             
Turkey’s drift from democracy and the Syrian Civil War.  
 
However, this should not dissuade the U.S. from trying to pull India or Turkey into an anti-Iran and                  
anti-Russia coalition for the Middle East, which India and Turkey, like Saudi Arabia and Israel, should be                 
key pillars of. In order to mollify potential issues between India and Turkey as partners in this alliance,                  
the U.S.’ first priority in the short-term should be to encourage trade between India and Turkey with the                  
goal of making India a more valuable trading partner to Turkey than Russia is to Turkey, thereby                 
decreasing Russian influence in the Middle East.  
 
Although today’s realities may make such a goal look unfeasible, this isn’t in fact the case. Turkey and                  
Russia are indeed working on a major gas pipeline deal that would allow Russian oil direct access to                  
Western European markets while bypassing Eastern Europe. In addition, Russia is a major exporter of oil                
to Turkey. Unfortunately, since India is not an oil producer, India cannot compete with Russia in this                 
sector. However, Turkey does look to India as a very important partner in terms of science and technology                  
and even renewable energy research. These are all robust fields in which Indo-Turkish cooperation can               
and should grow. 
 
In order to stimulate trade between India and Turkey, the U.S. can pursue several tactics. One is engaging                  
in a Middle Eastern summit in which both India and Turkey (but not Iran or Russia) are present, where                   
American, Indian and Turkish representatives can meet on the sidelines and the American delegation can               
underline the advantages of increased Indo-Turkish trade for both parties involved. At such a meeting, it                
should also be underscored that India and Turkey share a common identity as major regional powers with                 
growing economies. The U.S. can also engage in scientific and technological trade with India, even               
engaging in arms trade, emphasizing India as a powerhouse in science and technology and making India                
an even more appealing trading partner for Turkey. This rests on the reality that despite recent tensions                 
between the U.S. and Turkey, Turkey is still a U.S. ally and carefully monitors U.S. moves in Asia.  
 
Overall, although there are undoubtedly tensions in the trilateral relationship between the U.S., India, and               
Turkey, emphasizing economic bonds can pull both India and Turkey closer to one another, towards the                
U.S. and away from Russia and Iran.  
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Part 2: India, the United States, and East Asia 
 
India-China Relations 
 
As bordering states and rising powers, relations between China and India have become increasingly              
prominent and complex throughout the 21st century, especially in the economic realm. India and China               
have recognized the rising influence and strength each holds politically and economically and have              
increasingly made attempts to collaborate. While progress has been made within the realm of              
collaboration, territory, geography, and relations with both Pakistan and the U.S. have created some              
tensions between the two countries. 
 
Economically, India and China have risen as independent powers, which has complicated the relationship              
between the two nations by cushioning political schisms in economic interdependence. China has been              
India’s largest trading partner since 2008, but the value of the goods traded between the two countries has                  
fluctuated.192 When compared to the start of the century, there has been an overall rise in trade between                  
the two countries in recent years. Increasing from $2.92 billion USD in 2000 to $66.57 billion USD in                  
2012, there has been dramatic expansion in direct goods trading between the two countries.193 However,               
the figures from 2012 denote a 10% decrease in trade from the year before.194 It is also important to note                    
that the trade dynamic consists mainly of India importing Chinese-produced goods. The increasing             
economic significance of each country has pushed the leadership of both China and India to create a more                  
open political dialogue. 
 
The political relationship between the two states has become increasingly complex. Both countries are              
cognizant that each is a major power within Asia, which serves to undermine political cooperation               
between the two. Recently, there has been increased political dialogue, but this has faced challenges               
concerning events in East Asia, such as the South China Sea dispute, and the Middle East, with concerns                  
over access to oil and energy sources. Significantly, as Xi Jinping rose to power in China, he emphasized                  
an outline of five points to allow for cooperation between the two countries.195 The Indian Prime Minister,                 
Narendra Modi, has held several meetings with Xi in hopes of increased cooperation with China since                
taking office in 2014.196 In 2010, China (under the leadership of President Hu Jintao) and India (under                 
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh) established the India-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue (SED)            
forum as a tool for allowing increased political dialogue between the two countries.197 Since then, the                
countries have met in this forum four times, most recently in October 2016. Yet in many respects direct                  
political cooperation between the two countries has been limited. India has prominently turned its              
attention to China’s relationship with Pakistan, which whom China has cultivated a connection closer than               
that which it shares with India.198 China’s relationship with Pakistan presented a series of difficulties in                
conducting productive dialogue during the fourth SED meeting, especially as tensions rise in India’s              
Kashmir province (which borders Pakistan).199 Sino-Indian talks have also been difficult as the U.S. and               
India have formed closer, amiable ties, which China has come to view as potentially problematic. 
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Geography itself has played a large role in worsening the political relationship between India and China.                
Specifically, water has become a significant problem within the India-China relationship. China has the              
upstream geographical advantage of water sources coming from the Himalayas, which has led to Indian               
concerns over China’s control and potential “monopoly” over India’s downstream access to water.200 The              
Himalayan region also remains a source of continued tension, given that China seized territory in the area                 
after its 1962 war with India.201 Friction over territory has also recently risen to significance in light of the                   
South China Sea ruling by the Permanent Court of Arbitration in July 2016. India was quick to support                  
the Court’s ruling against China’s land claims within the South China Sea, seeing Chinese ambitions as                
potentially threatening to the stability of East Asia.202 After Beijing’s rejection of the court’s ruling, Japan                
and India released a joint statement that pushed for cooperation with the decision.203 However, under Xi’s                
expansive leadership, the China has yet to acknowledge the court’s ruling as legitimate and remove itself                
from territories claimed in the South China Sea.204 
 
While the Indian and Chinese governments have seen an increase in economic and political cooperation,               
the development of events within Asia have brought to light numerous key flashpoints between the two                
countries—namely Pakistan, water, and the South China Sea. India’s economic dependence on China             
should encourage a relatively stable political relationship in the future, yet not without tensions.  
 
US-China Relations 
 
Since 1949, when Mao Zedong declared the creation of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), the                
relationship between the U.S. and China has been tense and complex, influenced by a myriad of economic                 
and political factors. Over time, it appears that as trade between the two nations has increased, their                 
geopolitical relationship has warmed as well. However, immense tensions persist, as China emerges as a               
potential hegemon in East Asia.  
 
When the PRC was declared by Mao and the Chinese Communists in 1949, Washington was highly                
suspicious of the new government in Beijing. Washington had supported the Communists’ opponents, the              
Nationalists, in the Chinese Civil War.205 Following their defeat in 1949, the Nationalists fled to Taiwan;                
the issue of Taiwan was a point of tension in Sino-US relations for decades, and continues to be an                   
occasional flashpoint. In 1953-1955, 1956, and 1996, crises occurred between China, the U.S. and              
Taiwan, with the U.S. threatening to attack China with nuclear weapons over Taiwan in 1955.206 
 
Beijing and Washington were then on opposite sides in the Korean War (1950-1953), with the U.S.                
supporting South Korea while China supported the communist North.207 About 20 years later, in February               
1972, President Richard Nixon made his famous trip to China, where he signed the Shanghai               
Communique, which paved the way for a normalization of Sino-US relations in the following decades.208               
On January 1, 1979 President Jimmy Carter granted China full diplomatic recognition, in the process               
adopting a “One China” policy and severing normal ties with Taiwan. As diplomatic relations between               
Beijing and Washington grew less cold over the 1970s, trade between the two nations also began to                 
expand, growing from $5 million in 1971 to $900 million in 1973.209  
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Following the economic woes inflicted on China Mao’s Great Leap Forward and Cultural Revolution,              
Deng Xiaoping led China into an era of trade liberalization starting in the 1980s and sought out reforms                  
that opened the Chinese economy. This change in policy led to China’s incredible economic takeoff,               
averaging 10.1% GDP growth from 1981 to 2011.210 As China became a major economic power, the U.S.                 
came to view China as an essential trading partner. In 2000, President Bill Clinton signed the U.S.-China                 
Relations Act, which granted Beijing permanent normal trade relations with the United States paved the               
way for China’s entry into the World Trade Organization.211  
 
Today, the economic relationship between the U.S. and China today is defined by what Professor Stephen                
Roach coins as “codependency.”212 The world’s two largest economies not only complement each other              
economically, but fuel each other’s growth. The U.S. is the ultimate consumer economy: consumption              
comprises nearly 70% of the country’s GDP.213 As a consumer economy, the U.S. relies on China for                 
cheap goods and labor. In addition, due to its exceptionally-low saving rate, the U.S. has run up a massive                   
bilateral trade deficit with China. Meanwhile, as the ultimate producer economy, China relies on the U.S.                
to support its export-led growth. Nonetheless, US-Chinese economic relations have somewhat stagnated            
since the Financial Crisis of 2007-2008 as Chinese economic growth has slowed, reflecting the overall               
sheepish rate of world economic growth. 
 
The U.S. and China have also in recent years increasingly been at odds geopolitically. As China rises and                  
builds up its military,214 its neighbors, including the American allies of Japan, South Korea, and the                
Philippines, have been extraordinarily concerned about Beijing flexing its muscles over contested island             
chains in the East and South China Seas. In recent years China has been strengthening its position in these                   
key bodies of water by fortifying numerous islands and reclaimed atols.215 China’s often-harsh             
authoritarianism, including the Tiananmen Massacre of 1989 and the crackdowns against political            
dissidents and legal activists by President Xi Jinping in recent years, have also alienated many in                
Washington. Furthermore, China is the most frequent source country for observed distributed            
denial-of-service (DDos) cyberattacks against the U.S.,216 with cybersecurity emerging as an increasingly            
hot point of friction between Beijing and Washington in recent years.  
 
As China rises, the Sino-American relationship is arguably the most important geopolitical relationship in              
today’s geopolitical environment. We will now explore opportunities for cooperation between           
Washington and New Delhi on addressing with China’s rise.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis China 
 
President Obama described the U.S.-India relationship the “indispensable partnership of the 21st            
century.”217 Both the U.S. and India are powerful nations; they are two of the top three energy consumers                  
in the world, and combined make up over 22% of the world’s population.218 However, their partnership                
does not exist in a vacuum. Rather, China plays a fundamental role in the relationship. China is the largest                   
trading partner of the U.S. in exports,219 and the largest trading partner of India in terms of total trade.220                   
China is the largest global consumer of energy, importing over 8 million barrels of oil per day.221 Since                  
the 2008 Financial Crisis, China has sought to expand its influence through the One Belt, One Road                 
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(OBOR) project, steel dumping, geostrategic maneuvering for oil, and increased territorial claims in the              
South China and East China Seas. Neither the U.S. nor India hopes to see China exercise hegemonic                 
power over Asia, so the two nations should partner in acting as an economic and geopolitical                
counterbalance to China’s expanding power. 
 
The U.S. and China are truly codependent. The U.S. needs China’s cheap goods and labor to support its                  
companies and consumer society. China needs U.S. demand to keep its state-owned or state-subsidized              
factories running and citizens employed. What is more, the U.S. is over a trillion dollars in debt to China.                   
Over the past 35 years, China’s economy has grown at an astonishing rate, over 10% from 1980-2010, but                  
its growth is slowing down.222 On the other hand, the U.S. has seen anemic growth post-2008. While                 
China is a partner to the U.S., it is also a competitor. The U.S. has strong economic interests in Asia, and                     
a dominant China would make the other Asia powers more deferential to Chinese interests to American                
ones. Thus, the U.S. should support the growing Indian counterweight to China by continuing to support                
the India-Pacific Economic Corridor (IPEC), which will increase economic connectivity in South Asia.223             
The Trump Administration should also prioritize the U.S.-India State and Urban Initiative, which will              
promote policy innovation on between urban leaders in both countries, specifically on the clean energy               
front. An effective way to counterbalance China’s growth is innovation in clean energy.224 At least one                
nation will become the great clean energy power of the 21st century, and the U.S. and India should join                   
forces to ensure that they, rather than China, are the heavyweights in that field. 
 
The partnership between Washington and New Delhi should not be solely economic. China is seeking to                
expand its influence to Asia and Europe by a variety of means, namely through its pursuit of energy                  
security and island territories. Most of China’s oil goes through the Strait of Malacca, a narrow maritime                 
pathway in between the mid-level powers of Indonesia and Malaysia. China hopes to increase its energy                
security by reducing its reliance on the Strait of Malacca, and is doing so through the China-Pakistan                 
Economic Corridor (CPEC), one of the flagship projects of OBOR. CPEC will allow China to allow some                 
oil imports to bypass the Strait of Malacca. This project is a clear example of China exerting its                  
geopolitical influence. CPEC goes through the region of the Kashmir, contested by India and Pakistan.225               
Should a new permanent alignment occur between Pakistan and China, India will be literally cornered               
into a new Asian military-economic order. The U.S. and India can cooperate to put a check on this                  
development by putting more military naval vessels in the Indian Ocean. Another strategy is at least                
attempting to facilitate trade and thaw relations between India and Pakistan. Pakistan makes up less than 1                 
percent of India’s total merchandise trade,226 meaning that there is plenty of room for growth. The U.S.                 
should also assist India and Pakistan in negotiating peace over the Kashmir, and promote nuclear               
nonproliferation in both countries to promote regional stability. 
 
The U.S. greatly benefits from the economic success of both India and China, but using India as a check                   
to Chinese power would immensely support American geostrategic interests in Asia. A strong India can               
help counterbalance China and prevent it from expanding its sphere of influence too far. Furthermore,               
innovative partnerships with India can stimulate a new era of economic growth in the U.S., particularly in                 
technology and clean energy. This would allow the U.S. to help reduce its codependency with China. The                 
U.S. and India should support China’s pursuit for energy security (a shortage in fuel supply would                
devastate the Chinese economy, and the global economy would be pulled down with it), but the two                 
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countries should also ensure that China is not using this pursuit to create a new alignment in Asia that                   
would put America and Indian interests at risk. 
 
India-Japan Relations 
 
Buddhism was introduced to Japan by the Indian monk Bodhisena in 736 C.E.,227 marking the beginning                
of strong Indo-Japanese cultural ties that have remained strong into the modern age, with shared interest                
in Bollywood and Japanese pop culture (especially anime) facilitating exchanges of young people             
between the two nations. The Indo-Japan Cultural Agreement remains strong with the hosting of              
large-scale events such as the “Japan-India Tourism Exchange Year”.228 Ultimately, Indian and Japanese             
culture exchange is substantial and growing, and can serve as a basis for political friendship. 
 
In terms of security, despite having been Cold War adversaries, India and Japan solidified their military                
partnership through the signing of a security pact on October 22nd, 2008. The security pact establishes                
cooperation in areas such as the policing of the Indian Ocean and the developing of tactics to better                  
combat terrorism. This is especially significant to Japan, as the only other countries with which it has                 
security pacts are the U.S. and Australia.229 On June 9th, 2016, India, Japan, and the U.S. began an annual                   
exercise, Malabar, to “advance the level of understanding between the navies’ sailors” and strengthen              
“mutual confidence, interoperability, and the sharing of best practices”. This alliance forms a bulwark              
against China’s expansion in the East China Sea, South China Sea, Indo-Chinese border, and Indian               
Ocean.230 India’s role can be expected to increase in this alliance, since the U.S. projection of power in the                   
region is failing to match Chinese expansion (from 2000 and 2015, China added 42 new submarines while                 
the United States added 13).231 Annual summit meetings and joint statements such as the “Japan and India                 
Vision 2025 Special Strategic and Global Partnership Working Together for Peace and Prosperity of the               
Indo-Pacific Region and the World” (December 12th, 2015) reflect a trend of strengthening cooperation.232 
Indo-Japanese burgeoning military ties will likely form the backbone of resistance to Chinese expansion,              
especially if U.S. influence in the region declines. 
 
At a bilateral summit in New Delhi in December 2015, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe and Indian                 
Prime Minister Narendra Modi signed a memorandum of agreement on civil nuclear cooperation. Critical              
forged components from Japan (some of which account for 80% of the global market, despite the other                 
eleven countries that have already signed civil nuclear cooperation agreements with India) form a              
bottleneck to Indian nuclear power production that, considering India’s growing need for a steady supply               
of clean energy, pressures India to compromise over key issues such as reduced liability for accidents,                
restrictive reprocessing procedures, and permanent termination of weapons testing.233 The Chinese export            
of nuclear plants to Pakistan (e.g. Chashma-3 reactor) provides further impetus for accelerated             
Indo-Japanese nuclear cooperation.234 Despite differences in principle over the possession of nuclear            
weapons, India and Japan can be expected to cooperatively develop nuclear energy. 
 
In 2016, Japan committed to investing another $25 billion USD in India in projects such as the Dedicated                  
Freight Corridor and Delhi-Mumbai Industrial Corridor,235 reflecting a continued interest in India’s            
growth as an economic partner (Japan is India’s largest bilateral donor of official development              
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assistance).236 Private sector investment is also strong, with foreign direct investment reaching $18.81             
billion USD between the years 2000 and 2015 (making Japan the fourth largest source of foreign direct                 
investment in India), and with Japanese manufacturing companies ranking India the “most attractive             
investment destination” according to a survey by the Japan Bank of International Cooperation.237 Policy is               
being adjusted to facilitate the development of private ties between the two economies, with the               
Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion setting up a mechanism to fast-track Japanese             
investments, and the Tokyo Declaration for Japan-India Special Strategic and Global Partnership targeting             
the doubling of foreign direct investment and number of Japanese firms in India by 2019.238 The                
Japan-India Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement, once fully carried into effect, will lift            
customs duties on 94% of trade between the two nations, enabling massive trade creation.239              

Indo-Japanese trade volume is still limited but can be expected to grow, and Japanese investment and aid                 
will remain instrumental to Indian economic development. 

 
US-Japan Relations 
 
Though the relationship between the U.S. and Japan has at certain points been fraught with tension, the                 
end of World War II marked a turning point in their relationship. Since then, the U.S. and Japan have                   
enjoyed a complex yet positive and cooperative relationship. It would be unsurprising, then, if their               
relationship remains cordial for the foreseeable future.  
 
