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Letter from the Editorial Board 4

With the release of this edition of our newsletter, we are
delighted to be a part of a dialogue that is growing and
ever so relevant to this day. What started as a group idea
has instead emerged at a meaningful dialogue platform
within the realm of International Law, Relations, and
Diplomacy.
This mirrors our dedication to change and a sense of
continuity. These articles that are being featured today
tackle the current global events, the rising legal issues,
and the story that is being crafted in the world of
diplomacy that make up the world that we are living
today.
As the editorial board, we take the stance that knowledge
is an entity that flourishes when shared. It is not the intent
of this newsletter to simply be an assortment of writings,
but also an opportunity to mull, discuss, and indulge our
curiosities. It is our hope that this newsletter inspires
readers to challenge accepted knowledge, investigate
alternative perspectives, and stay abreast of the ever-
changing realm of global governance.
We remain grateful for the support of all those who
contributed towards this edition. Your encouragement is
what drives us to improve and revamp this space with
every edition.
We eagerly await continuing this journey together.

-The Editorial Board 
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Iran imposed a near-total nationwide internet blackout following the
rapid escalation of anti-government protests across major cities,
including Tehran, Isfahan, and Shiraz. The demonstrations were initially
triggered by worsening economic conditions, soaring inflation, currency
depreciation, and unemployment but quickly evolved into broader political
dissent challenging state authority.
Digital rights monitoring groups reported that authorities disrupted
mobile data services, restricted social media platforms, and throttled
broadband connectivity in an attempt to prevent coordination among
protestors. The blackout raised serious concerns regarding violations of
freedom of expression and access to information under international
human rights law. Civil society organisations and diaspora groups alleged
excessive use of force by security personnel, with reports of mass
detentions and casualties.
The crisis represents one of the most sustained episodes of domestic unrest
in Iran in recent years. It also unfolds at a sensitive geopolitical moment,
as Tehran simultaneously navigates nuclear diplomacy and regional power
competition. The government’s reliance on digital shutdowns reflects a
broader global pattern in which states deploy internet restrictions as a
tool of crisis management.
From an international law perspective, the situation revives debates on
digital sovereignty versus universal human rights protections. The
blackout’s implications extend beyond domestic politics; instability in Iran
directly affects energy markets, Gulf security architecture, and regional
alignments. As external actors monitor developments closely, the
intersection of internal dissent and international diplomacy remains a
defining feature of Iran’s political trajectory in 2026.

JANUARY 2026

Iran’s Nationwide Internet Blackout Amid Escalating Protests
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IMF World Economic
Outlook Projects Uneven

Global Growth

The January 2026 edition of the International
Monetary Fund’s World Economic Outlook

projected global growth at approximately 3.3
percent for the year, signalling relative

resilience despite persistent structural pressures.
While inflation has moderated in several

advanced economies, growth trajectories remain
uneven.

Emerging markets are expected to outperform
advanced economies, driven by demographic
advantages and infrastructure investment.

However, trade fragmentation, geopolitical
tensions, and supply chain reconfiguration
continue to pose risks to global economic

stability. The IMF warned that rising debt levels in
low-income countries may constrain fiscal space

and exacerbate inequality.

The report emphasised that policy coordination
remains critical in preventing economic

fragmentation. Trade barriers and industrial
policy competition, particularly in technology
and green energy sectors are reshaping global
commerce patterns. The reorientation of supply

chains away from overdependence on single
regions reflects a new era of strategic economic

policy.

