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IN SMALL STEPS AT FIRST, and notwithstanding some significant setbacks, 
Japan has sought to engage more strongly with India since the end of the Cold 
War. Exemplified by the 2006 "strategic and global partnership," which encom
passed both economic and security relations, Japan's new engagement with India 
raises some important questions. 1 What has Japan sought to achieve, and how 
has it sought to achieve it? And what factors have shaped Japan's approach? 
The demise of the Soviet Union, China's rise, Japan's economic decline, the 
globalization of the US-Japanese alliance, and India's own receptiveness to 
deeper engagement have all played a part in pushing Japan toward closer engage
ment with India. Trade and commercial opportunities have also become more 
obvious over the years, both as India itself has developed and opened up its 
economy and as opportunities for trade growth elsewhere have diminished. But 
the more significant part of this transformation is the strategic dimension, which 
has evolved rapidly since the mid-2000s. 

While it is possible to see this transformation as the result of]apan's belated 
recognition oflndia's growing strategic weight in the Asia-Pacific region, it is a 
mistake to see Japan's engagement oflndia as just a response to the latter's rising 
profile. Japan's engagement oflndia is in fact highly dependent on the impor
tant changes that have been taking place in Japan's own strategic environment. 
Two such changes have been especially important. The first was the strategic 
approach adopted by the United States toward the region over the past decade, 
including its relations with India. The second was the rapid rise of China's 
economic and military power in Asia, its troubled relationship with Japan over 
the past decade, and ongoing questions about its intentions regarding the 
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regional order. For Japan, engaging India is part of a wider adjustment to these 
systemic pressures. 

This chapter begins by providing some historical background on the factors 
impeding Japan's engagement of India during the Cold War, before showing 
how these impediments were removed or diminished during the 1990s. Because 
the changes to the relationship during this decade were only modest, the chapter 
examines suggestions that Japan's post-Cold War engagement of India rests on 
more than trade opportunities or changing ideologies. Significant consideration 
is given to the 1998 nuclear crisis, which from the Japanese perspective was 
arguably more important for revealing Japan's strategic weaknesses than for 
demonstrating the rise of India as a major power. The chapter then examines 
how this period of adversity was overcome, leading to the implementation of a 
mixed strategy of exchange and catalytic engagement, especially from 2005-6 
onward, demonstrating in the process how these changes were connected to 
Japan's shifting strategic circumstances. 

Different Cold War Worlds 

After establishing diplomatic relations in 1952, Japan and India stood apart for 
much of the Cold War. India's ambition of "steering a diplomatic path free 
from superpower dominance" meant that it sought its own path on the world 
stage; when it sought cooperation, it did so chiefly with other nonaligned and 
developing countries.2 In keeping with its early socialist worldview and the ten
dency of its first prime minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, to associate capitalism with 
imperialism, India preferred the Soviet Union over the United States when 
dealing with the superpowers. By contrast, Japan could not avoid superpower 
dominance, first under US occupation and later as a key US ally. Although 
India was quick to recognize Japan after the war, this ideological divide, as K. V. 
Kesavan points out, created a "psychological barrier between the two countries 
that saw them taking diametrically opposite positions on a range of regional and 
global issues."3 The Cold War relationship was shaped by the different choices 
the two countries made in response to their respective economic and strategic 
challenges. Japan's choices were limited but focused on building a new partner
ship with the United States and developing itself as an international trading 
economy, whereas India chose nonalignment (albeit oriented toward the Soviet 
Union) and economic self-sufficiency. 

Politically Indian elites were notably disappointed at Japan's lack of support 
for its pan-Asianism and anticolonial enthusiasms. But iflndia considered Japan 
as something of an American "client state" or "satellite state," Japan saw its 
own strategic objectives very differently.4 It deliberately pursued a strategy of 
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dependence on the United States for its security needs in order to concentrate 
the country's resources and energies on economic development. Under the Yo
shida Doctrine (named after Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida), Japan was able 
to "look to its long-range interests by assuming ... a subordinate role within 
the US international order."5 When it came to the Soviet Union, Japan's percep
tions ran counter to India's more benign views of that superpower. In terms of 
relations with the Soviet Union, India's close relationship with it as the Cold 
War progressed ran counter to Japanese views. Where India came to see the 
Soviet Union as a friendly power, Japan saw it as a threat. Indeed this perception 
became particularly prominent in the 1980s as a result of the Soviet military 
buildup in East Asia, described as "extraordinary" by some Japanese analysts.6 

