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A Political Perspective on Energy Security Cooperation between India and China 
 
Introduction 
The phenomenal rise of the two Asian giants, India and China in the 21st Century, has shifted 
the global political paradigm from the West to the East. A report, by Central Intelligence 
Agency, ‘Mapping the Global Future’ states that the ‘international community will have to 
confront the military, political and economic dimensions of the rise of China and India in the 
21st century’.1 This report linked the emergence of China and India to the rise of Germany in 
the 19th century and America in the 20th century!  The transfer of power from West to East is 
gathering pace and will soon dramatically change the context for dealing with international 
challenges.2 The rise of the two most populous nations India and China, provides a plethora 
of strategic dilemma for strategy makers of both countries, as to whether to ally with one 
other or not, which will serve its long term political and economic goals in the region. To be 
very candid both countries do not only have hegemonic interest in the region this time, much 
more is at stake! The overt rivalry between the two nuclear Asian giants has been rooted in 
the ‘decades-long, multi-layered, and frequently sharp conflict over the two states’ relations 
with the land and people lying around and between them’,3 this augmented by competition 
for energy to fuel their respective growing economic demands, sooner or later will be bound 
to turn into a ‘dyadic rivalry’4 seriously jeopardising peaceful coexistence in the region. The 
survival of both Indian and Chinese governments is at stake over energy cooperation, which 
is driven by socio-economic factors, political and financial risk reduction in investing in a 
foreign country and to prevent any malignant rivalry from energy competition, that could 
spill into an another war. Though such a possibility is unlikely, the mere anticipated thought 
of such a nuclear flashpoint is a drive enough, to make strategists of both the countries 
scramble to plan proactive steps to negate the energy rivalry at its bud. Apart from this there 
is also need for both countries to arrive at a unanimous decision on climate change, which is 
a serious source of concerns for not only China and India but for the whole mankind. A Sino- 
India Axis of cooperation in energy security in this century can be bell weather for 
propagation of global peace and stability, and may induce other nations to come forward and 
make this small initiative from pragmatic politicians of India-China into a Global revolution, 
which could dramatically change the way we live in this world and our children who inherit 
it from us. The International Peace Research Institute, Stockholm pointed out twenty years 
ago that ‘The basic economic consequences of the militarised world in which we live are a 
waste of the world’s limited resources. If the resources of raw materials, productive capacity, 
and above all human skills and ingenuity which are now engaged in the war industry were 
directed to civil, economic ends, the effect on the living standard of the average world citizen 
would be profound’.5 
 
 
21st Century: A Revisionist political approach in Sino-India relations 
The World political scene in the middle of the 20th century was dominated by the gradual 
retreat of the Colonial imperialists from India and China in late 1940s. This was followed by 
a period of transition, generally witnessed by newborn nations with extreme caution towards 
imperialist’s influence, which was obvious, given that both India and China were 
independent after long years of subjugation. Both, India and China allowed themselves to be 
dominated and demeaned by those who were alien to the rich texture of their culture, made 
them very apprehensive to the mantras of cooperation with the imperialists.6 India, post 
independence constituted a democratic government, under the leadership of its first Prime 
Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. China under the leadership of Mao adopted the communist  
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ideology, as a way for China to overcome the humiliation of imperialist era and to become 
strong again.7 Both new born nations shared many common views post independence, 
including shift of focus towards Asia (including erstwhile USSR) rather than west. 
Convergence of friendship of both countries with the USSR this did not deter the People’s 
Liberation Army (PLA) of China under Mao to attack India in 1962 due to some un-
reconciled border dispute. 
 
Deng Xiaoping’s leadership at the helm of the CCP after the demise of Mao, in 1976, saw 
more revisionist approaches in the communist polity. Under Deng Xiaoping, the Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) initiated a shift in economic policy that legitimised the introduction 
of capitalist measures in the quest for rapid development of China's forces of production.8 It 
also commenced a parallel reorientation of China's approach to, and position in, the world9 
and ushered a pro cooperation approach by the Chinese authoritative government. China 
started the evolution of communist ideologies from pro-socialist towards realism in tandem 
with globalisation. This approach saw more severity after the incidence in the Tiananmen 
Square in Beijing in 1989. The Communist regime, in China realised that, the threat of 
economic stagnation raises real risks of social instability, which could in turn threaten the 
continued political monopoly of the Chinese Communist Party.10 China’s economic 
importance is still conditional on China continuing its reform process and its economic 
progress. Failure in those respects will give China an importance in much less welcome 
ways, creating political and social instability regionally and inevitably globally.11 Similarly, 
India in the early 1990s initiated economic reforms with Dr. Manmohan Singh as the Finance 
minister, since then the economic reforms has become an irreversible process, with the 
government realising the serious repercussions in any attempts to play spoilsport to the 
process.  
 