For international relations scholars, the
outlook underscores the link between

macroeconomic stability and geopolitical order.
Economic resilience influences diplomatic
leverage, alliance cohesion, and domestic

political stability. As states prioritise economic
security, the traditional liberal trade

architecture faces mounting stress.
January’s economic projections therefore reflect

more than fiscal statistics; they reveal deeper
transformations in global governance, economic

interdependence, and strategic competition.
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January 2026 witnessed renewed intensity in the Russia-Ukraine conflict,
particularly through targeted strikes on Ukraine’s energy infrastructure. Amid
severe winter conditions, missile and drone attacks disrupted electricity grids,
water supply systems, and heating networks in several regions. The humanitarian
implications were immediate, with civilians facing blackouts during freezing
temperatures.
Ukraine’s leadership characterised the strikes as attempts to weaken civilian
morale and strain national resilience. Western allies reaffirmed military and
financial support, including advanced air defence systems and reconstruction
assistance. However, diplomatic efforts toward a ceasefire remained limited, with
both sides maintaining entrenched positions.

The conflict’s continuation underscores its transformation from a regional war
into a broader geopolitical contest. NATO member states continue to navigate
balancing deterrence with escalation management, while global food and energy
markets remain sensitive to developments on the battlefield.

From a legal standpoint, renewed infrastructure attacks have sparked discussions
regarding compliance with international humanitarian law, particularly the
principles of distinction and proportionality. Allegations concerning civilian
harm and infrastructure targeting have prompted calls for independent
investigations.
As the war approaches another year of sustained hostilities, January’s developments
demonstrate the persistence of high-intensity warfare and the fragility of
diplomatic channels. The broader European security order remains in flux, with
long-term implications for defence spending, alliance structures, and strategic
deterrence.

Intensification of the Russia–Ukraine Conflict
During Winter
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Escalating Climate Extremes Highlight Urgency of Adaptation

January 2026 recorded multiple extreme weather
events across continents, reinforcing scientific
warnings about accelerating climate volatility.
Severe flooding in parts of Southern Africa
displaced thousands, while record winter heat
anomalies were reported in several Northern
Hemisphere regions. Landslides in Southeast Asia
and wildfire outbreaks in other regions
compounded humanitarian pressures.

The World Meteorological community reiterated
that rising global temperatures are intensifying
weather unpredictability, increasing both
frequency and severity of disasters. Vulnerable
communities remain disproportionately affected,
particularly in developing nations with limited
adaptive infrastructure.

The events renewed calls for accelerated climate
finance commitments and improved early-warning
systems. Despite international pledges under
global climate frameworks, adaptation funding
gaps persist. Many developing countries argue that
loss-and-damage mechanisms require greater
operationalisation.

From a diplomatic perspective, climate security
increasingly intersects with migration, food
insecurity, and conflict dynamics. Environmental
stressors are emerging as significant drivers of
displacement and economic fragility.
January’s climate developments reinforce the
urgency of translating multilateral commitments
into tangible resilience measures. As 2026
progresses, climate governance remains central to
international cooperation, sustainable
development, and long-term global stability.
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Central Asian Connectivity Initiatives Expand

Uzbekistan and Pakistan signed multiple cooperation agreements aimed at
strengthening trade corridors, defence collaboration, and transport
connectivity. The agreements focus on expanding transit routes linking
Central Asia to South Asian markets, potentially enhancing regional economic
integration.

These initiatives align with broader efforts to diversify trade networks and
reduce dependency on singular transit routes. Infrastructure cooperation,
industrial partnerships, and energy connectivity form the core of the bilateral
framework.

The agreements reflect Central Asia’s growing strategic importance amid
shifting global alignments. Regional connectivity projects are increasingly
shaped by overlapping interests of major powers, including China, Russia, and
emerging regional actors.

For international relations observers, these developments illustrate the
interplay between economic diplomacy and geopolitical balancing.
Infrastructure corridors not only facilitate commerce but also shape
strategic influence.

These agreements therefore signify more than bilateral cooperation. They
highlight evolving regional dynamics in Eurasian geopolitics and the growing
salience of connectivity diplomacy.
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U.S.-Venezuela Tensions Reignite Diplomatic Debate

Reports indicated renewed tensions between the United States and
Venezuela, following allegations of targeted U.S. actions against
senior Venezuelan leadership figures. The developments prompted
strong reactions from regional governments and major powers, with
some criticising perceived interventionism.