Japan and India also adopted different approaches to the global economy and 
to trade. Japan signed various trade and aid agreements with India in 1958, and 
by the early 1960s, more than 27 percent of the country's iron ore imports came 
from India.? But the trade relationship remained relatively small and grew only 
modestly during the 1960s and 1970s. 8 The substantial barriers the Indian gov
ernment placed around its economy limited Japan's ability to sell into the Indian 
market. India's commitment under Nehru and his successors to a "socialist 
pattern of society" meant almost by definition that there was little prospect for 
a strong trading relationship between the two.9 

As the Cold War progressed, both India and Japan tended also to focus their 
attentions on their immediate regions. David Brewster observes that Japan saw 
its interests during this period as "ending at Burma"-it did not want to become 
entangled in the troubled politics of South Asia, and in any case it viewed India 
as a potential rival rather than partner in wider Asian affairs. 10 So rather than 
engaging India and its region, Japan concentrated on its East Asian neighbor
hood. Closer links were pursued with Northeast Asian states, through engage
ment with South Korea and China. Greater attention was also paid to Southeast 
Asia, for instance through the provision of aid to Indonesia. Gradually Japan 
broadened its relations with the region by increasing its economic development 
and aid activities and by linking up with the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN). This occurred in particular following Japan's adoption of 
the Fukuda Doctrine, named after Prime Minister Takeo Fukuda. In Manila in 
August 1977, on the last stop of his prime ministerial visit through Southeast 
Asia, Fukuda announced the basic principles of Japan's new approach to its 
relationships in the region. Japan would henceforth remain peaceful, contribute 
to the region's peace and prosperity, deal with ASEAN as an equal, and seek a 
closer relationship with the nations oflndochina. ll 

In the early 1980s, Japan's relationship with South Asia slowly began to 
change. New Japanese investment in India-illustrated by the establishment of 
the joint venture between the Indian government's Maruti Udyog and Suzuki 
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Motors in 1982-coincided with an increase in shuttle diplomacy between the 
two countries. Japanese prime minister Yasuhiro Nakasone visited India in 1984 
and emphasized the importance of better relations between the "two most 
prominent democracies in Asia."12 Indian prime minister Rajiv Gandhi also 
visited Japan in 1985, 1987, and 1988.13 Japan steadily increased its foreign aid 
to India, a shift that certainly followed the two countries' more active economic 
relationship but that was also a result of Japan's wider ambitions to become an 
international "aid great power." 14 By 1986, although India took up only a mod
est share of Japan's official development assistance (ODA)-much less, for 
instance, than Indonesia or China-Japan had become India's largest ODA 
donor, contributing US$230 million or some 22 percent oflndia's total ODA 

receipts. 15 

Necessary but Not Sufficient 

The end of the Cold War removed many obstacles to improved relations 
between India and Japan. For India the demise of the Soviet Union made devel
oping relationships with capitalist or Western countries more desirable, if not 
downright necessary. With the collapse of government finances in 1991, India 
was forced to abandon its goal of economic self-sufficiency and begin opening 
its economy to the wider world, albeit slowly and partially. 16 India's Look East 
policy of consciously modeling its economy more on the East Asian Qapanese) 
economic "miracle" and developing closer economic links with the region also 

made the country more appealing to JapanY 
For Japan the end of the Soviet "threat" raised key questions for policymak

ers, notably about the meaning and purpose of its alliance with the United 
States. 18 In the early 1990s, Japan cautiously attempted to improve relations 
with the new Russia, while its strategic discussions focused on whether or to 
what extent the country should loosen some of the self-imposed restrictions on 
its international role, particularly in terms of security. 19 One consistent Japanese 
policy was the decision to continue pursuing its "aid great power" ambitions 
through the 1990s. Having become the world's major aid donor in 1989, Japan 
set about establishing a more thorough framework for its aid program in the 
form of an ODA charter. Released in 1992, it prioritized the environment, 
democracy, the restriction of military expenditures, and market reform as con
siderations when determining ODA policy. As a result, an increasingly open, 
reformist India appealed as an ODA recipient to both the mercantilist and 
humanitarian streams within Japan's ODA institutions, opening the door to the 
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possibility of both exchange and catalytic engagement strategies being employed 
toward India by Japan.20 