Convergence of mutual concerns of domestic insecurity from economic instability due to 
energy availability constraints has thrown new questions before the political strategist i.e. 
whether to cooperate with each other or compete for diminishing energy resources. The 
obvious choice is cooperation, so that sanguinity of supply could be ensured at reasonable 
prices, by collective/cooperative bargaining and also help in risk reduction of investing in a 
volatile regime for energy. Both have of late started to recognise the fact that their lack of 
energy cooperation due to mutual political distrusts (as a aftermath of 1962 war) will not 
only impair their own energy security, but may also have negative implications on regional 
stability, as has happened in the case of Sino-Japan relations.12 Chinese efforts to block 
India’s entry in the UN Security council and WTO, promulgated Indian strategists to believe 
that realistically China’s foreign and defense policy initiatives are quite obviously designed 
to marginalise India in the long-term,13 now there has been a radical change in stance of 
China in recent years which has pledged its support to India’s membership in UN security 
council reflecting China’s willingness to accept India as a contemporary regional 
superpower. As the 21st century progresses there has been marked change in the attitude of 
the two regimes, this began with the visit of India’s former Prime Minister, Mr. Atal Behari 
Vajpayee to China and later the Chinese Premier visiting India. This ushered an era of 
conducive relationship, based on mutual cooperation in fields of energy, sports, culture and 
technology. Call of Dr. Manmohan Singh for formation of ‘Asian Economic Community’, 
involving both India and China, in the early parts of the 21st Century would be a stepping 
stone for Pan-Asian cooperation in energy and trade. This is one of the steps to break the ice 
between the two countries, blaming each other with collaborating with enemy countries to  
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perpetuate regional hegemony. Similarly, China has also invited India to join as an observer 
for SCO. China and India have agreed to cooperate rather compete for global energy 
resources. Both leaders pledged that their countries would work together for regional peace 
and stability.14  They must also attempt to make each other great.15  
 
In regard to the lingering border dispute between the two countries, M. Taylor Fravel, a 
political researcher, observes that China have adopted a more peaceful approach to the 
solutions of its numerous border disputes in the 21st century16 (Refer Appendix). Both the 
countries have realised the need to keep the border in the backstage and make it a non-
deterrent for further cooperation in energy security. Endeavors in resolving border disputes 
through CBM’s (Confidence Building Measures) have reinstated the realisation of both the 
countries to solve the impending border disputes through peaceful and political means. 
Behavior in territorial disputes is a fundamental indicator of whether a state is pursuing status 
quo or revisionist foreign policies.17 Political analyst Mark Frazier agrees that precisely 
because so many sources of dispute exist between China and India; both sides have come to 
recognise the need to prevent tensions from leading to an overt rivalry. Being two great 
nations of Asia, India and China bear the responsibility of making the region harmonious and 
peaceful.18  
 
Empirically Oil companies of both countries have opted for cooperation in investing in a 
third country as a step for risk minimisation. (Refer Appendix). Both countries are forming 
cooperative relationships to serve a number of different interests, including energy security. 
A number of Chinese scholars have also expressed the view that energy security in Asia 
requires pan-Asian cooperation. For example, Shi Yaodong of the Development Research 
Centre of the State Council of the People's Republic of China has written – as quoted: ‘Asian 
countries are not only facing a booming energy demand and market size in coming years, but 
continuing uncertainty of energy security and high oil price as well.19 Chinese strategists on 
the one hand, view cooperation with India will help the Chinese Navy to police the Indian 
Ocean, which is a major route for transportation of Chinese Oil tankers from the Persian Gulf 
region. India on the other hand feels that their cooperation with China will help them to 
clinch more deals in the highly saturated hydrocarbon market abroad.  Integration and 
cooperation, both in the field of economy and energy, are the right way to meet and deal with 
the challenges.  It is urgent for Asian countries to establish an effective mechanism to lead 
collective action as soon as possible’.20 In a recent study, Jairam Ramesh, an influential 
member of the ruling Congress Party, has come up with the concept of ‘Chindia’ that denotes 
synergy between the two Asian giants. He views closer cooperation between China and India 
as the best way to build trust and friendship. The future of Asia will to a large extent depend 
upon the relationship between the two regional giants, China and India.21 Daniel Yergin has 
written recently in Foreign Affairs, real energy security requires setting aside the pipe dream 
of energy independence and embracing interdependence, which is the mantra which both 
regimes are understood to have inculcated in their revisionist approach to each other.  
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Reality over Rhetoric 
Socio Economic Needs 
China and India have realised that, the threat of economic stagnation raises real risks of 
social instability, which could in turn threaten the continued political stability in their 
countries.22 Given China’s and India’s delicate relationship between economic growth 
(substantiated by huge rise in energy demand) and political stability and their overly 
dependence on the politically volatile Persian Gulf region for sourcing energy has unshackled 
the cobwebs of political inconclusiveness and provided an impetus towards cooperation in 
the 21st century in areas of mutual interests, including energy security.  
 