The incident revived longstanding debates regarding sovereignty,
regime legitimacy, and external involvement in domestic governance
disputes. Latin American states expressed concern over regional
stability and called for diplomatic resolution.

The situation also intersects with energy diplomacy, as Venezuela
remains significant in global oil markets. Shifts in U.S.-Venezuela
relations could affect energy pricing and hemispheric alliances.
From a legal perspective, discussions centred on non-intervention
principles under international law. The episode underscores the
continuing sensitivity surrounding unilateral actions and the
balance between national security and sovereign equality.
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Renewed diplomatic engagement between the United States and Iran took
place in Geneva, marking one of the most consequential non-
proliferation efforts in recent years. The talks aim to prevent further
escalation of Iran’s nuclear programme and explore a framework for
restoring verifiable limits on uranium enrichment. While both sides have
publicly maintained cautious optimism, substantial differences remain
regarding sanctions relief, verification mechanisms, and the sequencing
of commitments.
The negotiations occur against a complex backdrop. Iran continues to
face domestic unrest and economic pressure linked to international
sanctions, while regional tensions in the Middle East remain heightened.
The United States, alongside European partners, has emphasised the
importance of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) monitoring
and transparency measures to rebuild trust.
From an international law perspective, the talks represent a
reaffirmation of diplomacy over unilateral escalation. The breakdown of
earlier nuclear arrangements demonstrated the fragility of
multilateral agreements in polarised geopolitical environments.
Thsrenewed dialogue suggests recognition that military confrontation
would destabilise not only the Gulf region but also global energy
markets.
The outcome of these negotiations carries implications far beyond
bilateral relations. A breakthrough could strengthen the global non-
proliferation regime, while failure risks accelerating regional arms
competition. As discussions continue, Geneva once again serves as a focal
point for high-stakes diplomacy shaping international security.

FEBRUARY 2026

 Renewed U.S.–Iran Nuclear Negotiations in Geneva
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Mediterranean Migration
Crisis Intensifies

World witnessed a sharp rise in migrant fatalities in
the Mediterranean Sea, with humanitarian agencies
reporting over 600 deaths or disappearances since the
beginning of the year. Several vessels capsized near
Greek and Italian waters, highlighting the persistent
dangers faced by individuals fleeing conflict, poverty,
and environmental instability.

The crisis has reignited debate within the European
Union over migration governance. While southern
member states advocate for stronger burden-sharing
mechanisms and enhanced search-and-rescue
operations, others prioritise border enforcement and
deterrence strategies. The absence of a unified policy
response continues to strain EU cohesion.

International organisations have stressed the legal
obligation of states under maritime and refugee law to
protect individuals in distress at sea. The principle of
non-refoulement remains central to ongoing
discussions, particularly regarding returns to unsafe
territories. Human rights advocates argue that
restrictive policies may push migrants toward
increasingly dangerous routes.

Beyond Europe, the migration surge reflects deeper
structural drivers, including protracted conflicts in
parts of Africa and the Middle East, as well as climate-
induced displacement. February’s developments
underscore the interconnectedness of humanitarian
crises and international security.

The Mediterranean remains a critical theatre where
international law, domestic politics, and
humanitarian imperatives converge. Without
comprehensive multilateral cooperation addressing
both rescue operations and root causes, the region is
likely to witness continued tragedy and political
tension
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UN Secretary-General António Guterres issued a
strong appeal for reforming the global security
architecture to address contemporary threats.
Speaking at a high-level forum, he emphasised
that institutions created in the aftermath of
World War II are struggling to respond
effectively to cyber warfare, climate-driven
instability, and multipolar geopolitical rivalry.
Guterres highlighted the urgent need to
revitalise multilateralism and enhance
preventive diplomacy mechanisms. Reform of the
UN Security Council, long debated but rarely
advanced, was implicitly referenced as central to
restoring credibility and representativeness.
Emerging powers continue to argue that current
structures do not reflect twenty-first-century
realities.
The Secretary-General also stressed the growing
nexus between climate change and conflict,
noting that environmental stressors are
increasingly linked to displacement and
instability. Technological threats including
artificial intelligence weaponisation and cyber
intrusions were cited as new frontiers requiring
international regulatory frameworks.
February’s address resonated amid ongoing
conflicts and stalled diplomatic processes
worldwide. Critics of the current system argue
that veto politics and geopolitical
fragmentation have weakened collective
security responses.
While structural reform remains politically
complex, the speech signalled mounting
institutional awareness that incremental
adjustments may no longer suffice. The debate
over global governance reform is likely to
intensify as states confront shared
transnational challenges requiring
coordinated solutions.