However, this engagement-especially in the economic realm-developed 
very slowly during the 1990s. Mutual trade was encouraged, but the total of 
imports and exports between the two countries remained relatively steady from 
1990 until1993 at US$3.7 billion before increasing more rapidly to over US$5 
billion in 1995 and 1996,21 But this trading relationship soon stalled. In 1999, 
total imports and exports between Japan and India equaled only US$4.7 billion. 
By contrast, the equivalent figures for Japan's trade with China had risen by 
around 365 percent from a base of approximately US$18.1 billion to just under 
US$66.2 billion. 22 Foreign firms entered the Indian economy during this 
period, including Japanese companies Sony, Toyota, Fujitsu, Toshiba, and Nip
pon Cement, among others. Yet foreign direct investment declined from the late 
1980s and early 1990s and only started picking up again in the mid-1990s. 
Overall, Japanese firms appeared reluctant to enter the Indian market.23 

Why did the end of the Cold War bring about only modest change? That 
India did not rapidly liberalize its economy goes some way to explain this, but 
Japanese woes were also significant. The bursting of]apan's "economic bubble" 
in late 1989 and the "lost decade" that followed lessened Japan's capacity and 
willingness to engage globally, including with India. In the mid-1980s, Japan's 
"developmental state" model, which held great appeal for many countries in the 
Asia-Pacific region, was receiving high praise all over the world. Yet after 1989, 
Japan's role as an exemplar began to decline. Consequently, while the end of 
the Cold War can be seen as necessary for change to occur in Japan's economic 
engagement of India, this change alone was not sufficient for a fuller transforma
tion in that dimension of their relationship. 

In terms of ODA, by contrast, Japan substantially increased its involvement 
in India during the decade. Its share oflndia's total ODA was only 7.6 percent 
across the second half of the 1980s, but this figure quickly rose to more than 20 
percent in 1990 and even reached 38.3 percent in 1995-96.24 However, it 
should be remembered that Japan's total ODA rose from US$9.1 billion to 
US$14.5 billion during this period, representing an increase in its overall ODA 
of nearly 60 percent. By comparison, American ODA fell by approximately 35 
percent during the same period, while other key donors, France and Germany, 
only increased their ODA by 17 percent and 19 percent, respectively. Greater 
ODA to India was, therefore, less the product of any "special relationship" 
between the two countries and more the result of Japan's growing ODA ambi
tions and declining ODA from other developed countries.25 And what drove 
this new push for ODA to India was an exchange strategy concerned with key 
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Japanese objectives in another realm of policy: security and particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

The 1998 Nuclear Shock 

A key feature of Japan's attempt to diplomatically engage India, and Pakistan, 
during the 1990s was the considerable effort made to persuade both countries 
to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). Japan's nonproliferation agenda was reflected in its 
ODA policies, which were deliberately tied to that agenda in an exchange strat
egy. Japan's ODA charter focused explicitly on restraining the development of 
weapons of mass destruction and the spread of weapon trafficking. The charter 
noted that "full attention should be paid to trends in recipient countries' mili
tary expenditures, their development and production of mass destruction weap
ons and missiles, their export and import of arms, etc., so as to maintain and 
strengthen international peace and stability."26 The engagement of India 
through ODA was thus targeted at gaining specific concessions. In June 1992, 
Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa urged Indian prime minister P. V. Narasimha 
Rao to sign and ratifY the NPT; in December, he asked the same of Pakistani 
prime minister Mohammad Nawaz Sharif. However, while Rao agreed to hold 
talks with Japan on nuclear disarmament, he rejected the request to sign the 
NPT.27 A series of meetings followed during the mid-1990s in which the Japa
nese pushed the two countries to sign the NPT, although with little effect. 
According to Japanese officials, during meetings held in 1993 Japan explicitly 
linked the charter's principles with its ongoing ODA to India.28 