China’s demand for energy surged rapidly official e.g. Energy Statistics from the US 
Government, forecasts that China’s oil consumption will increase by almost half a million 
barrels per day in 2006, or 38 percent of the total growth in world oil demand.23 China is the 
world’s third-largest net importer of oil behind the United States and Japan, an important 
factor in world oil markets. In India the combination of rising oil consumption and fairly 
stable production levels leaves it increasingly dependent on imports to meet consumption 
needs. In 2006, the country produced an average of 846,000 barrels per day (bbl/d) of total 
oil liquids, of which 77 percent, or 648,000 bbl/d, was crude oil. During 2006, India 
consumed an estimated 2.63 million bbl/d of oil. India registered oil demand growth of 
100,000 bbl/d during 2006. EIA forecasts suggest the country will experience similar gains 
during 2007 and 2008.24 India with a sustainable 8% GDP growth for last two years and an 
expected double digit growth in near future, and with an economy showing true signs of 
maturity, India will remain as the main competitor for China for energy in Asia with its oil 
and gas requirements nearly doubling by year 2020.  
 
Both countries have low tolerance to any shortfall in energy supply as Zha Daojiong points 
out in his article titled ‘Energy Interdependence’; repercussions for any shortfall will be 
detrimental for political survival of both governments hence such high level of urgency. 
There is a sense of urgency in China need for energy assets abroad. The Communist leaders 
in Beijing have realised that the way to survival in power is to pursue the path of economic 
developments, since it is the only way for social upliftment of the masses. In order to 
appreciate why access to energy supplies abroad has become such a critical economic and 
political concern for Beijing’s leadership, China’s leaders fear that domestic energy shortages 
and rising energy costs could undermine the country’s economic growth and thus seriously 
jeopardise job creation. For a regime that increasingly stakes its political right to rule on 
economic performance and rising standards of living, the threat of economic stagnation raises 
real risks of social instability, which could in turn threaten the continued political monopoly 
of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Hence, energy security is a strategic domestic 
political concern for the leadership.25 An unprecedented need for resources is now driving 
China's foreign policy. Beijing's access to foreign resources is necessary both for continued 
economic growth and, because growth is the cornerstone of China's social stability, for the 
survival of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP).26  See graph overleaf for comparison of 
India and China’s demand for oil. 
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China's Oil Production and Consumption, 1986-2006*
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India's Oil Production and Consumption, 1990-2006*
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Hypothetically, let us consider urgency for Purchase of Oil assets (Uc) proportional to the 
actual oil requirements (Ac) and inversely related to availability of indigenous Oil (Ic) i.e. 
higher the indigenous production of Oil, less will be the urgency to purchase oil or oil assets 
from abroad. Therefore, we can logically deduce that Uc ∝ Ac/Ic (here under script c implies 
China) or, Uc = K. Ac/Ic (where constant K assumes China continues to develop industrially 
with no natural or political disturbances). If we were to consider India’s case we will arrive 
similarly at Ui = K. Ai/Ii (where constant K assumes India continues to develop industrially 
with no natural or political disturbances). Assuming, that the economic growth of both 
countries would remain more or less the same let us try to arrive at a conceptual ‘Index or 
quotient of Urgency’ for both countries are as given in the following table no. 1. 
 
 

Index of Urgency for Oil Imports Table: 1 
 

India China Year 
Ai* Ii* Ui Ac*(mbblpd) Ic*(mbblpd) Uc 

2006 2.6 0.85 3.06 7.3 3.8 1.92 
2007 2.6 0.86 3.02 7.8 3.9 2.00 
2008 2.7 0.87 3.10 8.3 3.9 2.13 
2010 2.7 1.0 2.70 9.4 3.8 2.47 
2015 3.2 1.1 2.91 10.5 3.7 2.84 
2020 3.6 1.2 3.00 11.9 4.2 2.83 
2025 4.0 1.3 3.08 13.6 4.6 2.96 
2030 4.4 1.3 3.38 15.7 4.9 3.20 

* Data obtained from http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/steo/pub/3tab.html (Mbblpd is million barrels per day) 
 
 

From the above table it could be seen that there is a difference in the level of urgency for oil 
purchase and asset acquisition abroad between India and China in year 2007, however this 
level of urgency is bound to narrow from 2010 onwards, hence competition between the two 
Asian giants is bound to grow from year to year. Though India’s oil requirement is less than 
that of China (i.e. Ai<Ac) and is projected to remain that way though out, but since India’s 
indigenous oil production will not change significantly (projected to increase from 0.85 
mblpd to 1.3 mblpd in 2006 to 2030 respectively as shown in Table 5) its dependence of oil 
from abroad will be more than that of China, therefore India’s level of urgency is more 
supply oriented than consumption (which is projected to increase by 70% in 25 years). On 
the contrary, China’s quantity of oil consumption is nearly three hundred percent (300%) 
more than India and is projected to remain the same way in next 25 years with its indigenous 
production level increasing marginally from the current level of 3.9 mblpd to 4.9 mblpd 
(25% increase in 25 years); during the same period its consumption will more than double. 
Therefore, the desperation level of both India and China is going to increase and peak from 
2010, tussles for scarce oil assets acquisition will continue and may spill into a war, as both 
will try to get hold of scarce oil resources from abroad and try to exert their sphere of 
influence in South Asia. 
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Urgency for Oil of India and China
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(Figure: 3) 
 