The early 1900’s was marked with conflicts between U.S. and Japan, ranging from territorial disputes to                
competition over business opportunities in China.240 Following the 1931 Japanese invasion of Manchuria,             
the 1937 Sino-Japanese War, and the 1940 Japanese invasion of Indochina, the U.S. placed embargoes on                
exports vital to Japan, including oil, steel, and iron. These embargoes, which hit particularly hard because                
Japan lacked these resources and the U.S. was its primary supplier, served as an impetus for Japan to enter                   
World War II on the side of the Axis in 1941.241 In December of 1941, Japan bombed Pearl Harbor, and in                     
reaction, the U.S. entered the war on the side of the Allies. From 1942 to the end of the war in 1945,                      
American and Japanese air, naval, and ground forces fought against each other in the Pacific Ocean                
theater.242 Ultimately, World War II drew to a conclusion after the U.S. dropped atomic bombs on                
Japanese cities Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945, resulting in Japan’s unconditional surrender.243 
 
Following World War II, the U.S., with assistance from several other countries, helped Japan to rebuild.                
The rebuilding of Japan fell into three phases: first, punish and rehabilitate Japan, next improve its                
economy, and finally create formal peace treaties. The first portion involved a major overhaul of Japan’s                
government and societal structures. Notably, Japan was pressed to adopt a new, more democratic              
constitution, which prohibited Japan from having a standing army, enacted land reform, and shifted its               
economy towards a capitalist free market.244 This process of the U.S. cooperating with Japan in rebuilding                
marked the start of a warming of Japanese-U.S. relations.  
 
As the U.S. was concerned about the rise of Communism in Asia, in 1960, the U.S. and Japan signed the                    
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security. This agreement officially established an alliance between the              
U.S. and Japan and granted the U.S. permission to place American forces in Japanese territory (allowing                
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the U.S. to establish a permanent military presence in Asia), and provided the now-pacifist Japan, which                
was now surrounded by Communist enemies (China and the Soviet Union), with military protection.245              
This ultimately led Japan to become dependent on the U.S. for security and freed it to focus on                  
revitalizing its economy, which Japan was able to do in record time;246 the U.S. began to be viewed as                   
Japan’s “benevolent protector.”  
 
However, the U.S. and Japan certainly faced challenges to their alliance. In the late 1960s, Japanese                
demonstrations against the U.S.’s involvement in the Vietnam War devolved into violence, and in 1971,               
President Richard Nixon undertook economic measures known as the “Nixon shocks”: reacting to Japan’s              
large export surplus with the U.S. and Japanese Prime Minister Eisaku Sato’s failure to restrict the                
abundance of Japanese textiles in the American market, Nixon took the U.S. from the gold standard and                 
badly harmed the Japanese economy, sent Henry Kissinger to China to negotiate a detente in U.S.-China                
relations, and taxed Japanese imports by ten percent. 
 
The 1980s then marked a time of economic competition between U.S. and Japan. Japanese companies               
were dominant in the U.S., there was a substantial trade deficit, and there were barriers to trade that                  
prevented U.S. products from entering the Japanese markets. In response, U.S.-Japanese relations grew             
tenser: in 1985, the U.S. restricted the number of Japanese computer chips that could enter the U.S.                 
market and later fined Japan for violating the policy, and in 1987, American Congressmen publicly               
destroyed a Toshiba radio to express anger at Toshiba (a Japanese company) for having cooperated with                
the Soviet Union. At the end of the 1980s, a Gallup poll found that Americans were wary of Japan; more                    
than half of Americans believed that Japan was a greater threat than the Soviet Union was to the U.S.                   

Ultimately, though, Saddam Hussein’s 1990 Kuwait invasion and the bursting of Japan’s economic             
bubble prevented U.S.-Japan relations from worsening.247 Furthermore, it’s important to note that            
throughout all these problems until now, Japan has continued to fall under the umbrella of U.S. military                 
protection and the U.S. and Japan were still technically allies.  
 
With a vision of U.S.-Japanese relations in the past in mind, it follows that the U.S. and Japan will                   
maintain cordial relations in the future. Japan still relies on the U.S. for military protection (increasingly                
against a newly-assertive China), and the U.S. relies on Japan to position military forces in order to                 
maintain a presence in East Asia and address China’s rise. Japan and the U.S. are allies, and unless some                   
unforeseen drastic event occurs in the near future that alters that, it appears they will remain allies in the                   
future as well.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Japan 
 
Japan has served as a major U.S. ally in the Asia-Pacific region and is a cornerstone of any policy in the                     
region, given its shared economic and political interests with the U.S. (and its hosting of numerous U.S.                 
military bases). However, one must take into account the potential for a change in U.S. policy towards                 
Japan, as suggested by President Donald Trump’s rhetoric of American withdrawal from costly             
engagements abroad. This might lead to a situation where Japan and India would have to bear more of the                   
burden for curtailing China’s rise, rather than the U.S. 

33 



 
Japan is currently a critical stationing and resupply point for U.S. forces, allowing the U.S. to project                 
power into the East China Sea, and the passing of two security laws in March of 2016 (allowing Japanese                   
Self-Defense Forces to engage in collective defense of allies such as U.S. vessels without violating               
pacifistic principles in its Constitution) suggests Japan can play a larger role in deterring Chinese               
expansionism. However, Japan’s stagnating economy and vocal domestic opposition limit its capacity for             
a military build-up on a scale that would allow it to match Chinese spending. Maintaining a balance of                  
power in the region (especially if the U.S. scales back its direct involvement) requires greater Japanese                
cooperation with India. The U.S. should encourage India and Japan to develop their existing security               
pacts into a mutual defense pact, which would commit the two nations to a unified course of action in                   
East Asia. This measure, in tandem with the existing strong civil nuclear cooperation between India and                
Japan, could give additional assurance to Japan that it would be able to achieve nuclear breakout and                 
establish its own nuclear deterrent in the event that the U.S. withdraws the nuclear umbrella (as President                 
Trump hinted at on the campaign trail). Facilitating stronger ties between India and Japan is in                
Washington’s interest whether or not the U.S. pulls back from East Asia: either way, it would help to                  
balance out Chinese power in the region. Ideally, we recommend that the U.S. not withdraw and work                 
closely with India and Japan to contain China.  
 
Economically, the failure of the U.S.-led Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the development of the              
China-led Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) could see a reversal of fortunes for the              
U.S. in East Asia; previously, the U.S. could have tapped further into the burgeoning Asian market to                 
revitalize its own economy, but is now in danger of being excluded. Japan is considering turning to the                  
RCEP as a substitute means of restarting economic growth, while India has already been in negotiations                
with China on the terms, still deliberating over whether the benefits from increased foreign direct               
investment justify the costs incurred due to the opening of protected industries. Considering that Japan               
already has plans to stimulate investment and construction in India, it may be in the interests of the U.S.                   
to extend technical and financial assistance to the Japanese-led efforts to increase infrastructure and              
capital in India, reducing India’s need for investment from RCEP partners and encouraging India to turn                
to Japan and the U.S. instead of China. This can simultaneously aid in the revitalization of the U.S.                  
(without necessarily increasing immigration and triggering corresponding backlash in the current political            
climate) and Japanese economies (Japan is the fourth largest trading partner of the U.S.) and reduce                
India’s economic dependence on China, preventing the divergence of economic and security interests that              
would complicate the U.S.-India-Japan alliance in the region. 
 
Overall, we recommend that the U.S foster a strong Washington-Tokyo-New Delhi alliance to contain              
Chinese aggression in East Asia. A key element of this should be American encouragement of diplomatic                
and economic ties between Japan and India.  
 
India-South Korea Relations 
 
India and South Korea’s relationship stems from a rich cultural and historical tradition. Until recently, this                
relationship was never fully cultivated. However, in the current environment, characterized by revolutions             
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in technology, the opening of the Indian market, Chinese expansionism, and North Korean aggression,              
India and South Korea now find each other closer than ever before. 
 
The economic factors that drive the relationship between India and North Korea today are significant. In                
2015, India and South Korea exchanged $16.27 billion USD in trade.248 Surely, much of this is a result of                   
the favorable trade deals the countries have developed. For example, the Bilateral Comprehensive             
Economic Cooperation Agreement (CEPA), signed in Seoul in 2009, significantly lowered tariffs between             
the nations and expanded the reaches of Korean banks in India. Subsequently, bilateral trade increased by                
40 percent the following year. As a result of these trade deals, India has risen to become the 7th largest                    
export market for Korean firms, while Korea has provided India with invaluable investment. By              
December 2015, Korean companies had invested $3.91 billion in India.249 Korean giant Posco has also               
agreed to make India’s largest-ever foreign investment in the construction of a $12 billion iron mine and                 
steel mill, one that would create 48,000 jobs if ever implemented in the future.250 The establishment of an                  
Indian Chamber of Commerce in Korea in 2010 and the building of a Korean Industrial Park in the state                   
of Rajasthan will only serve to further the economic goodwill between the powers.251 Finally,              
collaboration in the tech industry and the shipbuilding industry has become a strong focus of the                
India-South Korea relationship. The two nations recently produced MOUs for cooperation in audio-visual             
production.252 They also voiced a commitment to collaboration in electronics hardware manufacturing and             
the formation of a joint working group on shipbuilding.253 
 
India and South Korea similarly share an important strategic partnership that synchronizes the foreign              
policy initiatives of the two nations. The powers already appear to have established strong diplomatic ties.                
For example, on Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s most recent visit to Korea, the two nations                
officially developed a “special strategic partnership.”254 As part of this announcement, the two countries              
declared their commitment to democratic principles and liberal economic systems in Asia. They also              
detailed extensive coordination to come in “foreign affairs [and] defense.” In addition to the              
implementation of annual summit meetings, the creation of a joint commission led by the foreign               
ministers of the two countries, the start of regular cooperation between the National Security Councils of                
the two nations, and the commencement of “staff-level talks between the two navies” will all serve to                 
solidify this goal.255 India’s recent offer to allow South Korea to use its satellite launch facilities, which                 
might eventually aid in intelligence gathering, is another facet of this newfound partnership.256  
 
The key in this budding relationship is that the two countries are approaching their foreign policy in Asia                  
with similar goals. Park’s “Middle Power” diplomacy - trying to build coalitions with other              
non-superpowers in Asia - points naturally toward India. Meanwhile, India’s Act East Policy points              
directly toward Korea. Thus, the two nations have come together as likely allies.257 Korea’s willingness to                
finally accept India into the Nuclear Suppliers Group, since Korea has control over the rotating chair until                 
2017, will only foster greater security cooperation.258 
 
The relationship between India and South Korea is, of course, also born out of extreme fear of common                  
enemies. Both nations are concerned about Chinese expansionism in East Asia. South Korea sees              
expanding Chinese influence firsthand, manifested in the control China has built over North Korea and               
the recent uptick in Chinese activity in the East China Sea. India has also had recent problems with China,                   
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such as the 2013 incident concerning the encampment of Chinese troops in the disputed Depsang               
valley.259 Apart from China, the two nations also find commonalities in their enmity toward Pakistan and                
North Korea. Pakistan and North Korea have been accused of trading nuclear information with one               
another through China.260 Though in the past India has often taken a neutral stance toward North Korea,                 
trading at a rate of about 500 million dollars a year with the nation, Pakistan’s cooperation with North                  
Korea has caused Modi to recently express India’s concern over the North Korean nuclear weapons               
program.261 India and South Korea are brought together by concern over a burgeoning             
Pakistan-China-North Korea axis. 
 
Finally, historical and cultural connections continue to drive India and South Korea together. Before and               
after the Korean War, India played a large role in Korean affairs. For example, Indian Ambassador                
Menon was chair of the UN Temporary Commission on Korea in 1947, directly following World War                
II.262 Further, India was in charge of the safe release of POWs from both sides after the Korean War. A                    
long history of Buddhism in the two nations, which started and spread from India, has also historically                 
brought the two nations together.263 In modern times, it has led to the formation of a sizable “tourism                  
trade” between the two nations. In 2014, the number of tourists going to India from Korea increased to                  
around 100,000 a year, which, for a country of only 50 million, is quite substantial.264 Many of these                  
tourists come to visit Buddhist shrines in India. India has made tourism even easier for Koreans by putting                  
in place a “visa-on-arrival facility [specifically for] tourists from South Korea,” in order to promote               
greater interaction between the two peoples.265 Among other cultural and social measures, South Korea              
and India have also committed to hosting a Festival of India and a Festival of Korea respectively and have                   
expressed interest in a twin city/twin province system between the two nations.266 All of these measures                
indirectly add to greater diplomatic unity and cooperation. 
 
Overall, India and South Korea have recently come to form extensive economic, diplomatic, and cultural               
ties. These ties have started to hint at the possible formation of a strong India-South Korea alliance in                  
Asia, one which could successfully counter multiple threats in the region and steer the direction of Asia in                  
the future. 
 
US-South Korea Relations 
 
The U.S. and South Korea have shared a strong alliance for over six decades, perhaps the most powerful                  
existing relationship in the Asia-Pacific region. Though their diplomatic ties were originally grounded in              
mutual contempt toward the Japanese, who established a 35-year colonial rule over the Korean peninsula               
in 1910 and who provoked the U.S.’s entry into World War II in 1941, their relationship took on                  
significant strategic value after the division of the Korean peninsula in 1945.267 The U.S. created an                
interim government from 1945 to 1948 in South Korea, under the direction of American General John                
Hodges.268 An official, U.S.-backed government was established in the South in 1949, and the U.S.               
established diplomatic relations with this newly-created Republic of Korea (ROK) immediately. When the             
North Korean army invaded South Korea in 1950, a UN-coalition led by the U.S. repelled the invaders                 
and secured safety for the local population. In that conflict alone, the U.S. lost 36,000 soldiers.269 Today,                 
the cooperation that exists between the two nations is largely attributable to this shared legacy of                
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partnership, defense, and sacrifice. 
 
Military ties between the two states have not dissipated since the end of the Korean War, and the alliance                   
continues to represent a valuable asset to both parties. Directly following the conclusion of the war in                 
1953, the U.S. and the ROK established an official military alliance through the Mutual Defense Treaty.                
In 1978, advancing the goals of the first treaty, the U.S. and South Korea created the Combined Forces                  
Command, based in Seoul and headed by U.S. generals.270 Today, the U.S. still retains operational control                
(OPCON) over the South Korean military in times of war.271 Further, in addition to the existing strategic                 
partnerships, around 28,500 U.S. troops from all branches, several B-2 bombers and F-22 stealth fighters,               
are stationed currently in South Korea as part of U.S. Forces Korea.272 In a display of Korean commitment                  
to this U.S. presence, these American units hold annual Ulchi Freedom Guardian military exercises with               
around 50,000 Korean soldiers and remain partly paid for by Korean taxpayer dollars.273 Originally, the               
U.S. established a strong presence in South Korea in order to deter North Korean, and therefore                
Communist, aggression. Today, as Cold War tensions subside, the recognition by the U.S. government of               
these stationed forces as assets of “dual use” leads to the conclusion that they represent a strong military                  
base for U.S. intervention in other Asian regions (including the East China Sea).274 Strong Chinese               
resistance toward the implementation of U.S.-made Terminal High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD)           
systems, a shared U.S.-made ballistic missile defense system, in South Korea supports this             
interpretation.275 South Korea’s involvement in American military expeditions in Vietnam, Afghanistan,           
and Iraq similarly points to the fact that the military alliance is shifting its focus toward other Asian                  
conflicts outside of the Korean peninsula.276  
 
Diplomatic ties, both historic and modern, also drive the two powers together in the Asia-Pacific sphere.                
Both nations are members of several important international organizations which promote their            
partnership, such as the NSG, the G-20 summit (which Korea hosted in 2011), the Organization for                
Economic Cooperation and Development, and the UN.277 South Korea also served alongside the U.S. in               
the historic Six Party Talks with Russia, China, Japan, and North Korea, discussing North Korea’s nuclear                
program and the future of the Korean peninsula.278 More recently, strong personal ties between former               
Korean president Lee Myung-bak and former President Barack Obama led to a flourishing of bilateral               
agreements.279 In the latest demonstration of commitment to the U.S., directly following North Korea’s              
January 5, 2016 nuclear test, former South Korean president Park Geun-Hye immediately contacted             
Obama for diplomatic consultation. In contrast, it took Park a month to establish any sort of discussion                 
with the Chinese over the matter.280 Thus, diplomatic relations continue to propel Washington and Seoul               
together. 
 
The economic and cultural partnerships between the U.S. and South Korea have formed an important               
cornerstone in their relationship. The Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement, drafted in 2007 and ratified in               
2012, has served to dramatically strike down tariffs and other barriers to trade between the two nations.                 
By the tenth year of its implementation, this trade deal, the largest signed by the U.S. since NAFTA, will                   
have eliminated around 98% of the tariffs between the U.S. and the ROK and will have increased exports                  
from the U.S. to Korea by an estimated 11 billion dollars.281 To put this in perspective, current trade                  
between the nations already totals at around 150.4 billion dollars, almost a 70 percent increase from what                 
it was in 2005.282 As of 2006, the U.S. was the ROK’s third-largest trading partner (after China and Japan)                   
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and its single largest source of foreign direct investment.283 Meanwhile, the ROK is America’s              
sixth-largest goods-trading partner.284 The two countries are tightly connected in the exchange of             
advanced services, semiconductors, electronics, aircraft, and agricultural products.285 In terms of cultural            
connections, South Korea sends the highest number of students per capita to the U.S. to study out of any                   
industrialized nation. Further, as the U.S. Department of State has stated, “common [cultural] values of               
democracy, human rights, and the rule of law,” bring the powers together.286 Therefore, from an economic                
and cultural perspective, collaboration and connection between the two states is also notable. 
 
In conclusion, the U.S. and South Korea have had a strong diplomatic and military partnership throughout                
modern history, born out of cooperation after World War II and after the Korean War. As the two nations                   
grow closer economically and culturally, despite a small nationalist (and therefore anti-American)            
movement in South Korea, the two nations will continue to benefit from a strong relationship, informed                
by their current stance against aggressors in Asia.287 The U.S.-South Korea alliance is proving in modern                
times to be just as significant to Asian diplomacy and security as it was in the past, though in newer ways                     
and in more diverse regions. 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis South Korea 
 
Though the U.S., ROK, and India have long held diplomatic ties between one another, they have never                 
unified these bilateral relations into a single bloc. In the contemporary era, where the menaces posed by                 
North Korea, China, and Pakistan threaten the stability of the region, the U.S. needs to not only strengthen                  
the existing economic, strategic, and social partnerships it has with India and South Korea, but unite them                 
into a single axis along with Japan and other American allies in the East Asian region. 
 