Consequently, India's 1998 nuclear tests produced a strong reaction from 
Japan and led to a crisis in relations. In responding to the tests, Japan initially 
focused its efforts on the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), of which 
Japan was then a nonpermanent member, and the Group of Eight (G8). It 
sought an emergency UNSC meeting and cosponsored a resolution condemning 
both India's and Pakistan's tests. The resolution also expressed the UNSC's 
grave concern at the "challenge" the tests presented to global efforts to 
strengthen the international nuclear nonproliferation regime.29 Japan then set 
about establishing a task force of officials drawn from the G8 countries, as well 
as Argentina, Australia, China, and South Korea, to consider how to proceed 
with nonproliferation efforts as well as reduce Indo-Pakistan tensions. It estab
lished a "track two" process to promote nuclear disarmament and announced 
that it would seek to reduce tensions in the region unilaterally. It also proposed 
that the international community become more involved in the dispute and 
focus more closely on questions of maintaining security in South Asia. On the 
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economic front, Japan froze new grants and loans to both India and Pakistan 
and withdrew a previous offer to host development conferences with India.3o 
The lost funds were substantial, amounting to $133 billion in grants and $3.5 
billion in loans to India alone.31 Finally, at the regional level, Japan pushed the 
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) to criticize the nuclear tests and provide a venue 
for resolving not only the nuclear crisis bur also the dispute between India and 
Pakistan over Kashmir.32 

Yet Japan's response had very little effect, with the greatest impact being on 
global perceptions of Japan's diplomatic weight.33 Its failure to shift policy or 
affect the region dealt a serious blow to the country's post-Cold War emphasis 
on multilateralism. Why then did Japan pursue such a forthright bur ultimately 
fruitless policy? Satu Limaye argues that the country's "major power ambitions" 
rather than its famous "nuclear allergy" were a "decisive" cause of]apan's tough 
response to the tests.34 In particular, Japan's hope to become a permanent mem
ber of the UNSC was fueled by what seemed to be a perfect opportunity to 
buttress the country's peaceful, internationalist credentials. However, it is also 
important to remember that the government's strategy was initially made possi
ble by a strong domestic antipathy toward the tests, which then made it difficult 
for the government to retreat from its hardline stance. As Limaye observes, with 
citizens and the press arguing that the foreign ministry should take an even 
tougher position, there was soon a momentum pushing the government toward 
stricter disarmament and nonproliferation policies.3s 

The dampening effect of]apan's diplomatic failure provides a partial explana
tion for why Japan quickly sought to patch up the relationship with India and 
move to new modes of engagement. The other important factor was the rising 
specter of global terrorism in the wake of the 9/11 attacks on the United States. 
In late 1999, Japan still maintained that the measures it had taken against India 
after the nuclear tests would be reviewed once India decided to sign the CTBT, 
and several rounds of mostly ineffective fence-mending diplomacy ensued.36 
However, even as little progress was being made on the CTBT issue, Japanese 
prime minister Yoshiro Mori visited New Delhi in August 2000 and began the 
substantive process of conceding ground in order to catalyze better relations in 
the future. According to Michael Green, Mori recognized the role that India 
might play in enhancing Japan's capacity to balance China in conjunction with 
the still central US-Japanese allianceY Mori's concession was to recognize that 
"the Kashmir problem must be solved through bilateral dialogue."38 Then, in 
October 2001, a little more than a month after the 9/11 attacks, and only two 
weeks following the US invasion of Afghanistan, a further breakthrough was 
achieved in the lead-up to Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee's planned visit 
to Japan. The Japanese government announced that the various measures it had 
implemented following the nuclear tests would be discontinued, since India and 
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Pakistan had maintained their moratoriums on nuclear tests since 1998 even 
though neither had signed the CTBT.39 With this decision, the major source of 
bitterness in the relationship had been removed. 

To what extent did the 1998 crisis drive Japan's engagement oflndia? Strate
gically the crisis revealed Japan's diplomatic deficiencies at the United Nations, 
particularly its limited prospects for permanent UNSC status, and at the ARF, 
which Japan had emphasized as part of its multilateral diplomacy. Brewster 
contends that in this context, it led "to a major realignment ofJapanese strategic 
thinking about India." Newly aware of its weaknesses, Brewster argues, Japan 
was now forced to deal with India as a "major strategic player" and thus give 
more consideration to its "place in the broader strategic environment."40 But as 
the next section shows, it took time before any readjustment in Japanese policy 
toward India became obvious. 