The level of urgency for oil is rising by every year in both China and India. It is estimated 
that by the year 2020 Asia is going to need 130 million barrels per day (mbpd) as compared 
to 30 mbpd today. This jump in demand has been mainly due to the rising economies of 
China and India. Price of oil has increased from $18 per barrel in November 2001 to $70 per 
barrel; the situation is not going to improve in the short run. China needs to import 60% of its 
needs in year 2020 whereas India will need to import 90% of its total needs in the same year 
(provided there are no major national discovery) this means heavy dependence on other 
countries for oil thus comprising on national security, which both countries must try to avoid. 
With both economics showing no sign of slowing down in the near future, a confrontation 
between the two Asian economies for oil is inevitable in the future. Two senior Chinese 
academics, Wu Lei and Shen Qinu reveal that China would go to war to secure its energy 
needs, if necessary.27 The PLA has already announced its readiness to go to the next stage of 
its development and ‘forge a strong military force powerful enough to take on important 
missions on the basis of China's economic development’.28 China has adopted a unilateral 
approach toward its military modernisation, which is being undertaken without great concern 
for the interests of its neighbours.29 Mark Frazier agrees but argues that because so many 
sources of dispute exist between China and India, both sides have come to recognise the need 
to prevent tensions from leading to an overt rivalry.  
 
National Energy Companies Affluence on Political Decisions for Risk Reduction 
Constraints of energy availability domestically to meet the optimum requirements of 
industrial growth has promulgated Oil companies of both countries to consolidate their 
strategic concerns for backward integration, impelling them to look beyond boundaries and 
seek investment in frontiers where both political and economic stability run riot. The world 
order is now shaping on the virtue of energy cooperation development interests of countries; 
this has ameliorated political implications in the form of liberal foreign policies to provide a 
catalyst to seal energy deals for national energy companies by virtue of cooperation because 
investments now involve those countries and regimes which were never in the fringes of 
China’s or India’s foreign policy making and national security strategies, keep apart 

Diff in level of 
Urgency 

Marginal diff in 
Urgency Level 
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corporate strategies. Oil companies which are late errant in the market of transnational 
exploration and production find themselves placed on the edge of the abyss with volatile 
places of investment- both politically and economically, notwithstanding the fact that even in 
those markets the European and American oil behemoths pose as potent bidders with a 
paramount of political and economic clout. This has special implications and influence where 
the negotiators are hardened junta leaders or anarchists who use their nation’s resources as a 
bargain with powerful nations, therefore the oil companies which are icons of the developed 
countries they represent, have special leverage in such negotiations. There is no guarantee or 
sanguinity of supply from such regime to the developing nations (especially singular) and 
one cannot ignore the fact that such misruled regimes are as dynamic as the world geopolitics 
and will not miss any opportunity to re-engage from contracts/investments to suit their own 
unscrupulous political means.  
 
The new horizons of world energy scenario are now marked with such intricacies and 
complications, which are beyond the parameters of corporate strategy making and 
implementation, consequently political involvement has become an inseparable part of oil 
investment decisions abroad. Further, driven by the fact that majority stakeholders of the oil 
companies in India and China are the Government of the respective countries adds impetus to 
the political involvement in corporate transnational oil investment decision-making and vice-
versa. The impregnation of the oasis of oil in volatile regimes, which has been within the 
circumference of critical circumstances, has made retrospect poised antagonists turned 
friends. Each looking at the other to make the first move, after bouts of serious punch 
throwing at each other in a bid to knock each other out in the PetroKazakhstan US$4.2 
billion bid, CNPC (China National Petroleum Corporation) merged the winner, however only 
after a close hot pursuit by Indian oil company ONGC (Oil and Natural Gas Corporation) and 
ultimately paying up 21.1% premium on the share prices. This continued in and across 
continents, regions and boundaries, making the exchequer of both countries lose billions of 
US dollars in the process of competitive bidding. Therefore common sense prevailing, the 
politicians of India and China have come to realise the importance of mutual cooperation for 
overseas acquisitions of energy assets and investments in a third country. Including each 
other in the energy security equation of both countries will not only, enhance their bargaining 
power but also will comply with the risk reduction management process of their National Oil 
Companies. The deep entrenchment of political involvement in energy security decision 
making process on national energy companies and the importance of the energy czar in the 
political decision-making have taken a front seat with the increase in the importance of the 
energy security quotient preoccupying the minds of raising economies of India and China.  
 