An Indo-South-Korean-American axis could prove to be a vital strategic power against nuclear             
proliferation in Pakistan, as well as against a nuclear North Korea. As stated previously, India and South                 
Korea have recently signed a strategic partnership agreement, partially to counterbalance increased            
Pakistani-North Korean cooperation.288 This was in response to accusations from the international            
community that Pakistan and North Korea were trading nuclear information with one another through              
China.289 Concerning North Korea in particular, further nuclear threats toward the U.S. and a growing               
notion that North Korea has successfully adapted its nuclear bomb for short-range missile launches              
continue to push the U.S. and South Korea together.290 The possible installment of U.S.-made THAAD               
missile defense systems in South Korea are clearly a direct result of conflict with North Korea.291                
However, if the U.S. chose to coordinate that deployment with Indian intelligence, it could better regulate                
the information transfer between Pakistan and North Korea. Further, were the U.S. willing to integrate a                
THAAD-like system in India, it could be a strong step in protecting the nation from Pakistan (and China),                  
forging a greater partnership, and ensuring the stability of the entire region. 
 
Combatting terrorism would represent the other crucial component of a new Indo-South-Korean-U.S.            
strategic partnership. As the U.S. continues to its war with the Islamic State, maintaining a stable                
Afghanistan (a nation with geographic proximity to both India and Pakistan) is a key aspect of                
Washington’s plan for a stable Middle East. However, continuing conflict between the U.S. and Afghan               
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government forces and the Taliban and local terrorist militias is far from over. Just recently on November                 
12, 2016, four Americans were killed during a Taliban suicide bombing of a U.S. base in Afghanistan.292  
 
Meanwhile, recent tensions between the U.S. and Pakistan have reached their own boiling point following               
continuing uncertainty about Pakistan’s commitment to eradicating terrorism.293 In terms of American            
ideals, the U.S. sees Pakistan’s unwillingness to fully divorce itself from the Taliban as a direct threat to                  
democracy, equality, and safety in the region. As such, by strengthening strategic cooperation with India               
and South Korea, through pacts and three-way military exercises, the U.S. could better check Pakistan and                
pose a greater threat to Pakistani terror groups such as the Taliban. By involving South Korea in this                  
effort, which has sent troops to Iraq and Afghanistan in the past to fight alongside American troops, the                  
U.S. could expand its fighting force and the international credibility of its interventions.294 
 
A trilateral economic agreement between the U.S., India, and South Korea could help strategically combat               
Chinese influence in East Asia. China’s recent military dominance in the South China Sea, as well as its                  
rise in the Asian economy, has led to fear among a number of smaller Asian nations of Chinese expansion                   
and hegemony in the region. Further, its burgeoning economic ties with different Asian nations has led to                 
the formation of new cooperative agreements that are seen as expansionist in nature. For example, the                
multi-billion-dollar trade route China opened with Pakistan recently seeks to unite the two nations under               
the banner of the growing Chinese economy.295 China’s growing trade with Vietnam and even Iran poses                
a similar threat of Chinese hegemony in the region.296 China’s recent expansionist attitude has South               
Korea, the Philippines, Japan, and even India on edge. As China’s trade rates with India and South Korea                  
have stagnated compared to its expanding trade with other nations in the region, the U.S. could seize this                  
opening to better establish its own economic relationship with India through South Korea.297 Were the               
U.S. to partake in South Korea’s recent Bilateral Comprehensive Economic Cooperation Agreement            
(CEPA), or even include India in its own Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement, it could better build up                 
economic interdependence between India and the U.S.298 While this has its own economic advantages              
(considering India is projected to be one of the world’s top five economies by 2030), this step would give                   
the U.S. a strategic advantage in bringing it, India, and South Korea closer together.299 Additionally,               
increased economic interdependence reduces the likelihood of interstate conflict and would provide an             
economic and political bulwark against China in the event of hostilities. 
 
In conclusion, the U.S. should seek to form an axis of power in Asia through India and South Korea. Not                    
only do these nations share many American values, but they represent two strong and growing powers in                 
the region. Such an alliance would serve American, Indian, and South Korean interests in both South and                 
East Asia and serve as a counterweight to China, Pakistan, and North Korea.  
 
India-Indonesia Relations 
 
India and Indonesia share ancient ties that date back thousands of years. In fact, Indonesia’s name literally                 
means “Indian island”.300 Indonesian culture, religion and language can be traced back to Indian              
influence. However, these ties were disrupted by years of colonial rule. After World War II, both                
countries had a warm relationship due to their shared struggles for independence. Today, they remain               

39 



friendly and continue to build ties across all sectors. These ties have been particularly intensified since                
1991 due to India’s “Look East” policy, which marked greater strategic involvement in Southeast Asia as                
a counterweight to China’s rising influence.301 We will examine broadly the diplomatic, economic,             
military and cultural ties between the two nations. 
 
India and Indonesia officially opened relations with the Treaty of Friendship in 1951.302 During their               
respective struggles for independence, the leaders of Indonesia and India, Sukarno and Jawaharlal Nehru,              
collaborated closely in supporting the causes of Asian and African independence. Both leaders were              
spearheading parties in the foundation of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) at the Bandung Conference              
in 1955. Today the countries frequently engage on a high level diplomatically. 
 
India also engages with Indonesia through the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of              
which Indonesia is the largest member state. India became a sectoral dialogue partner with ASEAN in                
1992 after the launch of the ‘Look East Policy’. From 2002, India and ASEAN started holding annual                 
summits at the sidelines of ASEAN summits. India also acceded to ASEAN's Treaty of Amity and                
Cooperation in Southeast Asia in 2003.303 
 
Economically, Indonesia has emerged to become the second-largest trading partner of India in the              
ASEAN region. Bilateral trade has increased from $6.9 billion USD in 2007-08 to $19.03 billion USD in                 
2014-15. In FY 2015-16 the bilateral trade amounted to $0.9 billion USD. The decrease was registered                
due to the prevailing global economic situation, a fall in commodity prices and fewer overall imports by                 
Indonesia.  India is the largest buyer of crude palm oil from Indonesia and imports coal, minerals, rubber,                 
pulp, paper, and hydrocarbons reserves. India exports refined petroleum products, maize, commercial            
vehicles, telecommunication equipment, oil seeds, animal feed, cotton, steel products, and plastics to             
Indonesia. India also exports pharmaceuticals in bulk to Indonesia.304 
 
As for security, three separate security agreements were concluded between the Indonesian and Indian air               
forces, navies, and armies in 1956, 1958, and 1960, respectively. Following these agreements, India              
provided military assistance to Indonesia’s counterinsurgency campaign in the 1950s and both countries             
conducted their first joint naval exercises in July 1960. However, military ties and interests were               
somewhat divergent for the next two decades, as the Cold War drew India closer to the Soviet Union and                   
Indonesia closer to the U.S. This situation was replaced by a more cooperative mentality after the end of                  
the Cold War, the ouster of Suharto and the “Look East” policy of India. Indonesia has resumed defence                  
engagement with India across all branches of the armed forces. The maritime security cooperation is               
perhaps the most significant, as both countries share a common boundary as littorals of the Indian Ocean.                 
Such cooperation includes coordinated patrols, joint bilateral or multilateral exercises, as well as             
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.305 
 
Culturally, Indonesia adopted Pallawa Script and Sanskrit Language from India. Islam, Hinduism and             
Buddhism was also brought from India to Indonesia. Famous Indian Epics, such as The Ramayana and                
the Mahabharata, as well as 9th century Borobudur and Prambanan temples, are all imprints of India’s                
influence on Indonesian culture.306 Presently, Bollywood films and music are popular in Indonesia.307             
India operates the Jawaharlal Nehru Indian Cultural Centre (JNICC) in Indonesia to promote Indian art,               
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Hindi and Tamil, as well as yoga.308 
 
Indonesia is even more strategically important to India now as a bulwark against Chinese assertiveness,               
particularly in the South China Sea in recent years. India is likely to continue pursuing engagement with                 
the Southeast Asian region as an extension of its Look East policy as China becomes more active in the                   
region. It will be important to observe how foreign policy shifts under new leadership. Indonesian               
President Joko Widodo is far less foreign policy-oriented than his predecessor, Susilo Bambang             
Yudhoyono, whereas Modi is highly concerned with India’s position in the world. Different priorities              
may lead to slightly reduced engagement in the near future.309 Overall, however, friendly relations are               
likely to persist for the foreseeable future. 
 
US-Indonesia Relations 
 
The U.S. and Indonesia, the second and third largest democracies in the world, have enjoyed generally                
strong relations since Indonesia gained its independence in 1949. The U.S. helped Indonesia oust the               
Dutch by threatening to withhold Marshall Aid from the Dutch if they did not grant Indonesia its                 
independence; the U.S. yearned for an independent Indonesia that could serve as an important bulwark               
against Communism.310 Alleged human rights abuses by Indonesia in the 1990s put this relationship under               
strain, but cooperation has since been improving. The U.S. is now placing more focus on strengthening                
ties with Indonesia as part of its orientation to the Asia-Pacific. We understand American goals in                
cultivating this relationship to be firstly to deter Chinese expansionism and secondly to dampen the rise of                 
radical Islam by partnering with the most Muslim-populous country in the world. This essay will look at                 
the broad diplomatic, military, economic and cultural ties between these two nations. 
 
Diplomatic relations between the U.S. and Indonesia have been strengthening over the years. They began               
on a solid foundation as the U.S. assisted Indonesia through its independence process. The U.S. saw the                 
Indonesian leaders’ quashing of a Communist uprising in the “Madiun Affair” of 1948 as an affirmation                
of the prospective leaders’ commitment against Communism, and thus pressured Dutch forces to leave              
their former colony. Diplomatic relations officially opened when respective embassies were opened in the              
two countries in 1949 and 1950.311  
 
The U.S. has stepped up Indonesian engagement post 9/11 to curb the rise of radical Islam as well as                   
China’s influence. A watershed in diplomatic relations was the 2010 United States-Indonesia            
Comprehensive Partnership (CP), which set forth a framework of closer relations across multiple sectors.              
312 Based on its success, in 2015 the two countries upgraded the partnership, extending cooperation to                
issues of regional and global significance. 
 
Military ties were fraught with tension in the 1990s due to Indonesia’s human rights abuses in East Timor,                  
but have since improved. When East Timor voted overwhelmingly in 1999 for independence from              
Indonesia, Indonesia invaded and killed as many as 1500 Timorese. As a result, the U.S. suspended                
military ties with Indonesia and only reinstated them in 2005.313 In 2010, under the framework of CP                 
Washington and Jakarta initiated a Defense Planning Dialogue to strengthen bilateral defense cooperation             
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and support Indonesian-led reform efforts. Now, they are in talks to deepen collaboration on new areas of                 
interest such as maritime cooperation, peacekeeping, disaster relief and countering transnational threats. 
 
The U.S. engages economically with Indonesia, the largest economy in Southeast Asia, through robust              
trade as well as developmental aid programs. In bilateral trade cooperation, since 1998, Indonesia and the                
U.S. have had a “TIFA” (Trade and Investment Framework Agreement). Trade has been growing steadily              
due to Indonesia’s recovery from the Asian Financial Crisis and a growing middle class. U.S. bilateral                
goods trade with Indonesia totaled almost $27 billion in 2015.314 The U.S. is the second largest investor in                  
Indonesia. The U.S. also provides aid to Indonesia through the U.S. Agency for International              
Development (USAID),315 providing aid worth about $600 million to assist Indonesia in its domestic              
development challenges, which include poverty and poor infrastructure. However, there still remain            
challenges to further economic engagement between the U.S. and Indonesia, such as protectionist laws              
and limited infrastructure in Indonesia.  
 
Overall, the U.S. and Indonesia have largely overcome the tensions that existed between the two states in                 
the 1990s. Security challenges, including but not limited to increased Chinese aggression in the South               
China Sea and the rise of radical Islam, have compelled the U.S. and Indonesia to deepen their                 
collaboration as a bulwark against these threats. While they have laid out their plans in the past few years                   
to better bilateral relations, more time is needed to see if these plans will fully come to pass. 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis Indonesia 
 
The U.S. should view growing India-Indonesia ties positively, as India’s relations with Indonesia serves              
as a bulwark against increasing Chinese influence in the region. This is an increased possibility given that                 
multiple countries, in response to the prospect of American isolationism under President Trump, are              
pondering closer relationships with Beijing. The U.S. should increase its engagement in East Asia to both                
encourage the development of these networks between the various Asian nations suspicious of Chinese              
intentions and to ensure its membership in these networks. We recommend a policy of robust American                
engagement in the Asia-Pacific, along with India, Indonesia, and others (including Japan and South              
Korea, as discussed above) to counter China’s rise.  

 
To ensure that India remains aligned with American interests, the U.S. should continue its considerable               
trading with and investment in the Indian economy. The U.S. is currently India’s second largest trade                
partner and one of its largest direct investors, while India is only America’s 11th largest trade partner. This                  
asymmetrical economic relationship gives the U.S. more leverage to hedge against India’s increasing             
assertiveness in the international community. At the same time, by bolstering India’s economy, the U.S.               
enables the India to take a more proactive role in Asia.  
 
Second, the U.S. should encourage greater development of networks that cut across the U.S., India, and                
Indonesia. This should be pursued primarily through economic means. One can think firstly of              
multinational trade alliances like the TPP which ties the U.S. to multiple nations across Asia. The other                 
means through which the U.S. should pursue multilateral networks with India and Indonesia is through               
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diplomatic connections via international organizations like the UN, International Monetary Fund (IMF),            
and World Bank (WB). As developing nations, India and Indonesia still look to these supranational               
organizations for aid and developmental support. Maintaining the U.S.’s primacy in these organizations             
would allow for a platform for stronger connections between these nations. 

 
U.S. efforts to engage more richly with India will have a spillover effect in India-Indonesia relations. This                 
not only provides more opportunities for the U.S. to tap on two developing nations with huge potential                 
and large populations, but also helps to cement the U.S.’s continued presence in Asia. 
 
India-Philippines Relations 

 
Relations between India and the Philippines, in the words of the Indian government, are “cordial” but                
“have been relatively unexplored and reflect a lack of informed knowledge about one another.”316 Both               
countries are members of international organizations such as the Asia Cooperation Dialogue (ACD) and              
the Group of 77 (G-77), which respectively seek to unite Asian sub-blocs (e.g. the Association of                
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC))             
and to build diplomatic and economic relationships between developing nations in the Southern             
Hemisphere.317 Through participation in these groups and the UN, India and the Philippines have              
strengthened their ties; however, the level of Indian-Filipino trade and political partnership is not              
particularly significant. This brief will explain the countries’ limited connections and consider the             
potential for future bilateral cooperation. 
 
According to the Indian Ministry of External Affairs (MEA), “India and the Philippines formally              
established diplomatic relations on 26 November, 1949, shortly after both countries gained independence             
(Philippines in 1946 and India in 1947).”318 Up to that point, both countries had suffered under European                 
colonial rule for long periods of time - India since 1858 under the British crown, following decades of                  
influence by the British East India Company, and the Philippines from 1521 to 1898 under Spanish                
control and from 1898 to 1946 as an American territory.319 Each emerged from colonial rule with a                 
“strong democratic polity,” “an independent judiciary and press, and the wide use of the English               
language.”320  
 
Since 1991, India has employed the “Look East” strategy, a set of policy initiatives meant to bring India                  
closer to its Asia-Pacific allies.321 Conceived to enhance India’s status as an Asian power, the “Look East”                 
campaign has expanded to include security treaties and ambitious economic agreements, including free             
trade deals with Sri Lanka and Thailand and a series of major investments in Burma’s military and                 
infrastructure.322 The MEA has described the plan as “a priority pillar of (India’s) foreign policy (that) has                 
resulted in intensified relations with countries in the region, both bilaterally and as a regional grouping.                
Coupled with current developments in the Philippines, the stage appears to (be) set for a dramatic                
intensification in… cooperation on matters related to foreign policy, security, defence, trade, tourism,             
people-to-people relations and culture.”323 The Philippines is party to the ASEAN-India Comprehensive            
Economic Cooperation Agreement (ASEAN-India CECA) but has not experienced a notable increase in             
its individual relations with India.324 In addition, the Indian government provided humanitarian aid to the               
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Philippines in the aftermath of Typhoon Haiyan. Expectations of future increases in Indian trade and               
foreign investment in the Philippines will be discussed further later in this brief. 
 
India and the Philippines share limited military ties, even though they face similar security issues. As                
members of the same regional organizations, such as the ACD, and agreements, such as the ASEAN-India                
CECA, the countries have many of the same economic and political interests. Each is also faced with a                  
daunting terrorism threat: India’s stems mainly from religious tension between Hindus and Muslims and              
separatist sentiment in the disputed Kashmir, Jammu, and Ladakh regions, while in the Philippines radical               
extremism is most commonly perpetrated by the Islamic group Abu Sayyaf and by drug traffickers.325 To                
date, however, there has been little public collaboration between the Indian and Filipino governments to               
eradicate the violence plaguing their countries. The INTELEX system of information sharing has             
promoted proactive defense cooperation throughout the region, but the Philippines’ role in intelligence             
collection has been minor, so far. 
 
Since the election of Prime Minister Narendra Modi, India has taken a more principled and aggressive                
stance on the dispute in the South China Sea. A firm supporter of the “freedom of navigation” doctrine,                  
Modi has expanded India’s role in keeping the Sea neutral from those who would otherwise attempt to                 
exercise control over the commercial hub, like China. Many countries in the region, such as Vietnam,                
endorse India’s presence as a peacekeeper and an enforcer of maritime law.326 In 2013, the Philippines                
brought a case against China over the Spratly Islands to the Permanent Court of Arbitration, which ruled                 
in July 2016 in favor of the Philippines.327 The Philippines has also supported India’s rise in the South                  
China Sea region, although it does not have much influence over India or China’s decisions. 
 