The Relationship Takes Off 

It took until the middle of the 2000s before Japan's engagement of India began 
again in earnest, despite the efforts made to patch up their differences in 2000 
and 2001. Economically the relationship between India and Japan continued to 
tell a story-dear in the 1990s-of false starts and unfulfilled promise. From 
1995 to 1998, the value of bilateral trade actually fell, from a 1990s high of 
US$5.5 billion to US$4.6 billion. It picked up again in the next two years, 
rising to US$5.1 billion in 2000 but then again fell back to another low in 
2003. It was diplomatic and catalytic engagement, not economic exchange 
engagement, that began to shift the bilateral relationship in a more positive 
direction. In April2005, Prime Minister Jun'ichiro Koizumi visited New Delhi 
and announced that India and Japan were forming a new "global partnership."41 

In December 2006, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh visited Tokyo to meet 
with Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, and the two sides declared that they would 
now "elevate" their partnership to a "strategic and global partnership."42 

This new strategic and global relationship was intended to involve greater 
coordination between India and Japan in a range of areas, including "bilateral, 
regional, multilateral, and global issues," as well as "comprehensive economic 
engagement, stronger defence relations, [and] greater technological coopera
tion." It also placed significant emphasis on increasing "cultural ties, educational 
linkages and people-to-people contacts." In 2007, the two countries issued joint 
statements on their strategic and global partnership, including a "roadmap" for 
developing the partnership.43 Key aspects of these statements included plans 
to strengthen defense cooperation, such as over sea-lane security and weapon 

JAPAN'S INDIA ENGAGEMENT 47 

proliferation. Cooperation would also include defense force exchanges and col
laboration between the two nations' coast guards. In October 2008, the two 
sides announced a Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation between Japan 
and India. In December 2009, they issued an action plan to further advance 
this security cooperation.44 Although Japanese officials conceded that there was 
little new in each of these declarations in terms of immediate action, US officials 
speculated that the Japanese aim was to highlight publicly that its relationship 
with India was "more 'strategic' and 'global' than that between India and 
China."45 By June 2012, the two countries were engaged in joint naval exercises 
in Sagami Bay near Kanagawa Prefecture.46 

Wider ODA, investment, and other trade issues were also key parts of the 
increasingly active relationship, for which the diplomatic engagement laid the 
groundwork. On the aid front, Japan's ODA to India had been falling through 
the mid-2000s but rose again as the decade progressed. In 2006, it had fallen to 
around only US$29 million but then increased significantly over subsequent 
years to reach approximately US$981 million in 2010.47 Japan's foreign direct 
investment rose eighteenfold between 2005 and 2008, reaching $543 billion.48 

Developing the trade relationship was also intended to be an important part of 
the new partnership. In their 2007 joint statement, Prime Ministers Abe and 
Singh emphasized the importance of negotiating a free-trade agreement known 
as a comprehensive economic partnership agreement (CEPA) and directed offi
cials to "complete the negotiations as soon as possible." The negotiations had 
been delayed over a number of market access issues, notably the pharmaceuticals 
market, but the two sides finally reached a compromise in late 2010.49 Negotia
tions were completed in October 2010, and the final CEPA came into force 
in August 2011. Importantly, Prime Ministers Singh and Naoto Kan, Yukio 
Hatoyama's successor, noted that the two countries would "explore the possibil
ity" of cooperation on the "development, re-cycling and re-use of rare earths 
and rare metals."50 In December 2011, Kan's successor, Yoshihiko Noda, visited 
India to celebrate the sixtieth anniversary of the establishment of bilateral diplo
matic relations. Noda pushed for greater cooperation on the rare-earth trade and 
emphasized the vital interests that the two countries shared as "Asian maritime 
nations."51 

With commercial links expanding and the CEPA completed, trade in a range 
of new areas such as rare earths would be likely to increase. It has been estimated 
that by 2011, over a thousand Japanese firms were operating in India.SZ Japan's 
political leaders were especially hopeful about the relationship's direction, noting 
the progress that had been made on the Delhi Mumbai Industrial Corridor-an 
industrial development project in which Japan is heavily involved-but empha
sizing the need to cooperate further in manufacturing and high technology. 53 

This positive picture is also reflected in overall trade figures. After the low of 
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US$4.6 billion in bilateral trade in 2003, the figures rose quickly in subsequent 
years, from US$5.6 billion in 2004 to US$10.3 billion in 2007 and then to 
US$17.9 billion in 2011, representing a 391 percent increase from 2003 to 
2011. This brought significant benefits to Japan, which enjoyed a trade surplus 
of approximately US$4.3 billion in 201 1.54 