The rise of the two Asian countries from the nadir of humiliation and subjugation in the 
hands of the imperialists to sharing the centre stage of influential oil geopolitics with the 
superpower, is a fact not very well received by yesteryear imperialists, who are still to 
unshackle themselves from the cobwebs of ethnocentrism and still evidently present even in 
their corporate culture, the stoppage of the Unocal takeover by the Chinese oil company is a 
reflection of the xenophobia.  The behemoths still suffer from competitive setbacks in the 
hands of their Asian counterparts. Corporate strategy making is no longer limited to the 
boundaries and extends of economies and finances but also has been lately driven by culture, 
history and politics. Raised concern about energy security has led to involuntary or voluntary 
involvement of the national energy company executives to participate in the holistic 
government decisions on the subject. Corporate participation in geopolitical decision making  
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for energy security and vice versa has brought in a new dimension of realism to energy 
security geopolitics, which was so far based on historical trend analysis.  This was a major 
cause in impeding the restoration of logical partnerships with neighbours with equitable 
interests to forge reciprocal cooperation, keeping in mind not only financial metrics and risk 
reduction, but also negating rivalry amongst themselves, which induces financial benefits to 
none other than those volatile regimes and which could otherwise be used for more 
resourceful purposes of both the nations. From the corporate boardrooms to the lobbies of 
South Block of the Parliament of India and the CCP headquarters in Beijing, has not been a 
journey most corporate leaders would have liked but the inevitability has been bought forth 
by its own government which would not bulge from its foreign policies which were the cause 
of major debacles in forging cooperation with like minded stable nations, seeking an 
understandably peaceful method for energy security in the region.  
 
The politicians of India and China after the initial apprehensiveness have decided to take 
small steps if not dramatic to bridge the gap and build a consensus for energy cooperation 
with each other by joint investments. Both China and India are now investing together in 
many energy projects and investments in Oil assets; e.g. the two state-run energy firms 
Hindustan Petroleum Corp Ltd and Sinopec Corp signed a preliminary agreement for projects 
in India, China and elsewhere. The two will cooperate in international trade, exploration and 
production, refineries and petrochemicals, and consultancy services. A wide-ranging 
agreement was also signed between India and China for the hydrocarbon sector. India's 
energy giant ONGC and China National Petroleum Corp signed an initial deal covering 
exploration and production, while state-run gas transporter GAIL (India) Ltd signed a pact 
with Sinopec, CNOOC (China National Offshore Oil Corp) and Beijing Gas.30 China and 
India is commonly seen as having abandoned the national route to development in favor of 
one centered on global integration. Zili gengsheng and Atmairbharshil, both meaning self-
reliance in Mandarin and Hindi vernacular have seemed to have lost relevance and viewed 
now as a historical term relevant only to the Maoist and Nehruian yesteryears. This 
transformation have evidently been crafted and manipulated by the corporate faculty which 
has implicitly influenced the politicians to view the world from their angle of financial and 
strategic gains rather than blindly following the footsteps of their predecessors and patriarch 
politicians who have earlier adopted a over cautious approach towards each other. Moreover, 
some vested western powers have made sure that the stained relationship remains status quo 
for their own good means.  
 
Table 2 (Existing Cooperation in Energy Sector between India and China)31 
 

 
 

Project Country China’s Participation India’s Participation 
Yadavaran Oilfield Iran Sinopec  51%  ONGC 29% 
Omimex De Colombia 
Ltd. (Acquisition of 
Co. having Oil Assets) 

Colombia, 
South America 

Sinopec  50%  ONGC 50% 

Buying PetroCanada’s 
37% stake in Syrian 
Oilfields for $573 

Syria  Joint holding of 37% 
with ONGC 

Joint holding of 37% 
stake with Sinopec 
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Currently, China is pursuing a highly leveraged policy for energy security; it should not 
totally ignore the fact that with along with India it could foster a regional energy security 
plan, thus avoiding future confrontation, and stained relations. Moreover, a bilateral 
agreement/cooperation will increase bargaining power for oil and gas resources (which has 
sky rocketed with the China Vs India scramble), make investments in upstream projects in 
volatile economies less risky and help in overall development and peace in the region. 
Francesco Barra, the authority in oil politics has stated that the war between Iraq and United 
States was probably the first war fought for control of oil as power rather than oil as a fuel. If 
one is to consider future scenarios and sustainable peace in the region, ‘Cooperation in 
Energy Security’ amongst the Asian Giants is one of the aspects, which could certainly be 
explored.  
 