United Nations Calls for Reform of Global Security Architecture
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Divisions were witnessed within the European Union as member states
struggled to reach consensus on an additional sanctions package
targeting Russia. The proposed measures aimed to tighten restrictions on
financial transactions, energy exports, and dual-use technologies amid
ongoing hostilities in Ukraine.

However, certain member states expressed economic concerns, citing
energy dependency and domestic political pressures. The impasse
highlighted the challenge of maintaining unity within a diverse bloc
facing varied national interests. While many governments argued that
sustained pressure is essential to deter aggression, others advocated for
calibrated measures to avoid further economic strain.

The sanctions debate underscores broader questions about European
strategic autonomy and decision-making mechanisms. The requirement
for unanimity in foreign policy decisions often complicates swift
collective action. At the same time, the EU has maintained significant
support for Ukraine through financial assistance and humanitarian aid.
From an international relations perspective, February’s developments
illustrate the balancing act between solidarity and sovereignty within
multilateral institutions. The credibility of sanctions as a diplomatic
instrument depends largely on cohesion and enforcement consistency.
The outcome of internal negotiations will shape not only EU–Russia
relations but also the broader perception of Europe’s capacity to act as a
unified geopolitical actor in times of crisis.

European Union Divided Over New
Russia Sanctions
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Conclusion of the Milano-Cortina 2026 Winter
Olympics

The 2026 Winter Olympics concluded in February in
Milan and Cortina d’Ampezzo, Italy, marking one of
the most globally visible events of the year. Despite
logistical challenges and cost-related debates
during preparation phases, the Games were
ultimately deemed successful by international
sporting authorities.

Beyond athletic competition, the Olympics
functioned as a platform for soft power
diplomacy. Leaders and diplomats engaged in
bilateral meetings on the sidelines, reinforcing the
role of international sporting events as arenas
for informal dialogue. Cultural exchange and
symbolic representation remained central to the
event’s diplomatic significance.

However, the Games also occurred against a
backdrop of geopolitical tension, raising
questions about athlete neutrality, political
expression, and the intersection of sport and
international politics. The International Olympic
Committee reiterated its commitment to
maintaining political neutrality while
acknowledging the broader global context.

February’s Olympics demonstrated how mega-events
continue to operate at the crossroads of culture,
economics, and diplomacy. As global audiences
converge around sport, states leverage such
platforms to project national identity and foster
engagement, even amid broader geopolitical
uncertainty.
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The United Kingdom announced an additional £540
million military assistance package for Ukraine,
reinforcing Western support amid ongoing
hostilities. The package reportedly includes
advanced air defence systems, ammunition supplies,
and logistical support aimed at strengthening
Ukraine’s defensive capabilities.

The announcement reflects sustained transatlantic
commitment despite war fatigue in certain quarters.
British officials emphasised that continued
assistance is essential to uphold European security
principles and deter further aggression. The move
aligns with broader NATO efforts to enhance
collective defence readiness.

Critics caution that prolonged military support
without parallel diplomatic initiatives may entrench
conflict dynamics. Nonetheless, policymakers argue
that credible defence capacity is necessary to create
conditions conducive to negotiation.
From a strategic standpoint, the aid package
highlights the evolving security architecture in
Europe. Defence spending across the continent has
increased significantly since the conflict’s
escalation, reshaping long-term military planning
and alliance coordination.