Problems and Disappointments 

This revitalized engagement has not, however, been problem-free. Some 
comparisons between India's engagement with other countries in the region, 
notably with the United States and China, suggest that the Indo-Japanese rela
tionship has developed "extremely slowly" and key initiatives have not pro
gressed as they might. 55 The "quadrilateral initiative" pursued by the Abe 
government, for example, has produced few concrete results. In August 2007, 
Abe argued for a closer association between those countries that shared freedom, 
democracy, and other "fundamental values." He suggested that an "arc of free
dom and prosperity"-a term that had been introduced by then Foreign Minis
ter Taro Aso-could be formed across Eurasia. 56 This use of "values diplomacy" 
was not well received in the Asia-Pacific region, while the quadrilateral aspect of 
the initiative was viewed by China as a form of containmentY What has worked 
is lower-level, military-to-military engagement, which can be seen to be catalyz
ing deeper ties in the security realm. The low-key objective of closer security 
cooperation (especially joint training) rather than high-profile, "values" diplo
macy has become a key feature of Japan's engagement of India, central to its 
overall vision of regional security. In 2012, joint naval exercises and "strategic 
consultations" between India, Japan, and the United States were described as a 
new "Triple Entente," albeit one that was "not to contain" China but to better 
integrate it into the international community. 58 

The nuclear issue also continues to cause problems. Having resolved their 
immediate differences over the 1998 tests, Japan and India have since sought to 
negotiate an agreement on civil nuclear cooperation, following in the footsteps 
oflndia's 2005 agreement with the United States. Prior to his visit to Japan in 
October 2010, Prime Minister Singh stated that he was "confident that we will 
be able to conclude an agreement, which will be a win-win proposition for both 
of us."59 In April that year, the two sides had established the Nuclear Energy 
Working Group held under the Japan-India Ministerial Level Energy Dialogue 
in order to "exchange views and information on their respective nuclear energy 
policies."60 Once again, however, the two countries' fundamentally different 
attitudes have made such talks difficult.61 

Japan's experience of atomic bombings during the Second World War and 
its hope for total nuclear disarmament have made the issue's domestic politics 
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extremely difficult. In July 2010, the mayors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki-the 
two cities that suffered the atomic bombings-handed a petition to the foreign 
minister calling on the government to stop negotiations with India over the civil 
nuclear deal.62 In August 2010, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada noted that 
"Japan would have no choice but to suspend cooperation" were India to resume 
nuclear testing.63 In addition, the major earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear disas
ter of March 2011 have not only had enormous consequences for Japanese 
energy policy and domestic politics but also led to rising antinuclear sentiment 
across the country.64 For the time being, the domestic political stability needed 
for such complex bilateral negotiations will be hard to find in Japan. 

Understanding Japan's Current Strategic Environment 

The role played by Japan's immediate strategic environment in shaping the 
country's engagement oflndia becomes apparent when one compares this latest 
"elevation" of its engagement to earlier episodes. Two important factors, which 
were not sufficiently influential or clearly directed in past iterations of engage
ment, have now grown and combined to propel Japan closer to India. These are 
the practices and expectations of the United States in the region and the rise of 
China. Strategic partnerships with countries such as India, as Thomas Wilkins 
argues, allow Japan to hedge against worsening relations with China while rein
forcing an American alliance system that is evolving into a more complex set of 
regional arrangements.65 

From the early 2000s, the United States began to cooperate more closely 
with India over a range of strategic areas, including military training and pro
curement.66 Following the launch of the Next Steps in Strategic Partnership in 
early 2004, the United States gradually extended the joint dialogue to include 
initiatives and agreements on trade, health policy, counterterrorism, and most 
controversially on civil nuclear cooperation. In 2005, the two governments 
announced an agreement that would allow for cooperation on civil nuclear 
power. By 2009, they had launched an even more comprehensive "strategic 
dialogue. "67 In June 2012, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta described India as 
a "linchpin" in America's strategy to expand its presence, including militarily, 
in the area "extending from the Western Pacific and East Asia into the Indian 
Ocean region and South Asia."68 

As noted earlier, United States-focused bilateralism has been at the core of 
Japan's foreign policy since the Second World War. Accordingly, this shift in 
America's engagement with India has impacted on Japan's own policy, with 
American gaiatsu (external pressure)-in this case, concerning US expectations 
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of a wider Japanese role in the region-continuing to influence Japanese diplo
macy. Japan's engagement of India since 2005 followed closely after America's 
push to promote "federated capabilities" in the Indo-Pacific.69 Although there 
was opposition in Japan to the 2005 US-Indian agreement, key players, such as 
the North American affairs and foreign bureaus within the Japanese Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, viewed the deal in the light of achieving what Green describes 
as a "US-led equilibrium in Asia."70 