Indian-Filipino trade has increased over the past few decades, although neither country considers the other               
a main commercial partner. According to the Indian embassy in Manila, India and the Philippines first                
signed a trade deal in 1979, but did not experience significant trade growth until the late 1990’s, following                  
the implementation of the “Look East” policy.328 The ASEAN-India CECA, signed in 2009 and fully               
enacted in 2011, has increased trade further between the two countries. According to MIT’s Observatory               
of Economic Complexity, India exported $1.15 billion worth of goods to the Philippines in 2014,               
including pharmaceuticals, refined petroleum, automobiles, and bovine meats.329 India imported $441           
million of goods - mainly computer parts, integrated circuits, vehicles, and palm oil, among others - from                 
the Philippines that year, less than half of what it sent.330 
 
Numerous Indian companies hold major direct or portfolio investments in the Philippines. The Agreement              
for Promotion and Protection of Investments (BIPPA) was signed in 2000, and as a direct result many                 
Indian production facilities opened in the Philippines, including factories that make textiles, garments,             
steel, chemicals, aeronautics equipment, and medication.331 In April 2014, an Indian company won a bid               
to upgrade and operate the Cebu-Mactan airport in the Philippines for the next 25 years, at a value of                   
roughly 17.5 billion Pesos, or $360 million dollars.332 The total value of Indian investments in the                
Philippines is estimated to be around $500 million, while the Filipino investment in India is thought to be                  
much more modest.333 
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It is likely that trade between India and the Philippines will increase moving forward. The Indian embassy                 
in Manila, in reference to the commercial relationship between the two countries, stated that the “existing                
full potential has not been realized and there is need to further facilitate trade between the two countries                  
especially since both economies are growing and are complementary to each other.”334 As well, multiple               
Indian and Filipino industries, such as tobacco cultivation, have established trade groups that frequently              
meet with their governments to promote commercial intercourse between the two countries. Indian             
authorities expect production levels in the generic pharmaceuticals industry to spike within the next              
decade, as a major component of Filipino domestic policy is the promotion of universal access to generic                 
medication.335 The Philippines is also increasingly being viewed as a “launchpad” for supplying nearby              
island nations such as Palau, Micronesia, and the Marshall Islands with Indian goods. 
 
India and the Philippines have very different cultures but have worked in recent years to bridge that                 
divide. India is predominantly Hindu with a significant Muslim population, while the Philippines is              
overwhelmingly Christian.336 A formal cultural exchange program was implemented with the goal of             
fostering a “more informed understanding” of India within the Philippines, and the MEA has sent several                
troupes of renowned Indian singers, dancers, actors, and artists to Filipino institutions, along with Indian               
books and art. Despite government efforts, there is not much tourism between the two countries; the only                 
direct flight from India to the Philippines was cancelled in two years after it was announced, with carriers                  
citing low demand.337 
 
According to the MEA, “there is a sizable Indian community in the Philippines which is estimated to be                  
around 70,000 (a conservative estimate).”338 Mostly composed of Punjabis and Sindhis, the Indians living              
in the Philippines are generally involved in trade, manufacturing business, microfinance, education, or             
religious affairs. Some work in regional bases of groups like the Asian Development Bank and the                
International Rice Research Institute, while others are studying to receive their commercial pilot’s license              
from Filipino flight schools.339 
 
The relationship between India and the Philippines has yet to be thoroughly explored in any meaningful                
way. Each country has experienced strong economic growth in recent years, both in real production and in                 
structural development through infrastructure creation and international trade facilitation through          
multilateral agreements, but neither has engaged with the other on a consistent basis. The governments of                
India and the Philippines do, however, share the opinion that great potential exists for the future of their                  
relationship. Over the next few years, observers can expect increases across the board in Indian-Filipino               
trade, cultural exchange, military cooperation, and other areas. 
 
US-Philippines Relations 
 
The U.S. and the Philippines have enjoyed close, mutually beneficial relations for decades. Following its               
recognition of Filipino independence in 1946, the U.S. maintained a strong presence in the Philippines               
both militarily and economically, frequently solidifying bilateral ties through trade and security            
agreements. In recent months, however, relations between the two countries have worsened as Filipino              
President Rodrigo Duterte has attempted to distance his country from the U.S. and move closer to China.                 
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This portion of the brief will explore the complex, multidimensional relationship between the two              
countries. 
 
The Filipino Embassy in Washington, D.C., describes the relationship between the Philippines and the              
U.S. as “robust, dynamic and strategic,” having been “nurtured by a shared history and adherence to                
common values, especially a commitment to freedom, democracy and a market economy. From             
combating war against terrorism to war against poverty, the partnership between the Philippines and the               
U.S. is broad-based, opening fresh avenues for greater cooperation.”340 As described below, the U.S. and               
the Philippines have maintained a close relationship for decades in every way. 
 
Recently, however, Filipino President Rodrigo Duterte has declared his interest in moving away from the               
U.S. and closer to China.341 It has not yet become clear whether Duterte and the Filipino government will                  
move forward with this decision, but during his administration, relations between the Philippines and the               
U.S. have soured. In the coming months, it should become apparent whether or not the “separation” from                 
the U.S. Duterte seems to desire will occur.342 
 
The U.S. and the Philippines have an extensive history of military cooperation. From the annexation of                
the Philippines after the Spanish-American War of 1898 until the early 1990’s, the U.S. operated               
numerous military bases in the Philippines, and in January 2016, an agreement was ratified to allow the                 
U.S. military to again operate bases in the island nation.343 344 This extension of American power into the                  
South China Sea has been widely appraised as a countermeasure against China’s aggressive military              
expansion into the region.345 The U.S. has engaged in similar exercises with regional powers like Japan in                 
the past, and plans to send several advanced aircraft and naval equipment to create an even more visible                  
American military deterrent.346 
 
The U.S. provides large amounts of military aid to the Philippines. According to the Filipino Embassy,                
during the 2012 fiscal year the U.S. gave $30 million in Foreign Military Financing, $1.8 million in                 
International Military Education and Training, $2.45 million in International Narcotics Control and Law             
Enforcement, and $9.52 million in Non-proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and Related Programs.347           
Moreover, the two countries entered into a Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT) in 1951, making the               
Philippines the only official MDT ally of the U.S. in Southeast Asia besides Thailand.348 The comments                
made by President Duterte have raised fears that the Philippines may again expel U.S. troops or simply                 
not renew pre-existing bilateral agreements, but many American military leaders have publicly stated that              
such an action is unlikely to occur, at least in the manner described by Duterte. 
 
The commercial relationship between the Philippines and the U.S. is robust. The U.S. is generally one of                 
the Philippines’ greatest trading partners: in 2014, the Philippines imported $6.65 billion worth of goods               
to the U.S. and exported $9.4 billion.349 Only China had consistently greater volume of trade with the                 
Philippines.350 According to the Office of the United States Trade Representative (OUSTR), the             
Philippines “is currently our 37th largest goods trading partner,” and as a result of the existing structural                
framework that governs the two nations’ economic partnership, this trend should continue moving             
forward, barring any changes (see below).351 The agreements that underlie this relationship include a              
Trade and Investment Framework Agreement (TIFA, 1989) and commitments to bilateral cooperation to             
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prevent illegal activity and promote development.352  
 
Filipino investment in the U.S. has increased dramatically in recent years. In 2012, Filipino companies               
held $240 million in foreign direct investment (FDI) in the U.S., an increase of 112.4% compared to the                  
previous year. American companies control $4.6 billion worth of FDI in the Philippines, a figure which                
has held fairly stable. The majority of this investment is in the manufacturing sector, as Filipinos usually                 
earn less in wages than their American counterparts require for similar work. A formal report of Filipino                 
FDI in the U.S. is unavailable, according to the OUSTR.353 

 

A key component of President Barack Obama’s foreign policy was his “Pivot to Asia,” which involved                
the ratification of trade deals such as the TPP and a broader attempt to reduce China’s dominance of the                   
Asia-Pacific region.354 A series of policies and diplomatic visits were meant to strengthen ties between the                
U.S. and the Philippines and improve their already-profitable relationship. Recently, however, the rhetoric             
employed by President Rodrigo Duterte has marked a shift in the Philippines’ willingness to do business                
with American companies.355 Duterte has questioned the necessity of current trade deals and is seen as                
moving closer to China, in what would be a major blow to Obama’s foreign policy legacy. It is too soon                    
to know what the outcome of Duterte’s “separation” will be, but it almost certainly will lead to reduced                  
commercial intercourse and worsened general relations unless mitigating action is taken by the U.S. 
 
The U.S. and the Philippines have several strong cultural ties because of their shared history. English is                 
one of the Philippines’ official languages and is widely taught in schools, due to the influence of the                  
U.S.356 Similarly, many Filipino dialects are now written in Latin script as a result of the American and                  
Spanish colonial influences. As well, a majority of Filipinos – nearly 93% - practice Christianity, as is                 
true in the U.S., where over 70% identify as Christian.357 358 
 
For the most part, however, that is where the two countries’ cultural similarities end. Filipino culture is                 
still heavily based on customs of natives, while in the U.S. Native American culture has been replaced by                  
European norms. Whereas the Philippines is overwhelmingly comprised of people of color, the U.S. is               
80% white.359 360 To bridge these divides, the U.S. and the Philippines have begun a number of cultural                  
exchange programs, such as the US-Philippines Society, a non-partisan group founded to “broaden and              
expand interaction and understanding in areas of security, trade, investments, tourism, the environment,             
history, education and culture between the U.S. and the Philippines.”361 Efforts to increase tourism and               
education have become commonplace, too: 55,080 Americans traveled to the Philippines between August             
2015 and August 2016, an increase of 10.05% compared to the prior year.362 As a result of the significant                   
cultural bonds between the Philippines and the U.S., 92% of Filipinos had a favorable image of the U.S.                  
in 2015, up from 85% in 2013, while only 54% held the same opinion of China.363 
 
Overall, relations between the U.S. and the Philippines have been positive and important components of               
each nation’s foreign policy. Hiccups over the past few months should not degrade the closeness of this                 
partnership, which has led to rapid development in the Philippines and increased wealth in the U.S.                
Should the Philippines truly seek to remove itself from the American sphere of influence, the geopolitical                
balance of the South China Sea and, more broadly, the Asia-Pacific region as whole will begin to tip away                   
from the U.S.’ favor. 
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Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis-à-vis the Philippines 
 
The leaders of the U.S., India and the Philippines currently find themselves in positions of unique and                 
crucial importance. The manners in which they address these problems over the next decade will surely                
reshape the national narratives that have defined the three countries in the recent past, as well as the                  
trajectories of many other countries throughout the world that look to these as examples. The following                
are policy proposals meant to address these issues from the American perspective. 
 
The most concerning issue for the U.S. in the Asia-Pacific is the increasing share of power being seized                  
by China. The Chinese government has constructed several artificial islands in the South China Sea since                
2014 and is now actively attempting to control the critical maritime and military channels in the region.                 
The solution we propose to this issue is twofold: first, the U.S. should work with neighboring powers like                  
India, the Philippines, Japan, and others to coordinate a response. Appropriate responses would not trigger               
hostile responses from the Chinese, but would send a message that the U.S. plans to protect its ships’                  
freedom of navigation. For instance, the U.S. could pursue a security agreement with countries in the                
region with the intention of protecting against threats from state and non-state actors (see next paragraph),                
under which the new alliance could increase its military presence in the Pacific with bases and patrols of                  
its own. Certainly, the goal should not be to militarize Asia as part of an arms race with China, but soon –                      
if not now – it will be necessary to adopt a firm series of countermeasures. Simultaneously, Washington                 
should look to less military-based solutions that involve cooperation with individual countries through             
means such as trade deals and investment partnerships. This way, the U.S. will curry favor with important                 
partners in the area and help turn the tide against China. If smaller, emerging economies know they have a                   
reliable partner in the U.S., they will be more likely to support American causes and oppose aggressive                 
Chinese expansionism. 
 
Terrorism and law enforcement in Asia and the Pacific are also key concerns for the U.S. In keeping with                   
our proposal to formalize the joint-effort against hostile military action in the region, the U.S. should                
increase the level of counter-terrorism coordination that is performed with India, the Philippines, and              
other neighboring countries that have significant terrorism problems. Intelligence pooling is the first step              
to doing so; without compromising gathering methods or classified information, the American            
Intelligence Community can greatly improve efficiency by solidifying its relationship with their Asian             
counterparts. With their help, the U.S. will be better able to predict, analyze, and eliminate threats that                 
emerge. Additionally, the U.S. will be more equipped to keep tabs on paramilitary and              
extra-governmental operations being undertaken in the area, particularly in Pakistan and the Philippines,             
where government-sponsored death squads and terror groups have been known to exist. At the same time,                
the U.S. should not condone the illegal, unnecessarily violent tactics that are currently employed by the                
Filipino government to address the country’s drug epidemic. The U.S. should stay clearly within the               
realm of legal and effective work to promote cooperation and achieve success. By advancing its ties with                 
those countries to include a more comprehensive intelligence effort, the U.S, will all be better able to                 
address pressing terrorism concerns. 
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President Barack Obama’s “Pivot to Asia” strategy reflected the U.S.’ recognition of the grand strategic               
importance of a major American presence in Asia. In order to preserve its status as the world’s lone                  
remaining superpower, the country will need to invest greater resources in the region and address the                
defining issues of the day. 
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Conclusion 
 
As such, we can draw several conclusions for India’s grand strategy today and what the American 
response should be to New Delhi’s  aspirations and ambitions. These conclusions resist being at the whim 
of contemporary politics, but rather provide an overarching sense of the long-term U.S. strategic 
relationship with India, in light of both parties’ enduring geopolitical aspirations.  
 
We have outlined that India’s grand strategy towards the Middle East pivots around at least four major 
goals: containing Pakistan, India’s chief geostrategic adversary both historically and in the present; 
ensuring a consistent flow of fossil fuels from the Middle East to Indian soil to fuel Indian robust 
economic development; projecting power into Central Asia, a source of both natural resources and a 
destination for Indian goods; and enhancing its military might.  
 
In response to such a strategy, we recommend that the U.S. adhere to three core principles. These 
principles stem from the assumption that it is in the interests of the U.S. to draw closer to India, a rising 
economic, diplomatic, and military power in Asia. First, the U.S. must fundamentally reassess its 
already-fraught relationship with Pakistan - a close relationship between Washington and New Delhi will 
be impossible should India perceive that the U.S. is too friendly with Islamabad. Second, the U.S. should 
push India and Iran apart through diplomatic and economic means. Finally, the U.S. should construct a 
five-pillar alliance in the Middle East, the central pillars of which would be Washington, New Delhi, 
Riyadh, Jerusalem, and Ankara. Luckily for the U.S., much of the groundwork for such a construction is 
already in place.  
 
In our assessment of India’s grand strategy in the Asia-Pacific region, the importance of strong economic 
partnerships has emerged as the defining feature of Indian involvement in the region. Yet international 
political issues still find a way to influence and dictate India’s political and military actions in the region. 
Namely, India’s political posturing against China stems from the two nations being at odds over the 
India-Pakistan issue. The India-Pakistan dyad may prove to be the policy issue with the most longevity 
and importance for the U.S. in the Eastern Hemisphere. While not the specific intent of this piece, 
compelling specific, tactical solutions to the India-Pakistan tension can be found in George Perkovich and 
Toby Dalton’s recent book Not War, Not Peace: Motivating Pakistan to Prevent Cross-Border Terrorism. 
India cannot fully assert itself globally until it dampens the threat of Pakistan-based terrorism.  
 
Issues with Pakistan aside, in East Asia India is one of the only viable strategic counterweights to China. 
As discussed in previous sections, an American-led and India-backed Pacific trade agreement would work 
to balance the economic dominance of China. Direct military action against China by either the U.S. or 
India is unlikely given the economic costs of conflict, therefore reducing the scope of action against China 
to economic, political, and diplomatic options. It is crucial, however, that the U.S. also work with India to 
increase military interoperability and maritime training exercises in order to send a clear message to 
China as it seeks to expand its geographic reach throughout the region. Without India and the U.S. 
forming a more cohesive political front, this vacuum could foster China’s rise into a new hegemon in a 
unipolar East Asia.  

50 



Notes: 
 
India-Pakistan Relations 
1. Asad Hashim, “Timeline: India-Pakistan Relations,” Al Jazeera , May 27, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/spotlight/kashmirtheforgottenconflict/2011/06/2011615113058224115.html . 
2. Annie Gowen and Shaiq Hussain, “India Claims ‘Surgical Strikes’ Against Militants in Pakistan-Controlled Kashmir,” The 
Washington Post, September 29, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/india-hits-militant-launchpads-in-pakistan-in-escalation-between-nuclear-armed-rivals/2
016/09/29/e0145168-d97e-4149-977a-24d08b16ea0b_story.html . 
3. Hasim, Timeline.  
4. Ibid. 
5. Ibid. 
6. Shubhajit Roy, “India Slams Pakistan Over BRICS Wall,” The Indian Express , October 17, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/brics-summit-2016-pm-narendra-modi-pakistan-terrorism-2016-3086323/ . 
7. Tim Craig, “As the US Moves Closer to India, Pakistan Looks to Russia,” The Guardian, February 3, 2015, accessed January 
2, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/feb/03/pakistan-russia-us-obama-india . 
8. Michael Kugelman and Robert M. Hathaway, ed., “Pakistan-India Trade: What Needs to be Done? What Does it Matter?” 
Wilson Center , 2013, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/ASIA_121219_Pakistn%20India%20Trade%20rptFINAL.pdf . 
9. Ian S. Livingston and Michael O’Hanlon. "Afghanistan Index,” Brookings Institution , 2012. 
 
US-Pakistan Relations 
10. “Pakistan,” U.S. Department of State, October 7, 2015.  
11. Michael E. O’Hanlon,  “U.S. Pakistan - Bad Union, No Divorce,” Brookings Institution , May 2, 2011, accessed January 2, 
2017, https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/u-s-pakistan-bad-union-no-divorce/ . 
12. “Pakistan,” U.S. Department of State. 
13. O’Hanlon, “U.S.-Pakistan.” 
14. “U.S.-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue Joint Statement,” U.S. Department of State, March 1, 2016. 
15. “Pakistan,” U.S. Department of State.  
16. “U.S.-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue Joint Statement.” U.S. Department of State. 
17.  Ibid. 
18. “Relations with Pakistan,” North Atlantic Treaty Organization, March 3, 2016. 
19. “Pakistan,” U.S. Department of State.  
20. “U.S.-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue Joint Statement,” U.S. Department of State.  
21. Ibid. 
22. “Pakistani-US Relations,” Institute for Cultural Diplomacy , 2015. 
23. Ibid. 
24. “American Ambassador David Hale Unveils New Contemporary Art Collection,” U.S. Embassy and Consulates in Pakistan. 
September 30, 2016. 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis Pakistan 
25. Rituparna Chatterjee, “Full Text of India’s Response to Pakistan At The UN General Assembly,” The Huffington Post, 
September 22, 2016, accessed December 28, 2016,  
http://www.huffingtonpost.in/2016/09/22/full-text-of-indias-response-to-pakistan-at-the-un-general-asse/ . 
26. “Pakistan,” U.S. Department of State, October 7, 2015. 
 