February’s development reaffirms that the Ukraine
conflict remains central to European and global
security discourse. The trajectory of military
support and diplomatic engagement will continue to
influence the broader balance of power in the region

United Kingdom Announces Expanded Military Aid to Ukraine
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Economic sanctions are also one of the most popular means of
international relations in the modern world order. To control the
actions of the government, institutions or individuals, states and
international organizations often put limitations on trade, financial
dealings or access to the world markets. Sanctions are commonly
described as a non-violent alternative to war, which entails a
coercive, non-violent mechanism of imposing international
standards or penalties of illegal behavior. Their increased
significance in international relations, though, has produced a
major debate: are economic sanctions the main legal means of
international law or political means to serve strategic purposes?
Although sanctions may have a very definite legal foundation in
some situations, their unilateral application is increasingly
prevalent, which indicates that they are often applied with political
intentions and blurs the distinction between legal execution and
geopolitical coercion.

Weaponization of Economic Sanctions:
Legal Tool or Political Instrument?
                                                              ~ Ishita jain

19

Legally, sanctions like economic sanctions are best explained by their application on a multilateral basis by
the United Nations Security Council. Article 45 of the Charter of the UN delegates to the Security Council
the authority to impose measures that do not entail the use of force in the form of a trade embargo,
freezing of assets, or a travel ban to uphold or restore peace and security in the international community.
These sanctions are binding to all member states and are a part of the collective security system which was
created after the Second World War. Due to the fact they are enforced by an internationally recognized
institution that is representing the entire global community, these sanctions are usually seen as valid legal
measures, but not a coercive action on its own. They are usually intended to deal with such threats as
armed conflict, terrorism, or nuclear proliferation, and usually accompany diplomatic talks or
peacebuilding. In this regard, sanctions may serve as the means of international governance, and it will be
possible to implement norms without the use of military power. 

The international law also so permits states to take retaliatory steps in reaction to internationally
wrongful acts, subject to certain conditions. Theoretically, unilateral sanctions can be included in
this category when they are supposed to stimulate the adherence to the law and are balanced and
can be reversed. This implies that sanctions do not necessarily become criminal just because they
are not issued by multilateral entities but individual states. The question of the legality of unilateral
sanctions is much more complicated in reality, however. The issue of proportionality,necessity,
and even the danger of violating the sovereignty of the targeted state are raised. In cases where
sanctions are used to compel alterations in the political structures within a country or even foreign
policies, they can be perceived as forceful interference of affairs within the internal capacity of a
state. This has led to the grey zone in which the legality has been questioned and is usually subject
to political interpretation due to the lack of a universally accepted legal framework governing
unilateral sanctions.
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 The political sanctions especially are clearly
eminent when they are not only used to threaten
to obey but also to announce ideological stands,
keep off competitors or redefine the power
arrangements of the region. The sanctions may
limit access to important technologies,
undermine economic development, or add
internal stress on the governments by raising
domestic suffering. Although they are technically
aimed at political elites or certain sectors they
can have an economic impact on the entire
population. This has made some observers call
sanctions a kind of economic warfare, which can
have structural economic harm without a direct
military conflict. This ability is precisely the
strategic value of sanctions: states can put the
other states under considerable pressure without
incurring legal and humanitarian costs of armed
conflict. 

 The growing dependency on unilateral and
extraterritorial sanctions points to their political
nature. The economic advantage and economic
strength of powerful states allow taking sanctions
that practically isolate the specified countries,
depriving them of international financial channels
or chain distribution. Smaller states, in their turn,
hardly have an equivalent capacity. This imbalance
maintains the cognition that the means of sanctions
are not as neutral legal and more as the tools of
geopolitical impact. This perception is even
enhanced by selective implementation. Similar
breaches of international standards can result in
severe sanctions in one and minor reaction in
another case, depending on the strategic
significance of the state under consideration or its
alliances. This lack of uniformity is damaging to the
idea that sanctions are merely objective reactances
to wrongdoing and rather indicate that they are
inherent in more extensive power politics. 