Put simply, the United States has been seeking to facilitate greater coopera
tion between its allies and partners in the region, using a range of military 
engagement strategies, including joint exercises and disaster-response initiatives. 
Where there was once merely a US "hub and spokes" system, the US expecta
tion now appears to be for greater "intra-spoke" cooperation within a wider 
regional network.71 At the time of Abe's meeting with Singh in 2006, according 
to US diplomatic cables, officials in the US government saw the possibilities 
stemming from a deepening Indo-Japanese relationship as "dazzling." The 
United States should "take advantage of the opportunity at hand and take steps 
to build closer trilateral cooperation."72 At Trilateral Security Dialogue meetings 
in Australia in December the following year, US Undersecretary of State for 
Political Affairs Nicholas Burns conveyed to his Japanese counterpart, Assistant 
Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs Mitoji Yabunaka, America's desire for Japan's 
support on US-Indian nuclear cooperation.73 

These developments have occurred at the same time as China has loomed 
ever larger in Japanese strategic thinking. In 2012 for example, Japan's annual 
white paper, Defense of japan, made note of China's increasing influence in the 
region, the lack of clarity in its military modernization, and its "expanding and 
intensifying ... activities in waters close to Japan."74 In fact, while the two 
countries normalized relations in the 1970s, their subsequent interactions have 
not always been harmonious, with diplomatic feuds erupting recurrently over 
history textbooks, the Yasukuni Shrine, and the Diao.yu/Senkaku territorial dis
pute.75 Even as they have become more interdependent since the early 2000s, 
they have encountered regular diplomatic and political upheavals. Anti-Japanese 
riots in China in 2005 followed what Christopher Hughes describes as the 
"worst Sino-Japanese relations since normalization."76 The diplomatic tussle 
that followed the collision between a Chinese fishing vessel and Japanese coast 
guard patrol boats near the disputed Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands in 2010 reinforced 
Japanese fears about China.77 The tensions between Japan and China over the 
nationalization of these islands in September 2012 are likely to have a similar 
effect.78 

A "fear of China" has become a consistent feature of recent Japanese domes
tic debates, with the country gradually becoming more distrustful, despite the 
importance of the bilateral economic relationship. 79 According to Yoshihide 
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Soeya, Japanese conservatives, who have a strong "revisionist" agenda promoting 
the need for Japan to regain its independence, see China as the greatest external 
threat to the realization of their vision of a strong, independent, and "normal" 
Japan.80 Their view is that by using the "history card" and encouraging strong 
anti-Japanese sentiment domestically, the Chinese government is able to mar
ginalize and isolate Japan and prevent its move toward greater independence. 
When the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) came to government in 2009, a 
brief interlude in this distrust ensued; however, the 2010 Diaoyu/Senkaku inci
dent undermined the DPJ's efforts and heightened the appeal of more assertive 
policies. The Japanese mainstream, it should be said, has often been conciliatory 
toward China-to the extent that conservatives have attacked its "kowtow 
diplomacy."81 Yet ambiguities in Chinese behavior, particularly in terms of the 
military expansion noted in the 2012 white paper and the many domestic anti
Japanese protests that appear to be encouraged by Chinese authorities, have 
provided considerable opportunities for the growth of nationalist sentiment in 
Japan.82 

For Japan and India, the rise of China has been a common concern and thus, 
as Takeshi Yuzawa notes, "one of the main causes" for why the two countries 
have moved closer.83 Sino-Japanese tensions have shaped Japan's engagement of 
India in some specific policy areas. In 2005, Japan shifted much of its ODA 
away from China and toward India. 84 The tensions have also played a role more 
broadly. Japan's attempts to deepen its economic relationship with India have 
owed much to its fear that its economy relies too heavily on China. When the 
Indo-Japan CEPA was announced, it was publicly noted that the agreement 
would reduce risks associated with both countries' rising trade dependence on 
China.85 In late 2007, according to US diplomatic cables, the then ambassador 
designate to India, Hideaki Domichi, noted that it was his dream that trade and 
investment between Japan and India reach the same level as that between Japan 
and China.86 Similarly the Japanese decision to consider cooperation with India 
in the nuclear energy field, as Kumao Kaneko argues, was prompted not only 
by the needs of]apan's nuclear industry but also by the government's desire to 
widen the "breadth" of the country's diplomacy toward Asia and thereby move 
beyond a China-focused policy.B? 