India-Iran Relations 
27. “India-Iran Relations,” Embassy of India, accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.indianembassy-tehran.ir/pages.php?id=16 . 
28. Ibid. 
29. Ibid. 
30. Vinay Kaura, “India and Iran: Challenges and Opportunity,” The Diplomat, September 11, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017,  
http://thediplomat.com/2015/09/india-iran-relations-challenges-and-opportunity/ . 
31. Ibid. 
32. Ibid. 
33. Tanvi Madan, “India’s Relationship with Iran: It’s Complicated,” Brookings Institution , February 28, 2014, accessed January 
2, 2017, https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2014/02/28/indias-relationship-with-iran-its-complicated/ . 

51 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/ASIA_121219_Pakistn%20India%20Trade%20rptFINAL.pdf
http://www.indianembassy-tehran.ir/pages.php?id=16
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2014/02/28/indias-relationship-with-iran-its-complicated/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/india-hits-militant-launchpads-in-pakistan-in-escalation-between-nuclear-armed-rivals/2016/09/29/e0145168-d97e-4149-977a-24d08b16ea0b_story.html
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/feb/03/pakistan-russia-us-obama-india
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/brics-summit-2016-pm-narendra-modi-pakistan-terrorism-2016-3086323/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/india-hits-militant-launchpads-in-pakistan-in-escalation-between-nuclear-armed-rivals/2016/09/29/e0145168-d97e-4149-977a-24d08b16ea0b_story.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.in/2016/09/22/full-text-of-indias-response-to-pakistan-at-the-un-general-asse/
http://thediplomat.com/2015/09/india-iran-relations-challenges-and-opportunity/
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/u-s-pakistan-bad-union-no-divorce/
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/spotlight/kashmirtheforgottenconflict/2011/06/2011615113058224115.html


34. Tanvi Madan, “India and the Iran Deal,” Brookings Institution , July 20, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2015/07/20/india-and-the-iran-deal/ .  
35. Ibid. 
36. Michael Kugelman, “Modi’s Play in Iran and Afghanistan,” Foreign Affairs , June 5, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/india/2016-06-05/modis-play-iran-and-afghanistan .  
37. Madan, “India’s Relationship with Iran: It’s Complicated.”  
38. Kugelman, “Modi’s Play in Iran and Afghanistan.”  
 
US-Iran Relations 
39. "U.S. Relations With Iran," U.S. Department of State, March 10, 2015. 
40. Ibid. 
41. “US-Iran Relations: A Brief Guide,” BBC News , November 24, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-24316661 .  
42. Sina Azodi, “3 Possible Paths for Iran-US Relations,” The Diplomat, August 24, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://thediplomat.com/2016/08/3-possible-paths-for-iran-us-relations/ . 
43. Ibid.  
44. Ibid.  
45. “U.S. Relations with Iran,” U.S. Department of State.  
46. Alexey Malashenko, “The Improvement in the U.S.-Iran Relations and Its Implications,” Carnegie Moscow Center , March 
10, 2013, accessed January 2, 2017, http://carnegie.ru/commentary/?fa=53191 . 
47. Waheguru Pal Singh Sidhu, “The Iran Deal: Implications for U.S.-India Relations,” Brookings Institution , April 28, 2015, 
accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2015/04/28/the-iran-deal-implications-for-u-s-india-relations/ . 
48. Reuel Marc Gerecht and Ray Takeyh, “Can’t Have It Both Ways in Iran,” Foreign Affairs , July 13, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/iran/2016-07-13/cant-have-it-both-ways-iran . 
49. Emma Borden, "The United States, Iran, and $1.7 Billion: Sorting out the Details," Brookings Institution , October 3, 2016, 
accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2016/10/03/the-united-states-iran-and-1-7-billion-sorting-out-the-details/ .  
50. Ibid. 
51. Ibid. 
52. Gerecht and Takeyh, “Can’t Have It Both Ways in Iran.”  
53. Anthony Cordesman, “Obama and U.S. Strategy in the Middle East: Looking Beyond Syria and ISIS,” Center for Strategic 
and International Studies , June 23, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.csis.org/analysis/obama-and-us-strategy-middle-east .  
54. Eliot A. Cohen, Eric S. Edelman, and Ray Takeyh, “Time to Get Tough on Tehran: Iran Policy After the Deal,” Foreign 
Affairs , January-February 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/iran/2015-12-14/time-get-tough-tehran .  
55. Ryan Browne, “State Department Report Finds Iran is Top State Sponsor of Terror,” CNN Politics , June 2, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, http://www.cnn.com/2016/06/02/politics/state-department-report-terrorism/ . 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis Iran 
56. Browne, “State Department Report.”  
57. Jonathan Masters and Zachary Laub, “Hezbollah (a.k.a. Hizbollah, Hizbu’llah),” Council on Foreign Relations , January 3, 
2014, accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.cfr.org/lebanon/hezbollah-k-hizbollah-hizbullah/p9155 . 
58. Josh Levs, “Iran Leader’s Call to ‘Annihilate’ Israel Sparks Fury as Nuclear Deadline Looms,” CNN, November 10, 2014, 
accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.cnn.com/2014/11/10/world/meast/iran-annihilate-israel/ .  
59. Max Fisher, “How the Iranian-Saudi Proxy Struggle Tore Apart the Middle East,” The New York Times , November 19, 2016, 
accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/20/world/middleeast/iran-saudi-proxy-war.html . 
60. “India-Iran Relations,” Embassy of India. 
61. Kugelman, “Modi’s Play in Iran and Afghanistan.” 
62. Ted Galen Carpenter, “Terrorist Sponsors: Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, China,” Cato Institute, November 16, 2001, accessed 
January 2, 2017, https://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/terrorist-sponsors-saudi-arabia-pakistan-china . 
 
India-Saudi Arabia Relations 
63. “New Era for Saudi-Indian Ties,” BBC News , January 27, 2006, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4655268.stm .  
64. “India, Saudi Arabia sign strategic energy pact long-term contracts planned for crude supplies,” The Hindu Business Online, 
January 27, 2006.  

52 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/4655268.stm
http://www.cnn.com/2014/11/10/world/meast/iran-annihilate-israel/
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-24316661
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2015/04/28/the-iran-deal-implications-for-u-s-india-relations/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2015/07/20/india-and-the-iran-deal/
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/iran/2015-12-14/time-get-tough-tehran
http://carnegie.ru/commentary/?fa=53191
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/india/2016-06-05/modis-play-iran-and-afghanistan
https://www.csis.org/analysis/obama-and-us-strategy-middle-east
http://thediplomat.com/2016/08/3-possible-paths-for-iran-us-relations/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/markaz/2016/10/03/the-united-states-iran-and-1-7-billion-sorting-out-the-details/
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/iran/2016-07-13/cant-have-it-both-ways-iran
http://www.cnn.com/2016/06/02/politics/state-department-report-terrorism/
https://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/terrorist-sponsors-saudi-arabia-pakistan-china
http://www.cfr.org/lebanon/hezbollah-k-hizbollah-hizbullah/p9155
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/20/world/middleeast/iran-saudi-proxy-war.html


65. Isaac James Manayath, “The Future of India-Saudi Arabia Relations,” The Diplomat, April 30, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/04/the-future-of-india-saudi-arabia-relations/ .  
66. Manayath, “The Future of India-Saudi Arabia Relations.” 
67. “Which Countries Does India Import its Crude Oil From in 2016?” Quora.com, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.quora.com/Which-countries-does-India-import-its-crude-oil-from-in-2016 . 
68. Manayath, “The Future of India-Saudi Arabia Relations.” 
69. Harsh V. Pant, “Why India and Saudi Arabia Continue to Grow Closer,” The Diplomat, April 13, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/04/why-india-and-saudi-arabia-continue-to-grow-closer/ .  
70. Bruce Riedel, “Saudi Arabia Tilts Towards India,” Al-Monitor , April 6, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/04/saudi-arabia-tilt-india-pakistan-salman-iran.html .  
71. Dhruva Jaishankar, “After Surgical Strikes, What’s Next for India-Pakistan Relations?” The Washington Post, October 2, 
2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2016/10/02/after-surgical-strikes-whats-next-for-india-pakistan-relati
ons/?utm_term=.c8b333cf0f2b . 
72. Pant, “Why India and Saudi Arabia Continue to Grow Closer.” 
 
US-Saudi Arabia Relations 
73. F. Gregory Gause III, “The Future of U.S.-Saudi Relations,” Foreign Affairs , July-August 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2016-06-13/future-us-saudi-relations . 
74. “March 3, 1938: Oil in Saudi Arabia,” CNN, March 10, 2003, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.cnn.com/2003/US/03/10/sprj.80.1938.oil/ . 
75. Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, “U.S. Relations with Saudi Arabia,” U.S. Department of State, August 23 2013.  
76. Council on Foreign Relations, “U.S.-Saudi Relations,” Council on Foreign Relations , April 21, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://www.cfr.org/saudi-arabia/us-saudi-relations/p36524 .  
77. Matt Schiavenza, “Why the U.S. Is Stuck With Saudi Arabia,” The Atlantic , January 24, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2015/01/why-the-us-is-stuck-with-saudi-arabia/384805/ .  
78. Council on Foreign Relations, “U.S.-Saudi Relations.”  
79. Office of the Press Secretary, “United States-Saudi Arabia Bilateral Relationship,” The White House, March 28, 2014.  
80. Fahad Nazer, “Will US-Saudi ‘Special Relationship’ Last?” Al-Monitor , April 8, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/04/us-saudi-relations.html .  
81. Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, “U.S. Relations with Saudi Arabia.”  
82. Nazer, “Will US-Saudi ‘Special Relationship’ Last?” 
83. Aaron David Miller, “U.S. and Saudi Arabia, Trapped in a Bad Marriage,” CNN, April 21, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.cnn.com/2016/04/20/opinions/us-saudi-bad-marriage-opinion-miller/ .  
84. Nazer, “Will US-Saudi ‘Special Relationship’ Last?” 
85.  Bureau of Counterterrorism, “Country Reports: Middle East and North Africa Overview,” U.S. Department of State, 2014.  
86. Jeffrey Goldberg, “The Obama Doctrine,” April 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/04/the-obama-doctrine/471525/ . 
87. Gause III, “The Future of U.S.-Saudi Relations.” 
88. Gause III, “The Future of U.S.-Saudi Relations.” 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis Saudi Arabia 
89. Manayath, “The Future of India-Saudi Arabia Relations.” 
90. Office of the Press Secretary, “United States-Saudi Arabia Bilateral Relationship.”  
91. Tim Lister, Ray Sanchez, Mark Bixler, Sean O’Key, Michael Hogenmiller, and Mohammed Tawfeeq, “ISIS: 143 Attacks in 
29 Countries Have Killed 2,043,” CNN, September 1, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/17/world/mapping-isis-attacks-around-the-world/ .  
92. Sumitha Narayanan Kutty, “ISIS’s Plan to Terrorize India,” The National Interest, July 20, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/isiss-plan-terrorize-india-17052 . 
93. James Glanz, Sebastian Rotella and David E. Sanger, “In 2008 Mumbai Attacks, Piles of Spy Data, but an Uncompleted 
Puzzle,” The New York Times , December 21, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/22/world/asia/in-2008-mumbai-attacks-piles-of-spy-data-but-an-uncompleted-puzzle.html?_r
=0.  
94. Ian Black, “Saudi Arabia Offers to Send Ground Troops to Syria to Fight ISIS,” The Guardian, February 4, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/feb/04/saudi-arabia-ground-troops-syria-fight-isis .  
95. Riedel, “Saudi Arabia Tilts Towards India.”  
96. Bureau of Counterterrorism, “Country Reports: Middle East and North Africa Overview.”  
97. Isaac James Manayath, “India, Saudi Arabia, and the Fight Against Terrorism,” The Diplomat, May 28, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/05/india-saudi-arabia-and-the-fight-against-terrorism/ . 

53 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2016/10/02/after-surgical-strikes-whats-next-for-india-pakistan-relations/?utm_term=.c8b333cf0f2b
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/04/saudi-arabia-tilt-india-pakistan-salman-iran.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/22/world/asia/in-2008-mumbai-attacks-piles-of-spy-data-but-an-uncompleted-puzzle.html?_r=0
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/04/the-obama-doctrine/471525/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/05/india-saudi-arabia-and-the-fight-against-terrorism/
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/04/us-saudi-relations.html
http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/17/world/mapping-isis-attacks-around-the-world/
http://www.cfr.org/saudi-arabia/us-saudi-relations/p36524
http://www.cnn.com/2003/US/03/10/sprj.80.1938.oil/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/04/why-india-and-saudi-arabia-continue-to-grow-closer/
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/feb/04/saudi-arabia-ground-troops-syria-fight-isis
https://www.quora.com/Which-countries-does-India-import-its-crude-oil-from-in-2016
http://www.cnn.com/2016/04/20/opinions/us-saudi-bad-marriage-opinion-miller/
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/isiss-plan-terrorize-india-17052
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2016/10/02/after-surgical-strikes-whats-next-for-india-pakistan-relations/?utm_term=.c8b333cf0f2b
http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2015/01/why-the-us-is-stuck-with-saudi-arabia/384805/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/04/the-future-of-india-saudi-arabia-relations/
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/22/world/asia/in-2008-mumbai-attacks-piles-of-spy-data-but-an-uncompleted-puzzle.html?_r=0
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2016-06-13/future-us-saudi-relations


98. Ahmed Al Omran and Nikhil Lohade, “Kingdom Comedown: Falling Oil Prices Shock Saudi Middle Class,” The Wall Street 
Journal, September 23, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.wsj.com/articles/kingdom-comedown-falling-oil-prices-shock-saudi-middle-class-1474623003 .  
99. Manayath, “India, Saudi Arabia, and the Fight Against Terrorism.”  
 
India-Israel Relations 
100. Arthur G. Rubinoff, "Normalization of India-Israel Relations: Stillborn for Forty Years," Asian Survey 35, no. 5 (1995): 
487-505, accessed October 16, 2016, doi:10.2307/2645750. 
101. “Census of India: Religion,” Government of India, 2001, accessed October 17, 2016, 
http://censusindia.gov.in/Census_And_You/religion.aspx .  
102. Rubinoff, "Normalization of India-Israel Relations.”  
103. Harsh V. Pant, “Why India Is Getting Serious About Its Relationship with Israel,” The Diplomat, January 26, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/01/why-india-is-getting-serious-about-its-relationship-with-israel/ . 
104. Ronak D. Desai, “Coming Out of the Closet: India-Israel Ties Under Narendra Modi,” Foreign Policy , May 7, 2015, 
accessed January 2, 2017, http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/05/07/coming-out-of-the-closet-india-israel-ties-under-narendra-modi/ .  
105. Ora Coren, “India Reportedly Ready to Clear $3 Billion in Arms Deal with Israel,” Haaretz , February 12, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/.premium-1.702648 .  
106. Debra Kamin, “India Seeks Water Management Lessons from Israel,” The New York Times , June 12, 2013, accessed January 
2, 2017, http://india.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/06/12/india-seeks-water-management-lessons-from-israel/ .  
107. Sunil Dasgupta and Stephen P. Cohen, “Arms Sales for India,” Foreign Affairs , March-April 2011, accessed January 2, 
2107, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/india/2011-02-18/arms-sales-india .  
108. Reuters, “Under Modi, Israel and India Forge Deeper Business Ties,” Haaretz , November 20, 2014, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/business/1.627348 .  
109. Harry Hoshovsky, “The Most Important New Alliance in Asia,” The Tower , September 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.thetower.org/article/the-most-important-new-alliance-in-asia-india-israel/ . 
110. “Indian PM Modi Congratulates Netanyahu in Hebrew,” The Jerusalem Post, March 18, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.jpost.com/Israel-Elections/Indian-PM-Modi-congratulates-Netanyahu-in-Hebrew-394363 .  
111. “Article: India’s Abstention on UNHRC Vote Against Israel Significant: Officials - the Economic Times,” July 04, 2016, 
accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/indias-abstention-on-unhrc-vote-against-israel-significant-officials
/articleshow/47939248.cms . 
112. Urvashi Sarkar, “India Urged to Use Close Israeli Ties for Palestine,” Al Jazeera , August 26, 2015, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2015/08/india-urged-close-israeli-ties-palestine-150825122625677.html . 
 