 One of the most problematic ways of economic sanctions
is humanitarian concerns. Wholesale sanctions, especially
one that impacts the financial systems or key imports, will
interfere with food, medicine, infrastructure, and
workplaces. Even though modern sanctions regimes are
increasingly focusing on so-called targeted or smart
sanctions, e.g. asset freezes or travel bans directed at
certain individuals or organizations, the overall economic
effect can regularly be still felt. Monetary limitations may
completely discourage international companies to deal
with the targeted country at all, a phenomenon otherwise
termed as over-compliance. Through this, even well
planned sanctions will unintentionally negatively affect
civilian populations than political decision-makers. This
brings to mind grave ethical concern regarding their
validity particularly when the humanitarian cost involved is
seen to be out of proportion to the desired political goal.
Aside the humanitarian issues, the success of sanctions as
behavioural changing tools is not clear. As the history
demonstrates, sanctions do not necessarily have a desired
policy effects and in some cases they can inculcate the
very governments they are aimed at. The force of the
economy can reinforce nationalism, and political
authorities may use it to explain the domestic crises by the
external aggression. Sanctions in other instances have
been used to help isolate economies without making any
significant diplomatic concessions. This ambivalent
history points to the supposition that sanctions represent
a highly effective enforcement mechanism of international
norms and makes it possible that their symbolic meaning
sometimes far surpasses their efficiency in application
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 Regardless of these criticisms, sanctions as a mode of
international policy still play a significant role since it
offers a way out between a diplomatic protest and
military action. In the case of governments that are
confronted with international crises, the sanctions are a
very visible and immediate form of response that
illustrates the dedication of international norms without
being exposed to the dangers of armed intervention.
They are versatile tools, able to rise gradually or even
partially in accordance with the behaviour of the state of
interest. Moreover, globalization and expansion in the
integration of the financial systems have amplified their
possible effect. The power to dominate international
banking networks, reserve currencies, and technological
supply networks has enhanced the power of some states
to exploit the economic dependency as a political
instrument. The trend has led to what is increasingly
becoming known as the weaponization of economic
networks in international relations by scholars. 

The two-sidedness of sanctions as both legal
and political tools implies that they may turn
out tobe legit locally depending on their
design and operation. Multilateral
authorization sanction,legal goals, and
procedural protections are more expected to
be viewed as legitimate.Humanitarian
exemptions, frequent review procedures, and
appeal mechanisms can be used to address
the issues of fairness and proportionality. On
the other hand, unilateral sanctions in the
name of wide-scale political objectives,
without any evident legal rationale or
responsibility, can contribute to the
destruction of the international legal
standards and strengthen the impression
ofcoercive superiority.

In the modern international relations, thus, the issue at stake is not whether the economic sanctions are legal
devices or political ones, but how the balance between the two aspects is to be maintained. Sanctions are not
going to vanish, as they will be deemed as useful in strategical terms and states will not want to use only
diplomacy or military power. It is difficult to make sure that they are used in correlation with the rules of
international law, observance of sovereignty, and the defense of the welfare of civilians. Enhancing multilateral
supervision and elaborating more explicit principles of the use of unilateral sanctions might help minimize the
threat of abuse to the maximum extent the strategy of unilateral sanctions might be employed to provide
effective and legitimate international regulation. Finally, economic sanctions represent the unique
convergence of law, power, and morality in international politics. They may serve as acceptable mechanisms
of ensuring peace in the international system when used in a collective, responsible manner, but they also
may serve as a mechanism of geopolitical pressure when used selectively or coercively. Their increased
application is indicative not only of the opportunities, but also of the strains of a globalized world where
economic relations have taken over the forefront of political power. This dual nature should be understood
when analyzing the consistency of sanctions not just in terms of legality but also concerning its more general
impact on justice, stability and future of international order.