When Japanese analysts consider India, they regularly do so by making com
parisons to China or by locating India's role in the context of China's rise. 
Nobukatsu Kanehara, for instance, views a key factor in the changing interna
tional system in the twenty-first century to be the industrialization of the tradi
tional Asian great powers. This includes, in particular, the "industrialization of 
China and India."88 In their work on Japanese grand strategy, Yoshinobu Yama
moto and his colleagues repeatedly pair India and China when discussing the 
changing strategic environment. They explain how, in a world characterized by 



52 H. D. P. ENVALL 

declining American power and greater multipolarity, it is countries such as 
China and India that are rising. They also highlight that, in response to this 
changing international environment, Japan is seeking to improve its defense 
relationships with countries such as Australia and India.89 Likewise Takenori 
Horimoto notes that since the 2005 anti-Japanese demonstrations in China, the 
Japanese government has been pursuing a closer relationship with India. The 
two countries, Horimoto suggests, share common concerns about their relation
ships with China while also having partnerships with the United States.90 

Officials are also reported to make similar comments behind closed doors. At 
the Trilateral Security Dialogue in 2007, for example, Yabunaka was reported in 
American diplomatic cables as observing that India provided "an important 
counterbalance to China."91 A merit of the strategic and global partnership in 
Japanese eyes, according to US diplomatic cables, was its superiority to the 
strategic and cooperative partnership between India and China.92 Certainly both 
India and China appear prominently in Japanese analysis of potential "concert 
diplomacy" in the region; India in particular constitutes a key player in a "hedg
ing" strategy for Japan if engagement of China proves ineffective.93 

Conclusion 

Although Japan and India lived in largely different strategic worlds during the 
Cold War, their bilateral relationship has recently taken on greater economic 
and strategic value. India's economic reforms of the 1990s appealed to Japan's 
trade-focused approach to the region, but the results of early post-Cold War 
diplomatic and economic engagement were modest at best. After this limited 
early interaction, the crisis sparked by India's 1998 nuclear tests became an even 
larger obstacle to better relations. The end of the Cold War and India's rise 
to nuclear-power status can thus be viewed as possible factors driving Japan's 
subsequent attempts to engage more carefully with India. Although these events 
were important, however, neither can be used to fully explain why it was only 
from 2005 to 2006 that the relationship became truly energized. 

A better explanation for the rapid emergence of the Indo-Japanese strategic 
and global partnership requires a closer examination of the changes that have 
taken place in Japan's immediate strategic environment around this time. Dur
ing the Cold War, Japan's environment was centered on the immediate East 
Asian region and the need to concentrate the country's energies on economic 
development rather than security. By contrast, from the middle of the last de
cade, Japan's environment has increasingly been reconfigured by China's rise 
and America's reengagement with the wider region-notably with India itself. 
These two factors have in fact pushed strongly in the same direction in terms of 
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their effect on Japanese strategy: toward ensuring that the United States stays 
engaged in the region by maintaining its emphasis on bilateralism and toward 
hedging against uncertainty over China by improving relations with Asia's other 
significant powers. 

Japan's engagement of India, therefore, is best understood as the product of 
Japan's attempts, at this critical juncture in the mid-2010s, to remain "in step" 
with US policy and also to hedge against the rise of China.94 Japan's approach 
is notably in line with American thinking in terms of the policies of its allies 
and partners in the region concerning the concept of "intra-hub" cooperation. 
As Yamamoto et alia argue, this Indo-Pacific or "greater Asia" region takes on 
considerable strategic importance, especially as the maritime link between Asia 
and the Middle East becomes more important. Capturing the region's "dyna
mism" while avoiding any confrontation involving the United States, China, or 
India thus becomes a crucial Japanese strategic objective.95 The long-term nature 
of many of these trends suggests that in the coming years India-in its role as 
strategic counterweight and possible partner-is likely to grow in importance in 
Japan's strategic calculations. They also point to a continuation of a Japanese 
preference for catalytic over exchange engagement with India, attempting to 
shift the perceived interests of its elites to align them with those of Japan. 
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