US-Israel Relations 
113. "US Relations with Israel," US Department of State, March 10, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3581.htm .  
114. Dennis Ross, Doomed to Succeed: The U.S.-Israeli Relationship from Truman to Obama , New York: Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux, 2015.  
115. William Wunderle and Andre Briere, “U.S. Foreign Policy and Israel’s Qualitative Military Edge,” The Washington Institute 
for Near East Policy , January 2008.  
116. Dan Fisher, “U.S. Is Granting Israel Non-NATO Ally Status: Move Should Bring Strategic and Economic Gains, Shamir 
Says; Egypt Gets Same Rating,” Los Angeles Times , February 16, 1987, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://articles.latimes.com/1987-02-16/news/mn-2391_1_egypt-non-nato-ally .  
117. R. Nicholas Burns, “Remarks and Press Availability at Signing Ceremony for Memorandum of Understanding on U.S. 
Military Assistance,” U.S. Department of State, August 16, 2007, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/us/rm/2007/91291.htm .  
118. Barak Ravid, “U.S., Israel Sign Historic 10-year, $38-Billion Military Aid Deal,” Haaretz , September 14, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/1.742074 . 
119. Jeremy Maxwell, “U.S. Foreign Aid to Israel,” Congressional Research Service, 2015.  
120. Ibid. 
121. Ibid. 
122. Zvi Zrahiya and Moti Bassok, “For Better or for Worse, the U.S.-Israel Military Aid Deal Was Netanyahu's Baby,” Haaretz , 
September 20, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/business/1.742772 .  
123. Peter Baker and Jodi Rudoren, “Obama and Netanyahu: A Story of Slights and Crossed Signals,” The New York Times , 
November 8, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/09/us/politics/obama-and-netanyahu-a-story-of-slights-and-crossed-signals.html?_r=1 .  
124. William Booth and Ruth Eglash, “Kerry Nine’s-Month Quest for Middle East Peace Ends in Failure,” The Washington Post, 
April 29, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 

54 

http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3581.htm
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/indias-abstention-on-unhrc-vote-against-israel-significant-officials/articleshow/47939248.cms
https://2001-2009.state.gov/p/us/rm/2007/91291.htm
http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/business/1.742772
http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/1.742074
http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/business/1.627348
http://thediplomat.com/2016/01/why-india-is-getting-serious-about-its-relationship-with-israel/
http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/.premium-1.702648
http://censusindia.gov.in/Census_And_You/religion.aspx
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/india/2011-02-18/arms-sales-india
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2015/08/india-urged-close-israeli-ties-palestine-150825122625677.html
http://www.wsj.com/articles/kingdom-comedown-falling-oil-prices-shock-saudi-middle-class-1474623003
http://india.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/06/12/india-seeks-water-management-lessons-from-israel/
http://www.thetower.org/article/the-most-important-new-alliance-in-asia-india-israel/
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/indias-abstention-on-unhrc-vote-against-israel-significant-officials/articleshow/47939248.cms
http://articles.latimes.com/1987-02-16/news/mn-2391_1_egypt-non-nato-ally
http://www.jpost.com/Israel-Elections/Indian-PM-Modi-congratulates-Netanyahu-in-Hebrew-394363
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/09/us/politics/obama-and-netanyahu-a-story-of-slights-and-crossed-signals.html?_r=1
http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/05/07/coming-out-of-the-closet-india-israel-ties-under-narendra-modi/


https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_east/kerrys-nine-month-quest-for-middle-east-peace-ends-in-failure/2014/04/29/
56521cd6-cfd7-11e3-a714-be7e7f142085_story.html?utm_term=.0850bc192dee .  
125. Herb Keinon, “Israeli-Paliestinia Peace Ends with a Wimper,” The Jerusalem Post, April 30, 2014, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://www.jpost.com/Diplomacy-and-Politics/Israeli-Palestinian-peace-negotiations-end-with-a-whimper-350842 . 
126. Chris Miller and Rebecca Friedman Lissner, “The Israel That Can Say ‘No’,” Foreign Affairs , November 3, 2015, accessed 
January 2, 2017, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/israel/2015-11-03/israel-can-say-no .  
127. Peter Baker, “In Congress, Netanyahu Faults ‘Bad Deal’ on Iran Nuclear Program,” The New York Times , March 3, 2015, 
accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/04/world/middleeast/netanyahu-congress-iran-israel-speech.html .  
128. Jeffrey Goldberg, “Explaining the Toxic Obama-Netanyahu Marriage,” The Atlantic , October 9, 2015, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2015/10/dennis-ross-iran-obama-netanyahu/409420/ . 
129. Somini Sengupta and Rick Gladstone, “Rebuffing Israel, U.S. Allows Censure Over Settlements,” The New York Times , 
December 23, 2016, accessed January 2, 2016, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/23/world/middleeast/israel-settlements-un-vote.html?hp&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&cl
ickSource=story-heading&module=first-column-region&region=top-news&WT.nav=top-news . 
130. Ibid. 
131. Ibid. 
132. Carol Morello and Ruth Eglash, “Kerry Harshly Condemns Israeli Settler Activity as an Obstacle to Peace,” The 
Washington Post, December 28, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/kerry-address-middle-east-peace-process-amid-deep-us-israel-strains/2
016/12/28/d656e5fa-cd0a-11e6-b8a2-8c2a61b0436f_story.html?utm_term=.cda9a3ca74d4 . 
133. Ibid. 
134. Barney Breen-Portnoy, “Netanyahu Responds to Kerry: Israelis Don’t Need to Be Lectured On Importance of Pecae by 
Foreign Leaders,” The Algemeiner , December 28, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.algemeiner.com/2016/12/28/netanyahu-responds-to-kerry-israelis-dont-need-to-be-lectured-on-importance-of-peace-
by-foreign-leaders/ .  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis Israel 
135. Dasgupta and Cohen, “Arms Sales for India.”  
136. Sharon Udasin, “Agricultural Cooperation Between Israel, India Continues to Blossom,” The Jerusalem Post, January 9, 
2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.jpost.com/Business-and-Innovation/Agricultural-cooperation-between-Israel-India-continues-to-blossom-440931 . 
137. Kanishk Tharoor, “Why Modi’s India Aligns More Closely with Israel than with Palestinians,” Al Jazeera America , August 
3, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, http://america.aljazeera.com/articles/2014/8/3/modi-israel-relations.html .  
138. Robert Farley, “Israel’s Interests in a Closer Relationship with India,” The Diplomat, July 11, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/07/israels-interests-in-a-closer-relationship-with-india/ . 
139. Ben Caspit, “Why Netanyahu’s ‘Asian Option’ is Raising Eyebrows in Israel,” Al-Monitor , August 15, 2016, accessed 
January 2, 2017, 
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/08/israel-china-rapprochement-putin-netanyahu-russia-bds.html . 
140. Baker and Rudoren, “Obama and Netanyahu.”  
141. Guy Bechor, “Israel Is Quietly Becoming a Sea Power to Reckon With,” Al-Monitor , February 15, 2013, accessed January 
2, 2017, http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/security/01/05/deep-water-arm.html .  
142. Noah Beck, “India and Israel’s Strategic Ties,” The Jerusalem Post, August 21, 2013, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Op-Ed-Contributors/India-and-Israels-strategic-ties-323826 .  
143. Ronak D. Desai, “What the Iran Deal Means for India,” Forbes , July 31, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.forbes.com/sites/ronakdesai/2015/07/31/what-the-iran-deal-means-for-india/#388b82b96259 .  
144. Baker, “In Congress, Netanyahu Faults ‘Bad Deal’ on Iran Nuclear Program.”  
145. Aryeh Tepper, “China’s Deepening Interest in Israel,” The Tower , September 2015, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.thetower.org/article/chinas-deepening-interest-in-israel/ .  
146. “India Chooses Israel’s Anti-Tank Guided Missile ‘Spike’ Over US’ Javelin Missiles,” Daily News and Analysis , October 
25, 2014, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report-india-chooses-israel-s-anti-tank-guided-missile-spike-over-us-javelin-missiles-2029136 .  
147. Zrahiya and Bassok, “For Better or for Worse.”  
 
India-Turkey Relations 
148. “India-Turkey Relations,” India, Ministry of External Affairs, January 3, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Turkey_13_01_2016.pdf .  
149. Ibid. 
150. Ibid.  
151. Ibid. 
152. Ibid. 

55 

http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2015/10/dennis-ross-iran-obama-netanyahu/409420/
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/israel/2015-11-03/israel-can-say-no
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/kerry-address-middle-east-peace-process-amid-deep-us-israel-strains/2016/12/28/d656e5fa-cd0a-11e6-b8a2-8c2a61b0436f_story.html?utm_term=.cda9a3ca74d4
http://thediplomat.com/2016/07/israels-interests-in-a-closer-relationship-with-india/
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/23/world/middleeast/israel-settlements-un-vote.html?hp&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&clickSource=story-heading&module=first-column-region&region=top-news&WT.nav=top-news
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/23/world/middleeast/israel-settlements-un-vote.html?hp&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&clickSource=story-heading&module=first-column-region&region=top-news&WT.nav=top-news
http://www.jpost.com/Diplomacy-and-Politics/Israeli-Palestinian-peace-negotiations-end-with-a-whimper-350842
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2016/08/israel-china-rapprochement-putin-netanyahu-russia-bds.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_east/kerrys-nine-month-quest-for-middle-east-peace-ends-in-failure/2014/04/29/56521cd6-cfd7-11e3-a714-be7e7f142085_story.html?utm_term=.0850bc192dee
http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report-india-chooses-israel-s-anti-tank-guided-missile-spike-over-us-javelin-missiles-2029136
http://america.aljazeera.com/articles/2014/8/3/modi-israel-relations.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/kerry-address-middle-east-peace-process-amid-deep-us-israel-strains/2016/12/28/d656e5fa-cd0a-11e6-b8a2-8c2a61b0436f_story.html?utm_term=.cda9a3ca74d4
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/security/01/05/deep-water-arm.html
http://www.jpost.com/Business-and-Innovation/Agricultural-cooperation-between-Israel-India-continues-to-blossom-440931
http://www.thetower.org/article/chinas-deepening-interest-in-israel/
http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Op-Ed-Contributors/India-and-Israels-strategic-ties-323826
https://www.algemeiner.com/2016/12/28/netanyahu-responds-to-kerry-israelis-dont-need-to-be-lectured-on-importance-of-peace-by-foreign-leaders/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle_east/kerrys-nine-month-quest-for-middle-east-peace-ends-in-failure/2014/04/29/56521cd6-cfd7-11e3-a714-be7e7f142085_story.html?utm_term=.0850bc192dee
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/04/world/middleeast/netanyahu-congress-iran-israel-speech.html
http://www.forbes.com/sites/ronakdesai/2015/07/31/what-the-iran-deal-means-for-india/#388b82b96259
http://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Turkey_13_01_2016.pdf
https://www.algemeiner.com/2016/12/28/netanyahu-responds-to-kerry-israelis-dont-need-to-be-lectured-on-importance-of-peace-by-foreign-leaders/


153. Ibid.  
154. “Turkey-India Economic and Trade Relations,” Turkey, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2015, accessed January 2, 2017,  
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkey_s-commercial-and-economic-relations-with-india.en.mfa .  
155. “India-Turkey Relations.”  
156. “Turkey-India Economic and Trade Relations.”  
157. “Visit of Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey to India (August 18-19, 2016),” India, Ministry of External 
Affairs, August 19, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/27325/Visit_of_Minister_of_Foreign_Affairs_of_the_Republic_of_Turkey_to_India_Au
gust_1819_2016. 
158. “India-Turkey Relations.”  
159. Jack A. Goldstone, “Rise of the TIMBIs,” Foreign Policy , December 2, 2011, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://foreignpolicy.com/2011/12/02/rise-of-the-timbis/ .  
160. “India-Turkey Relations.”  
161. “FETO, Mastermind of Coup, Has ‘Infiltrated’ India: Turkey,” The Indian Express , August 21, 2016, accessed January 2, 
2017, http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/feto-mastermind-of-coup-has-infiltrated-india-turkey/ .  
162. Ibid. 
163. Mohammad Samir Hussain, “Forging a New Partnership: India and Turkey,” Journal of Alternative Perspectives in the 
Social Sciences  3, no. 3 (December 2011): 635-655, accessed January 2, 2017, http://www.japss.org/upload/8.Hussain.pdf .  
164. Ibid.  
165. Jonathan Burch, “Turkish PM calls on Syria’s Assad to quit,” Reuters , November 22, 2011, accessed December 27, 2016, 
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-syria-idUSTRE7AL0WJ20111122 .  
166. Kadira Pethiyagoda, “India on Syria: The Rising Power’s Position on a Global Conflict,” Brookings Institution , January 13, 
2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/india-on-syria-the-rising-powers-position-on-a-global-conflict/ .  
167. Ibid.  
 
US-Turkey Relations 
168. Bureau of Public Affairs, “U.S. Relations with Turkey,” U.S. Department of State, February 24, 2015. 
169. Ibid. 
170. Steve A. Cook and Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, “Generating Momentum for a New Era in U.S.-Turkey Relations,” Council 
on Foreign Relations , June 2006, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.cfr.org/turkey/generating-momentum-new-era-us-turkey-relations/p10796 . 
171. Jim Zanotti and Clayton Thomas, “Turkey: Background and U.S. Relations,” Congressional Research Service, August 26, 
2016.  
172. Ibid. 
173. Bureau of Public Affairs, “Turkey.”  
174. U.S. Embassy and Consulates in Turkey, “U.S.-Turkey Relations,” Department of State. 
175. Office of Press Secretary, “U.S.-Turkey Relations.”  
176. U.S. Embassy and Consulates in Turkey, “U.S.-Turkey Relations.”  
177. Cook and Sherwood-Randall, “Generating Momentum.”  
178. Eric Schlosser, “The H-Bombs in Turkey,” The New Yorker , July 17, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-h-bombs-in-turkey . 
179. Alan Yuhas, “Turkey Allows US to Resume Syria and Iraq Airstrikes from Incirlik Airbase,” The Guardian, July 17, 2016, 
acessed January 2, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/jul/17/turkey-airbase-us-military-john-kerry-syria-iraq .  
180. Bureau of Public Affairs, “Turkey.”  
181. “Turkey,” Congressional Research Service. 
182. Ibid. 
183. Marwan Bishara, “Turkey-US: What’s the Problem?” Al Jazeera , July 19, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2016/07/turkey-problem-160719110009819.html . 
184. “Turkey,” Congressional Research Service. 
185. Ibid. 
186. Ibid. 
187. Neil MacFarquhar, “Warming Relations in Person, Putin and Erdogan Revive Pipeline Deal,” The New York Times , October 
10, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/11/world/europe/turkey-russia-vladimir-putin-recep-tayyip-erdogan.html?_r=0 . 
188. U.S. Embassy and Consulates in Turkey, “U.S.-Turkey Relations.”  
189. Ibid. 
190. “Syria War: US Warns Over Turkish-Kurdish Violence,” BBC News , August 29, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-37212256 . 
191. Missy Ryan and Karen DeYoung, “We’re Not in Perfect Control: U.S. Plans Operation against Islamic State in Syria despite 
Obstacles,” The Washington Post, October 31, 2016, accessed January 2, 2017, 

56 

http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2016/07/turkey-problem-160719110009819.html
http://www.mfa.gov.tr/turkey_s-commercial-and-economic-relations-with-india.en.mfa
http://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/27325/Visit_of_Minister_of_Foreign_Affairs_of_the_Republic_of_Turkey_to_India_August_1819_2016
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/india-on-syria-the-rising-powers-position-on-a-global-conflict/
http://www.japss.org/upload/8.Hussain.pdf
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/feto-mastermind-of-coup-has-infiltrated-india-turkey/
http://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-h-bombs-in-turkey
http://foreignpolicy.com/2011/12/02/rise-of-the-timbis/
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/11/world/europe/turkey-russia-vladimir-putin-recep-tayyip-erdogan.html?_r=0
http://www.cfr.org/turkey/generating-momentum-new-era-us-turkey-relations/p10796
http://mea.gov.in/press-releases.htm?dtl/27325/Visit_of_Minister_of_Foreign_Affairs_of_the_Republic_of_Turkey_to_India_August_1819_2016
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-37212256
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/jul/17/turkey-airbase-us-military-john-kerry-syria-iraq
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-turkey-syria-idUSTRE7AL0WJ20111122


https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/were-not-in-perfect-control-us-plans-operation-against-islamic-state-in
-syria-despite-obstacles/2016/10/31/b649605e-9d1b-11e6-9980-50913d68eacb_story.html?utm_term=.ae4204e8ef58 .  
 
India-China Relations 
192. “India-China Bilateral Relations – Trade and Commercial Relations,” Embassy of India, Beijing, China, accessed March 20, 
2017, http://www.indianembassy.org.cn/DynamicContent.aspx?MenuId=3&SubMenuId=0 . 
193. Ibid. 
194. Ibid. 
195. Tanvi Madan, “India’s Relations with China: The Good, the Bad and the (Potentially) Ugly,” Brookings Institution , October 
8, 2013, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/indias-relations-with-china-the-good-the-bad-and-the-potentially-ugly/ . 
196. Ashok Sajjanhar, “India and China: Asia’s Uneasy Neighbors,” The Diplomat, August 22, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://thediplomat.com/2016/08/india-and-china-asias-uneasy-neighbors/ . 
197. “India-China Bilateral Relations,” Embassy of India. 
198. Nyshka Chandran, “Pakistan tensions loom over India-China Strategic Economic Dialogue,” CNBC , October 5, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.cnbc.com/2016/10/05/pakistan-tensions-loom-over-india-china-strategic-economic-dialogue.html . 
199. Ibid. 
200. Francis P. Sempa, “How Water Scarcity Could Fuel Another Sino-Indian War,” The Diplomat, October 4, 2016, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  http://thediplomat.com/2016/10/how-water-scarcity-could-fuel-another-sino-indian-war/ . 
201. Ibid. 
202. Mohan Malik, “India’s Response to the South China Sea Verdict,” The American Interest, July 22, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://www.the-american-interest.com/2016/07/22/indias-response-to-the-south-china-sea-verdict/ . 
203. Ibid. 
204. Ibid. 
 
US-China Relations 
205. “U.S. Relations with China,” Council on Foreign Relations , accessed March 20, 2017,  
http://www.cfr.org/china/us-relations-china-1949---present/p17698 .  
206. Ibid. 
207. Ibid.  
208. Ibid. 
209. Jennifer Van Vleck, “The 1970s and the Limits of U.S. Global Power,” Lecture at Yale University, New Haven, April 25, 
2016. 
210. Stephen Roach, “The Asia Context,” Lecture at Yale University, New Haven, September 2, 2016.  
211. “Clinton Inks China Trade Bill,” CBS News , September 19, 2000, accessed March 20, 2017,  
http://www.cbsnews.com/news/clinton-inks-china-trade-bill/ .  
212. Stephen Roach, Unbalanced: The Codependency of America and China , (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2016).  
213. Rich Matthews, “US GDP is 70 Percent Personal Consumption: Inside the Numbers,” Mic.com , accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://mic.com/articles/15097/us-gdp-is-70-percent-personal-consumption-inside-the-numbers#.tvSxHFwrG . 
214. “U.S. Relations with China.” 
215. Bill Gertz, “China’s South China Sea Island Buildup ‘For Military Purposes,’” The National Interest, October 11, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/chinas-south-china-sea-island-buildup-%E2%80%98-military-purposes%E2%80%99-18
006.  
216. Stephen Roach, “The China Gripe,” Lecture at Yale University, New Haven, October 31, 2016.  
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis China 
217. Moham Malik, “Balancing Act: The China-India-U.S. Triangle,” World Affairs , Spring 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/article/balancing-act-china-india-us-triangle . 
218. “World’s 50 Most Populous Countries: 2016,” Infoplease, July 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.infoplease.com/world/statistics/most-populous-countries.html . 
219. “Top U.S. Trade Partners,” U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, Economic Indicators Division, accessed 
November 17, 2016. 
220. “Total Trade,” Government of India: Ministry of Commerce & Industry, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://commerce.nic.in/eidb/default.asp . 
221. Christopher Sell, “China Overtook U.S. as Biggest Oil Importer in September: Chart,” Bloomberg , October 13, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-10-13/china-overtook-u-s-as-biggest-oil-importer-in-september-chart . 