 
Peaceful Coexistence: Dispute Resolution and Climate Change 
The Past 
Both Mao and Nehru shared great visions of world order irrespective of their ideologies. 
Nehru thoughts were more cooperation evolved than Mao, which bore a greater influence of 
the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) of China decision in the China Communist Party (CCP) 
politburo. India’s recognition of Tibet as an integral part of China, after its annexation in 
1950, failed to generate consensus amongst the communist politburo to draw a conclusion to 
the lingering border dispute with India as a goodwill gesture. Nehru saw this as a breach of 
the political goodwill bestowed on Mao by recognition of Tibet as a part of China. Mira 
Sinha Bhattacharjea states in here paper ‘1962 revisited’ with the failure of the Nehru-Zhou 
summit of 1960 - the last effort for a political solution to the border dispute between India 
and China were inconclusive, and both countries began to consolidate their ground position 
in the Himalayas. She further adds that Nehru’s strategy of establishing ground control was 
empowered by his vision that China will not go into a war with India, because China was 
treated as an isolationist in international politics, notwithstanding the fact that India has the 
international sympathy and the support of erstwhile USSR.32 However, Nehru grossly 
underestimated how seriously China took the challenges poised to its vision of territorial 
integralness with the Maoist vision of the socialist China, and had to face the aggression of 
the PLA. With war, an acrimonious relation was inevitable, India lost to China in the war, the 
scar of its humiliating defeat reflected not on the borders of Himalayas but in all frontiers of 
competition be it in politics, economy or technology. Diplomatic relations were reinstated in 
1976, but both sides have kept thousands of troops along their disputed borders for years.  
 
The Present 
India and China share many common concerns in the current century like trade and 
commerce, anti-terrorism, and quest for multipolar world order. Reducing the burden of the 
past will work in the interest of both countries.33 Both countries have slowly come to the 
understanding that their national interests can be compatible. Leading officials and scholars 
in both countries say that the remaining border disputes are not worth a war. India's decision 
to formally accept Tibet as a part of China, and China’s flexibility on the issue of Sikkim in 
recent discussions has also helped to improve relations.34 The border issue is a major 
unresolved problem afflicting relations between the two countries. This requires a plethora of 
confidence building measures to resolve. Accommodating India’s position over Sikkim and 
China’s position over Tibet is a good beginning for China and India respectively.  
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The first step of a building up cooperation with an adversary is Confidence Building 
Measures (CBMs), which has already begun amongst the two countries. CBMs have helped 
in facilitating constructive, positive relationships between adversaries. The following steps 
have been taken by China and India in the build up to the CBMs; 1993: MTA (Maintenance 
of tranquility agreement), 1996: CBMs (Confidence Building Measures), 2005: PriA 
(Principles Agreement)35 (for more details refer Appendix 2). The many debacles of border 
dispute, political implications, and economic criteria can be solved by interest-based 
negotiations. Cheng Ruisheng, former Chinese Ambassador to India (1991-94) and presently 
deputy director general of the China Center for International Studies, a leading think-tank 
attached to the State Council. ‘As the biggest neighbour of South Asian countries’, he wrote, 
‘China’s policy is very important to peace and stability of South Asia. It is noted that with the 
readjustment of its foreign policy, China is playing a very positive and stabilising role in 
South Asia. China’s relations with India are not only essential for the two countries, but also 
important for the security of South Asia. China considers its relations with India very 
important for realizing a favorable and peaceful environment for China’s economic 
development.’36  This is an indication, of paradigm shift in both countries long stand on order 
disputes, and their willingness to settle the border dispute peacefully. Prime Minister 
Vajpayee and Chinese Premier Wen signed the Declaration on Cooperation and nine 
protocols on bilateral cooperation, thus fully normalising Sino-Indian relations. Both leaders 
pledged that their countries would work together for regional peace and stability. As part of 
the agreement, India reiterated its recognition of Tibet as part of China and promised not to 
support separatist activities by Tibetan exiles in India.37 Taylor states that internal conflict 
often creates conditions for cooperation, producing a ‘diversionary peace’ instead of war. 
Embattled leaders are willing to cooperate with other states in exchange for assistance in 
countering their domestic sources of insecurity.38  
 