57 

http://thediplomat.com/2016/10/how-water-scarcity-could-fuel-another-sino-indian-war/
http://www.infoplease.com/world/statistics/most-populous-countries.html
http://www.cnbc.com/2016/10/05/pakistan-tensions-loom-over-india-china-strategic-economic-dialogue.html
http://thediplomat.com/2016/10/how-water-scarcity-could-fuel-another-sino-indian-war/
http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/article/balancing-act-china-india-us-triangle
http://commerce.nic.in/eidb/default.asp
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/indias-relations-with-china-the-good-the-bad-and-the-potentially-ugly/
http://www.indianembassy.org.cn/DynamicContent.aspx?MenuId=3&SubMenuId=0
https://mic.com/articles/15097/us-gdp-is-70-percent-personal-consumption-inside-the-numbers#.tvSxHFwrG
http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/article/balancing-act-china-india-us-triangle
http://www.cfr.org/china/us-relations-china-1949---present/p17698
http://www.cnbc.com/2016/10/05/pakistan-tensions-loom-over-india-china-strategic-economic-dialogue.html
http://www.indianembassy.org.cn/DynamicContent.aspx?MenuId=3&SubMenuId=0
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-10-13/china-overtook-u-s-as-biggest-oil-importer-in-september-chart
http://www.the-american-interest.com/2016/07/22/indias-response-to-the-south-china-sea-verdict/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/08/india-and-china-asias-uneasy-neighbors/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/were-not-in-perfect-control-us-plans-operation-against-islamic-state-in-syria-despite-obstacles/2016/10/31/b649605e-9d1b-11e6-9980-50913d68eacb_story.html?utm_term=.ae4204e8ef58
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/were-not-in-perfect-control-us-plans-operation-against-islamic-state-in-syria-despite-obstacles/2016/10/31/b649605e-9d1b-11e6-9980-50913d68eacb_story.html?utm_term=.ae4204e8ef58
http://commerce.nic.in/eidb/default.asp
http://www.infoplease.com/world/statistics/most-populous-countries.html
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-10-13/china-overtook-u-s-as-biggest-oil-importer-in-september-chart
http://www.cbsnews.com/news/clinton-inks-china-trade-bill/
http://www.the-american-interest.com/2016/07/22/indias-response-to-the-south-china-sea-verdict/
http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/chinas-south-china-sea-island-buildup-%E2%80%98-military-purposes%E2%80%99-18006
http://thediplomat.com/2016/08/india-and-china-asias-uneasy-neighbors/
http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/chinas-south-china-sea-island-buildup-%E2%80%98-military-purposes%E2%80%99-18006
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/indias-relations-with-china-the-good-the-bad-and-the-potentially-ugly/


222. Ibid. 
223. Lalit K. Jha, “US Hopes Indo-Pacific Economic Corridor Will Improve Connectivity in South Asia: US Official,” The Wire, 
September 7, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://thewire.in/64668/us-hopes-indo-pacific-economic-corridor-will-improve-connectivity-in-south-asia-official/ . 
224. “FACT SHEET: U.S.-India Economic Cooperation and People-to-People Ties,” The White House, June 7, 2016, accessed 
March 20, 2017, 
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/06/07/fact-sheet-us-india-economic-cooperation-and-people-people-
ties . 
225. Gideon Rose, “A New U.S. Policy Toward India and Pakistan,” Council on Foreign Relations , January 1997, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  http://www.cfr.org/india/new-us-policy-toward-india-pakistan/p126 . 
226. Ians, “Hardly any Indo-Pakistan trade; nation with PM Modi: Assocham,” The Indian Express , November 24, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/hardly-any-indo-pakistan-trade-nation-with-pm-modi-assocham-3049129/
. 
 
India-Japan Relations 
227. “Buddhism in Japan,” Center for Global Education, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://asiasociety.org/education/buddhism-japan . 
228. Embassy of Japan in India, “Japan Calling,” April 30, 2007, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.in.emb-japan.go.jp/Japan-Calling/August2007/Page3.html . 
229. Sanjeev Miglani, “India, Japan in security pact; a new architecture for Asia?” Reuters , October 25, 2008, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://blogs.reuters.com/pakistan/2008/10/25/india-japan-in-security-pact-a-new-architecture-for-asia/ . 
230. Prashanth Parameswaran, “US, Japan, and India Kick off 2016 Malabar Exercise,” The Diplomat, June 12, 2016, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  http://thediplomat.com/2016/06/us-japan-and-india-kick-off-malabar-2016/ . 
231. Satoru Nagao, “Long Overdue: India and Japan Are Ready for a Full-Fledged Civil Nuclear Deal,” The Diplomat, 
September 5, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/long-overdue-india-and-japan-are-ready-for-a-full-fledged-civil-nuclear-deal/ . 
232. Ministry of External Affairs, “Joint Statement on India and Japan Vision 2025: Special Strategic and Global Partnership 
Working Together for Peace and Prosperity of the Indo-Pacific Region and the World (December 12, 2015),” December 12, 
2015, accessed October 16, 2016. 
233. Nagao, “Long Overdue.”  
234. PTI, “China continues to sell nuclear reactors to Pakistan, says report,” The Indian Express , August 1, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, 
http://indianexpress.com/article/world/world-news/china-continues-to-sell-nuclear-reactors-to-pakistan-says-reports-2948460/ . 
235. PTI, “Japan to invest USD 25 billion in India: Suresh Prabhu,” The Economic Times , August 12, 2016, accessed March 20, 
2017, 
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy/finance/japan-to-invest-usd-25-billion-in-india-suresh-prabhu/articleshow/5
3668073.cms . 
236. Embassy of Japan in India, “Japan Calling.” 
237. Embassy of India in Japan, “India-Japan Economic Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.indembassy-tokyo.gov.in/india_japan_economic_relations.html . 
238. Nayanima Basu, “India, Japan sign action plan to double investments in 5-years,” Business Standard, May 1, 2015, accessed 
March 20, 2017, 
http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/india-japan-sign-action-plan-to-double-investments-in-5-years-11504
3000401_1.html. 
239. Jijo Jacob, “India-Japan free trade agreement: A win-win deal,” International Business Times , February 16, 2011, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  http://www.ibtimes.com/india-japan-free-trade-agreement-win-win-deal-267457 . 
 
US-Japan Relations 
240. Office of the Historian, “Milestones: 1899-1913,” U.S. Department of State, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1899-1913/japanese-relations . 
241. Office of the Historian, “Milestones: 1937-1945,” U.S. Department of State, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1937-1945/pearl-harbor . 
242. “World War II Timeline – Remembering Pearl Harbor,” National Geographic, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.nationalgeographic.com/pearlharbor/history/wwii_timeline.html . 
243. Ryan Browne, “Why did the U.S. bomb Hiroshima?” CNN, May 27, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.cnn.com/2016/05/27/politics/hiroshima-obama-explainer/index.html . 
244. Office of the Historian, “Milestones: 1945-1952,” U.S. Department of State, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/japan-reconstruction . 

58 

http://www.cfr.org/india/new-us-policy-toward-india-pakistan/p126
http://www.cnn.com/2016/05/27/politics/hiroshima-obama-explainer/index.html
http://www.indembassy-tokyo.gov.in/india_japan_economic_relations.html
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy/finance/japan-to-invest-usd-25-billion-in-india-suresh-prabhu/articleshow/53668073.cms
http://asiasociety.org/education/buddhism-japan
http://www.indembassy-tokyo.gov.in/india_japan_economic_relations.html
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/06/07/fact-sheet-us-india-economic-cooperation-and-people-people-ties
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1899-1913/japanese-relations
http://indianexpress.com/article/world/world-news/china-continues-to-sell-nuclear-reactors-to-pakistan-says-reports-2948460/
http://www.ibtimes.com/india-japan-free-trade-agreement-win-win-deal-267457
http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/long-overdue-india-and-japan-are-ready-for-a-full-fledged-civil-nuclear-deal/
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1937-1945/pearl-harbor
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy/finance/japan-to-invest-usd-25-billion-in-india-suresh-prabhu/articleshow/53668073.cms
http://www.in.emb-japan.go.jp/Japan-Calling/August2007/Page3.html
http://www.nationalgeographic.com/pearlharbor/history/wwii_timeline.html
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1937-1945/pearl-harbor
http://www.cnn.com/2016/05/27/politics/hiroshima-obama-explainer/index.html
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/hardly-any-indo-pakistan-trade-nation-with-pm-modi-assocham-3049129/
http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/india-japan-sign-action-plan-to-double-investments-in-5-years-115043000401_1.html
http://www.in.emb-japan.go.jp/Japan-Calling/August2007/Page3.html
http://thediplomat.com/2016/06/us-japan-and-india-kick-off-malabar-2016/
http://asiasociety.org/education/buddhism-japan
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/japan-reconstruction
http://blogs.reuters.com/pakistan/2008/10/25/india-japan-in-security-pact-a-new-architecture-for-asia/
http://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy/finance/japan-to-invest-usd-25-billion-in-india-suresh-prabhu/articleshow/53668073.cms
http://thediplomat.com/2016/06/us-japan-and-india-kick-off-malabar-2016/
http://www.ibtimes.com/india-japan-free-trade-agreement-win-win-deal-267457
https://thewire.in/64668/us-hopes-indo-pacific-economic-corridor-will-improve-connectivity-in-south-asia-official/
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/06/07/fact-sheet-us-india-economic-cooperation-and-people-people-ties
http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/india-japan-sign-action-plan-to-double-investments-in-5-years-115043000401_1.html
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/hardly-any-indo-pakistan-trade-nation-with-pm-modi-assocham-3049129/
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/japan-reconstruction
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2016/06/07/fact-sheet-us-india-economic-cooperation-and-people-people-ties
http://blogs.reuters.com/pakistan/2008/10/25/india-japan-in-security-pact-a-new-architecture-for-asia/
http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/long-overdue-india-and-japan-are-ready-for-a-full-fledged-civil-nuclear-deal/
http://www.nationalgeographic.com/pearlharbor/history/wwii_timeline.html
http://www.business-standard.com/article/economy-policy/india-japan-sign-action-plan-to-double-investments-in-5-years-115043000401_1.html
http://www.cfr.org/india/new-us-policy-toward-india-pakistan/p126
https://thewire.in/64668/us-hopes-indo-pacific-economic-corridor-will-improve-connectivity-in-south-asia-official/
http://indianexpress.com/article/world/world-news/china-continues-to-sell-nuclear-reactors-to-pakistan-says-reports-2948460/
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1899-1913/japanese-relations


245. Kyle Mizokami, “Japan and the U.S.: It’s Time to Rethink Your Relationship,” The Atlantic , September 27, 2012, accessed 
March 20, 2017, 
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/09/japan-and-the-us-its-time-to-rethink-your-relationship/262916/ . 
246. Beina Xu, “The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance,” Council on Foreign Relations , July 1, 2014, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.cfr.org/japan/us-japan-security-alliance/p31437 . 
247. George R. Packard, “The United States-Japan Security Treaty at 50,” Foreign Affairs , March/April 2010, accessed March 
20, 2017, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/japan/2010-03-01/united-states-japan-security-treaty-50 . 
 
India-South Korea Relations 
248. Embassy of India, “Brief on India-Korea Economic and Commercial Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.indembassy.or.kr/pages.php?id=23 . 
249. Ibid. 
250. James Brooke, “South Korea’s shift to foreign investment,” The New York Times , October 19, 2005, accessed March 20, 
2017, http://www.nytimes.com/2005/10/19/business/worldbusiness/south-koreas-shift-to-foreign-investment.html . 
251. Embassy of India, “Brief on India-Korea Economic and Commercial Relations.” 
252. “Narendra Mondi in Seoul: India and South Korea sign 7 pacts; bilateral ties raised to ‘strategic partnership,’” The Times of 
India , May 18, 2015, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Narendra-Modi-in-Seoul-India-and-South-Korea-sign-7-pacts-bilateral-ties-raised-to-str
ategic-partnership/articleshow/47328414.cms . 
253. Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, “India-Republic of Korea Joint Statement for Special Strategic 
Partnership (May 18, 2015),” May 18 2015, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/25261/India__Republic_of_Korea_Joint_Statement_for_Special_Strategic_Partner
ship_May_18_2015. 
254. Ibid. 
255. Ibid. 
256. Sukjoon Yoon, “Middle-Power Cooperation between South Korea and India: Hedging the Dominance of the Great Powers,” 
Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies , January 28, 2014, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://csis-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/legacy_files/files/publication/Pac1410.pdf . 
257. Ibid. 
258. Mark Hibbs, “India’s Quest for NSG Membership,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , July 8, 2016, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  http://carnegieendowment.org/2016/07/08/india-s-quest-for-nsg-membership-pub-64070 . 
259. Yoon, “Middle-Power Cooperation.” 
260. Ibid. 
261. Palash Ghosh, “Why Does India Have Relations With North Korea?” International Business Times , December 30, 2011, 
accessed March 20, 2017,  http://www.ibtimes.com/why-does-india-have-relations-north-korea-213592 . 
262. Skand R. Tayal and Sandip Kumar Mishra, “India and the Republic of Korea: A Growing Strategic Partnership,” Indian 
Foreign Affairs Journal, July-September 2012, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.questia.com/read/1P3-2916036531/india-and-the-republic-of-korea-a-growing-strategic . 
263. Ibid. 
264. Embassy of India, “Brief on India-Korea Economic and Commercial Relations.” 
265. Rupakjyoti Borah, “India-South Korea Relations: New Horizons Beckon,” Geopolitical Monitor , June 29, 2015, accessed 
March 20, 2017,  https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/india-south-korea-relations-new-horizons-beckon/ . 
266. Ministry of External Affairs, “India-Republic of Korea Joint Statement.” 
 
US-South Korea Relations  
267. “U.S. Relations with the Republic of Korea,” U.S. Department of State, January 25, 2017, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm . 
268. Ibid. 
269. Ibid. 
270. Jayshree Bajoria, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance,” Council on Foreign Relations , October 13, 2011, accessed March 20, 
2017, http://www.cfr.org/south-korea/us-south-korea-alliance/p11459#p5 . 
271. Leon Whyte, “The Evolution of the U.S.-South Korea Alliance,” The Diplomat, June 13, 2015, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://thediplomat.com/2015/06/the-evolution-of-the-u-s-south-korea-alliance/ . 
272. Ibid. 
273. Ju-min Park, “U.S., South Korea begin joint drills amid tension after defection,” Reuters , August 23, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-usa-northkorea-drills-idUSKCN10X09K . 
274. Doug Bandow, “South Korea: Close Friend Of The U.S., And A Defense Welfare Queen,” Forbes , May 6, 2013, accessed 
March 20, 2017, 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2013/05/06/south-korea-close-friend-of-the-u-s-and-a-defense-welfare-queen/#47056f
7813f8 . 

59 

https://www.indembassy.or.kr/pages.php?id=23
https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/india-south-korea-relations-new-horizons-beckon/
https://csis-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/legacy_files/files/publication/Pac1410.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/2005/10/19/business/worldbusiness/south-koreas-shift-to-foreign-investment.html
http://www.ibtimes.com/why-does-india-have-relations-north-korea-213592
http://www.cfr.org/japan/us-japan-security-alliance/p31437
https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/india-south-korea-relations-new-horizons-beckon/
http://thediplomat.com/2015/06/the-evolution-of-the-u-s-south-korea-alliance/
http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/25261/India__Republic_of_Korea_Joint_Statement_for_Special_Strategic_Partnership_May_18_2015
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-usa-northkorea-drills-idUSKCN10X09K
http://carnegieendowment.org/2016/07/08/india-s-quest-for-nsg-membership-pub-64070
https://www.questia.com/read/1P3-2916036531/india-and-the-republic-of-korea-a-growing-strategic
http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/25261/India__Republic_of_Korea_Joint_Statement_for_Special_Strategic_Partnership_May_18_2015
https://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm
http://carnegieendowment.org/2016/07/08/india-s-quest-for-nsg-membership-pub-64070
http://www.cfr.org/japan/us-japan-security-alliance/p31437
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2013/05/06/south-korea-close-friend-of-the-u-s-and-a-defense-welfare-queen/#47056f7813f8
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Narendra-Modi-in-Seoul-India-and-South-Korea-sign-7-pacts-bilateral-ties-raised-to-strategic-partnership/articleshow/47328414.cms
https://www.indembassy.or.kr/pages.php?id=23
http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/25261/India__Republic_of_Korea_Joint_Statement_for_Special_Strategic_Partnership_May_18_2015
http://thediplomat.com/2015/06/the-evolution-of-the-u-s-south-korea-alliance/
http://www.nytimes.com/2005/10/19/business/worldbusiness/south-koreas-shift-to-foreign-investment.html
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/japan/2010-03-01/united-states-japan-security-treaty-50
http://www.cfr.org/south-korea/us-south-korea-alliance/p11459#p5
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/09/japan-and-the-us-its-time-to-rethink-your-relationship/262916/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2013/05/06/south-korea-close-friend-of-the-u-s-and-a-defense-welfare-queen/#47056f7813f8
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Narendra-Modi-in-Seoul-India-and-South-Korea-sign-7-pacts-bilateral-ties-raised-to-strategic-partnership/articleshow/47328414.cms
https://csis-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/legacy_files/files/publication/Pac1410.pdf
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Narendra-Modi-in-Seoul-India-and-South-Korea-sign-7-pacts-bilateral-ties-raised-to-strategic-partnership/articleshow/47328414.cms
https://www.questia.com/read/1P3-2916036531/india-and-the-republic-of-korea-a-growing-strategic
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2013/05/06/south-korea-close-friend-of-the-u-s-and-a-defense-welfare-queen/#47056f7813f8
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/09/japan-and-the-us-its-time-to-rethink-your-relationship/262916/
https://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm
http://www.cfr.org/south-korea/us-south-korea-alliance/p11459#p5
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-usa-northkorea-drills-idUSKCN10X09K
http://www.ibtimes.com/why-does-india-have-relations-north-korea-213592
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/japan/2010-03-01/united-states-japan-security-treaty-50


275. Congressional Research Service, “U.S.-South Korea Relations,” accessed October 23, 2016, 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41481.pdf . 
276. Bandow, “South Korea.” 
277. “U.S. Relations with the Republic of Korea,” U.S. Department of State. 
278. Bajoria, “The U.S-South Korea Alliance.” 
279. Ibid. 
280. Congressional Research Service, “U.S.-South Korea Relations.” 
281. Bajoria, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance.” 
282. Congressional Research Service, “U.S-South Korea Relations.” 
283. Junko Saito, “South Korea-U.S. Economic Relations and Bilateral Free Trade Negotiations,” Johns Hopkins School of 
Advanced International Studies, 2006, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://uskoreainstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/2006-SAIS-USKI-YB-Chapt5.pdf . 
284. “U.S. Relations with the Republic of Korea,” U.S. Department of State. 
285. Saito, “South-Korea-U.S. Economic Relations.” 
286. “U.S. Relations with the Republic of Korea,” U.S. Department of State. 
287. Whyte, “The Evolution.” 
 