Climate change is another aspect of the cooperation paradigm and needs special mention in 
this world where there is pressure from the industrialist nations on the developing ones to 
reduce carbon dioxide emission which is adversely influencing the atmosphere and causing 
wide spread climate change. Enlargement of the source of energy by virtue of cooperation 
between India and China will not only decrease the demand but also help bring them closer 
to an unanimous decision to use more eco friendly energy source which will lead to less 
green house gas emissions which is the root cause of such anomaly is climate . If this 
pertinent problem is left unattended for long by both countries it will not only adversely 
affect the peaceful coexistence but threaten the existence of whole mankind! Energy 
cooperation will bring us a step closer to attending this problem before it goes out of hand. 
The current grim and the worsening situation in energy security scenarios pose a great 
opportunity for the two nations for cooperation, real pragmatic politicks entails dissolution of 
the border disputes in order to abstain from inviting economic, political and environmental 
insecurity from constrains in energy supply. Such sense of insecurity playing in the minds of 
the politicians of both India and China may have been the driver for constructive decisions 
by the leaders of two nations on an amicable solution on border disputes and taking steps of 
cooperation towards each other for a sustainable joint consensus for energy security.  
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Conclusion 
The restriction in indigenous energy resources and increase in demands, have greatly 
influenced the political thinking of both the nations. Pragmatic politicians of both, India and 
China have realised the serious impediments to their national security, due to it’s over 
dependence on foreign soil for energy sourcing to feed its robust economy, which shows no 
signs of slowing down. Choice of country for energy sourcing is no longer the sole 
prerogative of the importing country but more on the desires of the source country, in many 
cases these countries are very volatile bother economically and politically, challenging the 
theories of risk minimisation. Consequently, recent years has seen a remarkable effort from 
both the countries to lay the foundation stone of resolving all due disputes, which are major 
debacles in forging a friendship of trust and mutual interdependence. The only factor, which 
could bring the two countries together, is an overwhelming will by contemporary pragmatic 
politicians and business leaders from both countries to realise the vision of global peace and 
cooperation as an agenda superimposing all other trivial myopic political objectives. A dream 
considered very hard, if not impossible, to realise in the dynamic world of politics and global 
turmoil which has engulfed the thoughts of our politicians and regimes to look for quick fix 
individualistic approach instead of a holistic vision towards interdependence and cooperation 
for sustainable World Peace. Daniel Yergin states ‘Global economies have become more 
interdependent, even though the underline objective is to become self reliant’.39 Countries 
have to look into common areas of mutual interest with the source country, where we need to 
work to develop an inter-dependence before decisions for investment/acquisition of energy 
assets, so as to ensure surety of supply/returns on investments on all possible future 
scenarios. Realists equate interdependence with vulnerability.  The research will further 
explore how this vulnerability of two or more nations could be used as a tool for strategic 
alliances or cooperation in energy security. 
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Appendix 1  
 
Country Risk Data (Secondary) 
 Current Five-Year Forecast 
No: Country Rating 2005 Worst Case Best Case Risk Stability 
1 Algeria 62.5 46.0 72.5 26.5 
2 Angola 58.0 52.0 70.0 18.0 
3 Azerbaijan 66.0 56.0 71.5 15.5 
4 Bahrain 75.0 58.0 73.0 15.0 
5 Bangladesh 48.5 44.0 63.5 19.5 
6 Brazil 66.0 63.0 79.0 16.0 
7 Brunei 77.0 70.0 84.0 14.0 
8 Canada 86.5 83.0 92.5 9.5 
9 Colombia 59.0 50.0 70.5 20.5 
10 Cote d’Ivoire 39.5 38.5 60.5 22.0 
11 Cuba 58.0 44.5 73.5 29.0 
12 Ecuador 58.5 56.0 72.0 16.0 
13 Egypt 64.0 55.5 70.0 14.5 
14 Gabon 61.0 49.0 67.0 18.0 
15 Gambia 69.0 60.5 71.0 10.5 
16 Indonesia 52.0 47.5 65.0 17.5 
17 Iran 60.5 50.0 66.5 16.5 
18 Iraq 32.0 28.5 55.0 26.5 
19 Kazakhstan 70.0 63.0 76.5 13.5 
20 Kuwait 77.0 67.0 79.5 12.5 
21 Liberia 44.5 39.5 59.5 20.0 
22 Libya 64.0 55.5 73.0 17.5 
23 Malaysia 76.0 68.0 83.0 15.0 
24 Mexico 74.0 68.0 81.5 13.5 
25 Morocco 72.5 63.0 79.5 16.5 
26 Mozambique 66.0 58.0 73.5 15.5 
27 Myanmar 46.0 42.0 71.0 14.0 
28 Nicaragua 63.5 56.5 70.5 14.0 
29 Niger 57.0 53.0 61.0 8.0 
30 Nigeria 42.5 40.5 63.5 23.0 
31 Norway 88.0 85.5 92.0 6.5 
32 Oman 77.0 73.0 80.0 7.0 
33 Qatar 73.5 70.0 78.0 8.0 
34 Russian Federation 66.0 63.0 77.0 14.0 
35 Saudi Arabia 67.0 55.5 76.0 20.5 
36 Sudan 47.0 45.5 58.5 13.0 
37 Syria 58.0 52.0 68.0 16.0 
38 Thailand 68.0 68.0 80.5 12.5 
39 United Arab Emirates 79.5 71.5 81.5 10.0 
40 United Kingdom 84.5 80.0 92.5 12.5 
41 United States 82.5 77.0 87.5 10.5 
42 Venezuela 50.5 55.5 70.0 14.5 
43 Vietnam 66.5 61.5 70.0 14.5 
44 Yemen Republic 62.0 55.0 69.0 14.0 
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Appendix 1 (cont…) 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(An Extract from International Country Risk Guide, Copyright, 1984-Present, the PRS Group, 
Inc. Source: www.prsgroup.com) 
 
 

POLITICAL RISK COMPONENTS  
Sequence  Component  Points  

(max.)  
A Government Stability 12 
B Socioeconomic Conditions 12 
C Investment Profile 12 
D Internal Conflict 12 
E External Conflict 12 
F Corruption 6 
G Military in Politics 6 
H Religious Tensions 6 
I Law and Order 6 
J Ethnic Tensions 6 
K Democratic Accountability 6 
L Bureaucracy Quality 4 

Total  100 
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Appendix 2 
 

Status of various Border Disputes of China 1949-2005 
 

Disputed Area Km2 Talks Agreements Description of settlement 
Frontier Disputes 

Burma border 1,909 1956-57 
 
1960 
 
 

_____ 
 
1960:BA 
 
1960:BT 
 
 
1961:BP 

Talks were held after 
troops clashed on the 
border. 
China received 18% of 
the disputed land; 
Burma 
Received a strategic 
highway, a salt mine, 
and the preferred 
watershed boundary in 
north. 
Preferred watershed 
boundary in north. 
 

Nepal border 1,476* 1960 1960:BA 
1961:BT 
1963:BP 

China received 6% of 
the disputed land and 
half of Mt.Everest; 
Nepal held most of the 
grazing areas and 
passes. 

India border 125,000 1960 
 
1981-
present 

_____ 
 
1993:MTA 
1996:CBMs 
2005:PriA 

China offered to hold 
26% of disputed land; 
dispute is still active. 

North Korea border 1,165 1962 1962:BT 
 
1964:BP 

China received 40% of 
the disputed crater lake 
on 
Changbai Mt; North 
Korea held the 
remaining land. 
 

Mongolia border 16,808 1962 1962:BT 
1964:BP 

China received 29% of 
the disputed land. 

Pakistan border 8,806** 1962 1963:BA 
1965:BP 

China received 60% of 
the disputed land but 
transferred 1,942 square 
kilometers to Pakistan. 

Afghanistan border ~7,381 1963 1963:BT 
1965:BP 

China did not receive 
any of the disputed 
Wakhan corridor 
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Russia 
border(eastern)*** 

~1,000 1964 
1969-78 
1987-91 

        ___ 
1991:BA 
1999:BP 

China received 52% of 
the river islands; other 
areas were divided 
evenly. 

Bhutan border 1,128 1984-
present 

1998:MTA China reportedly 
offered to hold 24% of 
the disputed land; 
dispute is still active 

Laos border 18 1990-91 1991:BA 
1993:BP 

China reportedly 
received 50% of the 
disputed land. 

Vietnam border  
227 

1977 
1992-99 

____ 
1993:PriA 
1999:BT 

 
China received 50% of 
the disputed land. 

Russia 
border(western)*** 

No data 1992-94 1994:BA 
1999:BP 

Agreement affirmed the 
line of actual control. 

Kazakhstan 
border*** 

2,420 1992-98 1994:BA 
1997:SA 
1998:SA 
2002:BP 

China received 
approximately 22% of 
the disputed land. 

 
Kyrgyzstan 
border*** 

3,656 1992-99 1996:BA 
1998:SA 
2004:BP 

China received 
approximately 32% of 
the disputed land. 

Tajikistan border*** 28,430 1992-
2002 

1999:BA 
2002:SA 

China received 4% of 
the disputed Pamirs; 
other sectors were 
divided evenly. 

Strategic island on 
Russian border*** 

408 1964 
1990-
2004 

____ 
2004:SA 

 
Control of Abagaitu and 
Hexiazi islands was 
divided evenly. 

NOTE: BA (boundary agreement), BP(boundary protocol), BT(boundary treaty),  
 
CBMs(confidence-building measures), MTA(maintenance of tranquility agreement),  
 
JD(joint declaration), PriA(principles agreement), and SA(supplemental agreement). 
 
*Figure excludes the dispute over Mt.Everest; **figure excludes the dispute over 
K2;***territory also disputed with the soviet union. 

 
 
Table 1. China’s Territorial disputes, 1949-2005 (Source: International Security Journal, Vol. 30, 
2005, pp. 56-57 
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Coefficient of CooperationCartels Alliance &
Friendship

Arms Deals &
Military Support

Building Transnational
Energy Assets

Political Support Economic Sanctions
& Financial Aids

Geopolitical Strategies

Economic & Trade Political Interests of NOCs National
Security

Factors of Cooperations

Government of India
(GOI)

Oil & Natural Gas Acquistions
Investments

Appendix 3 

Methodology 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Country to  
Cooperate with 
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