Opportunities for US-India Cooperation vis- à-vis South Korea 
288. Ministry of External Affairs, “India-Republic of Korea Joint Statement.” 
289. Yoon, “Middle-Power Cooperation.” 
290. “North Korea’s nuclear programme: How advanced is it?” BBC News , January 6, 2017, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-pacific-11813699 . 
291. Congressional Research Service, “U.S.-South Korea Relations.” 
292. Fahim Abed and Rod Nordland, “Bomber Kills 4 Americans at U.S. Base in Afghanistan,” The New York Times , November 
12, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/13/world/asia/bagram-air-base-afghanistan-suicide-bombing.html . 
293. “Pakistan-US relationship: A double game?” Al Jazeera , May 28, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/upfront/2016/05/pakistan-relationship-double-game-160527124447415.html . 
294. Bandow, “South Korea.” 
295. “CPEC: Pakistan and China strengthen economic ties,” Al Jazeera , November 12, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/11/cpec-pakistan-china-strengthen-economic-ties-161112105108608.html . 
296. “China Trade Balance,” Observatory of Economic Complexity, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/chn/#Trade_Balance . 
297. Ibid. 
298. Embassy of India, “Brief on India-Korea Economic and Commercial Relations.” 
299. Samuel Rines, “These 5 Countries Will Dominate the Global Economy in 2030,” The National Interest, June 25, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017,  http://nationalinterest.org/feature/these-5-countries-will-dominate-the-global-economy-2030-16724 . 
 
India-Indonesia Relations  
300. Tomas Tomascik, The Ecology of the Indonesian Seas – Part One  (Hong Kong: Periplus Editions Ltd., 1996). 
301. Thonkholal Haokip, “India’s Look East Policy: Its Evolution and Approach,” South Asian Survey, Vol. 18, No. 2 
(September 2011). 
302. Ministry of External Affairs, Indonesia, “Treaty of Friendship between India and the Republic of Indonesia,” March 3, 1951, 
accessed March 20, 2017,  http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/6699/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship . 
303. “Indian PM Narendra Modi begins trip to Myanmar, Australia and Fiji,” BBC News , November 11, 2014, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-29999880 . 
304. Embassy of India, Jakarta, Indonesia, “India-Indonesia Bilateral Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.indianembassyjakarta.com/index.php/2013-05-20-10-02-04 . 
305. Ristian Atriandi Supriyanto, “The Unfulfilled Promise of Indonesia-India Defense Ties,” The Diplomat, May 31, 2013, 
accessed March 20, 2017,  http://thediplomat.com/2013/05/the-unfulfilled-promise-of-indonesia-india-defense-ties/ . 
306. Avantika Chilkoti, “India and Indonesia: rivals divided by a shared history,” Financial Times , June 6, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, https://www.ft.com/content/e8750f9c-1de6-11e6-a7bc-ee846770ec15 . 
307. Ashwini Devare, “Neighbourly warmth infuses Indonesia-India relations,” IBN Live, November 16, 2011. 
308. Embassy of India, Jakarta, Indonesia, “India-Indonesia Bilateral Relations.” 
309. Alyssa Ayres, Aaron Connelly and Sheila A. Smith, “Understanding Modi, Abe, and Jokowi,” Council on Foreign 
Relations , April 21, 2015, accessed March 20, 2107, 
http://www.cfr.org/asia-and-pacific/understanding-modi-abe-jokowi/p36443 . 
 
US-Indonesia Relations  

60 

http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/6699/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/these-5-countries-will-dominate-the-global-economy-2030-16724
http://uskoreainstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/2006-SAIS-USKI-YB-Chapt5.pdf
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-29999880
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/13/world/asia/bagram-air-base-afghanistan-suicide-bombing.html
http://thediplomat.com/2013/05/the-unfulfilled-promise-of-indonesia-india-defense-ties/
http://mea.gov.in/bilateral-documents.htm?dtl/6699/Treaty+of+Peace+and+Friendship
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/upfront/2016/05/pakistan-relationship-double-game-160527124447415.html
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-pacific-11813699
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/these-5-countries-will-dominate-the-global-economy-2030-16724
http://uskoreainstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/2006-SAIS-USKI-YB-Chapt5.pdf
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/chn/#Trade_Balance
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/13/world/asia/bagram-air-base-afghanistan-suicide-bombing.html
http://www.cfr.org/asia-and-pacific/understanding-modi-abe-jokowi/p36443
http://www.cfr.org/asia-and-pacific/understanding-modi-abe-jokowi/p36443
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/upfront/2016/05/pakistan-relationship-double-game-160527124447415.html
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/11/cpec-pakistan-china-strengthen-economic-ties-161112105108608.html
http://www.indianembassyjakarta.com/index.php/2013-05-20-10-02-04
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/chn/#Trade_Balance
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-pacific-11813699
https://www.ft.com/content/e8750f9c-1de6-11e6-a7bc-ee846770ec15
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41481.pdf
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-29999880
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R41481.pdf
http://www.indianembassyjakarta.com/index.php/2013-05-20-10-02-04
http://thediplomat.com/2013/05/the-unfulfilled-promise-of-indonesia-india-defense-ties/
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2016/11/cpec-pakistan-china-strengthen-economic-ties-161112105108608.html
https://www.ft.com/content/e8750f9c-1de6-11e6-a7bc-ee846770ec15


310. “The Birth of the Indonesian Nation, 1945-1949: Perspectives on the Role of the United States,” The United 
States-Indonesia Society, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.usindo.org/resources/the-birth-of-the-indonesian-nation-1945-%E2%80%93-1949-perspectives-on-the-role-of-the-un
ited-states/ . 
311. Embassy of Indonesia, “Bilateral Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.embassyofindonesia.org/wordpress/?page_id=516 . 
312. “United States-Indonesia Comprehensive Partnership,” U.S. Department of State, accessed November 11, 2016, 
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2013/10/215196.htm . 
313. Jim Lobe, “New strain on US ties with Indonesia,” ETAN , accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.etan.org/et2004/august/08-14/10newstr.htm . 
314. Prashanth Parameswaran, “US-Indonesia Economic Ties at 90 Billion,” The Diplomat, September 15, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/us-indonesia-economic-ties-at-90-billion-report/ . 
315. “Indonesia,” USAID, accessed March 20, 2017,  https://www.usaid.gov/indonesia . 
 
India-Philippines Relations  
316. Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, “India-Philippines Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Philippines__December_2013_.pdf . 
317. “About ACD,” Asia Cooperation Dialogue, accessed March 20, 2017,  http://www.acd-dialogue.org/about-acd.html . 
318. Ministry of External Affairs, “India-Philippines Relations.” 
319. Chandrika Kaul, “From Empire to Independence: The British Raj in India 1858-1947,” BBC History, March 3, 2011, 
accessed March 20, 2017,  http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/british/modern/independence1947_01.shtml . 
320. Ministry of External Affairs, “India-Philippines Relations.” 
321. Danielle Rajendram, “India’s new Asia-Pacific strategy: Modi acts East,” Lowy Institute for International Policy , December 
2014, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/indias-new-asia-pacific-strategy-modi-acts-east.pdf . 
322. Subir Bhaumik, “Explaining India’s silence over Burma,” BBC News , September 26, 2007, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/7013975.stm . 
323. Ministry of External Affairs, “India-Philippines Relations.” 
324. “Philippines,” Asia Regional Integration Center, accessed March 20, 2017,  https://aric.adb.org/philippines . 
325. Ishaan Tharoor, “A shocking beheading is a reminder of the terror threat in the Philippines,” The Washington Post, April 26, 
2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/04/26/a-shocking-beheading-is-a-reminder-of-the-terror-threat-in-th
e-philippines/?utm_term=.62399f07c511 . 
326. PTI, “Vietnam top leaders hail India’s position on disputed South China Sea,” The Indian Express , September 3, 2016, 
accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/vietnam-top-leaders-hail-india-position-on-disputed-south-china-sea-3011
671/. 
327. “The South China Sea Arbitration (The Republic of the Philippines v. The People’s Republic of China),” Permanent Court 
of Arbitration, The Hague, July 12, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://pca-cpa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/175/2016/07/PH-CN-20160712-Press-Release-No-11-English.pdf . 
328. Embassy of India, Manila, Philippines, “Bilateral Trade and Economic Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.indembassymanila.in/eoi.php?id=Bilateral . 
329. “The Observatory of Economic Complexity,” the Observatory of Economic Complexity, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/ . 
330. Ibid. 
331. Embassy of India, Manila, Philippines, “Bilateral Trade and Economic Relations.” 
332. Ibid. 
333. Ibid. 
334. Ibid. 
335. Ibid. 
336. Jack Miller, “Religion in the Philippines,” Center for Global Education, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://asiasociety.org/education/religion-philippines . 
337. Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, “India-Philippines Relations.” 
338. Ibid. 
339. Ibid. 
 
US-Philippines Relations  
340. Philippines, Embassy of the Philippines, Washington D.C., “PH-US Bilateral Relations,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.philippineembassy-usa.org/philippines-dc/embassy-dc/ph-us-bilateral-relations-dc/ . 

61 

http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/vietnam-top-leaders-hail-india-position-on-disputed-south-china-sea-3011671/
http://www.usindo.org/resources/the-birth-of-the-indonesian-nation-1945-%E2%80%93-1949-perspectives-on-the-role-of-the-united-states/
http://asiasociety.org/education/religion-philippines
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/04/26/a-shocking-beheading-is-a-reminder-of-the-terror-threat-in-the-philippines/?utm_term=.62399f07c511
http://asiasociety.org/education/religion-philippines
https://aric.adb.org/philippines
http://www.indembassymanila.in/eoi.php?id=Bilateral
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/indias-new-asia-pacific-strategy-modi-acts-east.pdf
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/indias-new-asia-pacific-strategy-modi-acts-east.pdf
https://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Philippines__December_2013_.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/british/modern/independence1947_01.shtml
http://www.acd-dialogue.org/about-acd.html
http://www.etan.org/et2004/august/08-14/10newstr.htm
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/british/modern/independence1947_01.shtml
https://pca-cpa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/175/2016/07/PH-CN-20160712-Press-Release-No-11-English.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/indonesia
http://www.usindo.org/resources/the-birth-of-the-indonesian-nation-1945-%E2%80%93-1949-perspectives-on-the-role-of-the-united-states/
http://www.usindo.org/resources/the-birth-of-the-indonesian-nation-1945-%E2%80%93-1949-perspectives-on-the-role-of-the-united-states/
http://www.acd-dialogue.org/about-acd.html
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/
https://www.usaid.gov/indonesia
http://www.philippineembassy-usa.org/philippines-dc/embassy-dc/ph-us-bilateral-relations-dc/
http://www.indembassymanila.in/eoi.php?id=Bilateral
https://pca-cpa.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/175/2016/07/PH-CN-20160712-Press-Release-No-11-English.pdf
http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/us-indonesia-economic-ties-at-90-billion-report/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/04/26/a-shocking-beheading-is-a-reminder-of-the-terror-threat-in-the-philippines/?utm_term=.62399f07c511
https://aric.adb.org/philippines
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2013/10/215196.htm
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2013/10/215196.htm
http://www.embassyofindonesia.org/wordpress/?page_id=516
http://www.philippineembassy-usa.org/philippines-dc/embassy-dc/ph-us-bilateral-relations-dc/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/04/26/a-shocking-beheading-is-a-reminder-of-the-terror-threat-in-the-philippines/?utm_term=.62399f07c511
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/7013975.stm
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/vietnam-top-leaders-hail-india-position-on-disputed-south-china-sea-3011671/
https://www.mea.gov.in/Portal/ForeignRelation/Philippines__December_2013_.pdf
http://www.embassyofindonesia.org/wordpress/?page_id=516
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/7013975.stm
http://www.etan.org/et2004/august/08-14/10newstr.htm
http://thediplomat.com/2016/09/us-indonesia-economic-ties-at-90-billion-report/
http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-news-india/vietnam-top-leaders-hail-india-position-on-disputed-south-china-sea-3011671/


341. Richard C. Paddock, “Rodrigo Duterte, Pushing Split With U.S., Counters Philippines’ Deep Ties,” The New York Times , 
October 26, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/27/world/asia/philippines-duterte-united-states-alliance.html?_r=0 . 
342. Yasmeen Serhan, “An End to U.S.-Philippine Defense Cooperation,” The Atlantic , October 7, 2016, accessed March 20, 
2017, https://www.theatlantic.com/news/archive/2016/10/an-end-to-us-philippine-defense-cooperation/503297/ . 
343. Javier C. Hernandez and Floyd Whaley, “Philippine Supreme Court Approves Return of U.S. Troops,” The New York Times , 
January 12, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017,  https://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/13/world/asia/philippines-us-military.html . 
344. David E. Sanger, “Philippines Orders U.S. to Leave Strategic Navy Base at Subic Bay,” The New York Times , December 28, 
1991, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.nytimes.com/1991/12/28/world/philippines-orders-us-to-leave-strategic-navy-base-at-subic-bay.html?pagewanted=all
. 
345. Yeganeh Torbati, “U.S. announces ramped-up military presence in Philippines,” Reuters , April 14, 2016, accessed March 
20, 2017, http://in.reuters.com/article/southchinasea-philippines-carter-idINKCN0XB0R7 . 
346. Ibid. 
347. Philippines, Embassy of the Philippines, Washington D.C., “PH-US Bilateral Relations.” 
348. Ibid. 
349. “Philippines,” MIT Observatory of Economic Complexity, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/phl/ . 
350. Ibid. 
351. “Philippines,” Office of the United States Trade Representative,” accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/southeast-asia-pacific/philippines . 
352. Ibid. 
353. Ibid. 
354. Mike Green, “The Legacy of Obama’s ‘Pivot’ to Asia,” Foreign Policy , September 3, 2016, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://foreignpolicy.com/2016/09/03/the-legacy-of-obamas-pivot-to-asia/ . 
355. Paddock, “Rodrigo Duterte.” 
356. “Major Languages of the Philippines,” California State University Northridge, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.csun.edu/~lan56728/majorlanguages.htm . 
357. Miller, “Religion in the Philippines.” 
358. “Religions Landscape Study,” Pew Research Center, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.pewforum.org/religious-landscape-study/ . 
359. “The World Factbook,” U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/us.html . 
360. “Demography: Philippine Yearbook 2013,” Philippines Statistics Authority, accessed March 20, 2017, 
https://psa.gov.ph/sites/default/files/2013 PY_Demography.pdf . 
361. “About,” US Philippines Society, accessed March 20, 2017,  http://www.usphsociety.org/sample-page/ . 
362. “Industry Performance for Travel and Tourism: January 2017,” Philippines Department of Tourism, accessed March 20, 
2017, http://www.tourism.gov.ph/pages/industryperformance.aspx . 
363. “Global Indicators Database,” Pew Research Center, accessed March 20, 2017, 
http://www.pewglobal.org/database/indicator/24/country/173/ .  
 

 

62 

http://www.pewglobal.org/database/indicator/24/country/173/
http://in.reuters.com/article/southchinasea-philippines-carter-idINKCN0XB0R7
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/us.html
http://www.pewglobal.org/database/indicator/24/country/173/
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/phl/
https://psa.gov.ph/sites/default/files/2013%20PY_Demography.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/13/world/asia/philippines-us-military.html
http://www.nytimes.com/1991/12/28/world/philippines-orders-us-to-leave-strategic-navy-base-at-subic-bay.html?pagewanted=all
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/southeast-asia-pacific/philippines
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/us.html
http://atlas.media.mit.edu/en/profile/country/phl/
http://www.tourism.gov.ph/pages/industryperformance.aspx
http://www.pewforum.org/religious-landscape-study/
http://in.reuters.com/article/southchinasea-philippines-carter-idINKCN0XB0R7
https://www.theatlantic.com/news/archive/2016/10/an-end-to-us-philippine-defense-cooperation/503297/
http://www.usphsociety.org/sample-page/
http://www.usphsociety.org/sample-page/
http://foreignpolicy.com/2016/09/03/the-legacy-of-obamas-pivot-to-asia/
https://www.theatlantic.com/news/archive/2016/10/an-end-to-us-philippine-defense-cooperation/503297/
http://foreignpolicy.com/2016/09/03/the-legacy-of-obamas-pivot-to-asia/
http://www.pewforum.org/religious-landscape-study/
http://www.tourism.gov.ph/pages/industryperformance.aspx
https://ustr.gov/countries-regions/southeast-asia-pacific/philippines
http://www.csun.edu/~lan56728/majorlanguages.htm
https://psa.gov.ph/sites/default/files/2013%20PY_Demography.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/27/world/asia/philippines-duterte-united-states-alliance.html?_r=0
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/13/world/asia/philippines-us-military.html
http://www.nytimes.com/1991/12/28/world/philippines-orders-us-to-leave-strategic-navy-base-at-subic-bay.html?pagewanted=all
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/27/world/asia/philippines-duterte-united-states-alliance.html?_r=0
http://www.csun.edu/~lan56728/majorlanguages.htm