~   ISHITA JAIN IS SENIOR
ASSOCIATE OF EDITORIAL

BOARD AT CILIRD
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Is State Sovereignty Declining in the Age of Global
Governance                                                           
                                                                                       ~Hasan Madhan 

International relations today depend on
institutional frameworks which include multiple
regimes and transnational organizations that act
together with state authority and sometimes
operate outside its control. The current situation
has sparked fresh discussions about whether global
governance has diminished state sovereignty which
has served as the fundamental principle of
international relations since the Peace of
Westphalia. Some scholars argue that expanding
international norms, economic interdependence,
and regulatory regimes constrain state autonomy,
while others contend that states remain the primary
architects and beneficiaries of these structures. This
article studies how global governance affects
sovereignty changes while predicting upcoming
international relations and international law and
diplomatic relations changes which will occur in
2026. Sovereignty exists today through cooperative
frameworks and technological control systems and
multi-actor governance networks. The analysis
indicates that international relations will develop
adaptive patterns which preserve sovereignty as
their main element.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF SOVEREIGNTY
AND THE RISE OF GLOBAL GOVERNANCE

Modern sovereignty developed through the
establishment of supreme territorial control
which enabled states to achieve equal legal
standing. For centuries international relations
followed the principles of non-interference and
diplomatic recognition between states. The
international system established after 1945
created permanent cooperation mechanisms
through its establishment of the United Nations
and Bretton Woods institutions and its
conclusion of multilateral treaties. The
international system established obligations
that restricted states from acting independently
while it improved their ability to work together
in solving problems.

The late twentieth century and early twenty-first
century brought an acceleration of
globalization-related developments. The global
system experienced a breakdown because
economic ties between countries and their
technological dependencies and their
transnational climate change and pandemic
and cyber threat challenges created boundaries
which traditional territorial governance systems
could not resolve. Countries started to accept
international monitoring systems together with
the legal obligations and regulatory frameworks
which they included. Critics interpreted these
developments as a gradual erosion of
sovereignty. States required these regimes
which they created to work together on
common issues while safeguarding their power
in a system based on mutual dependency.
The historical path shows that sovereign power
has not declined over time but instead has
developed into different types of sovereignty
which maintain essential national authority.
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Current governance systems function through institutional overlaps and specific issue coalitions instead of
following one central authority. The system shows its disunity through climate clubs and digital trade
agreements and regional security arrangements and financial regulatory bodies. States use these
international systems to control results while protecting their sovereignty. The development of new
technologies is speeding up the process which redistributes power between different authorities. Digital
platforms and artificial intelligence systems and global data infrastructures now function as the primary
channels through which people conduct economic and social activities between nations. Control over data
flows and algorithms and digital standards has become a core dimension of power. States are establishing
their digital sovereignty through data-localization requirements and cybersecurity policies and artificial
intelligence regulations. The control over sovereignty now extends beyond physical territory to include
technological authority. The power which governments previously held to create rules now resides with non-
state groups including technology companies and financial institutions and cities and international networks.
These organizations develop technical standards and manage enforcement procedures and establish policy
direction. The expanding power of these groups results in governance systems which allow states to keep
their control through shared power arrangements.

 INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND ITS
IMPLICATIONS

The development of sovereignty creates new international
relations patterns that affect state interactions with one another.
Countries now practice both interdependence and strategic
rivalry which results in what analysts call competitive
cooperation. States work together to address worldwide dangers
while fighting for power in security and economic fields. The
combination of these two forces will grow stronger through the
year 2026 as nations work to achieve both their need for
integration and their need for independence.
The current international system exhibits a trend toward
modular multilateralism which establishes flexible partnerships
between states that work together on specific issues.
Governments create various overlapping agreements to handle
different aspects of their international relationships which
include technology standards and climate governance and
supply-chain security. The sovereignty practice demonstrates
sovereignty adaptation through state decision-making power
and capability sharing to handle situations that require
international cooperation.
This environment requires middle powers and emerging powers
to take on a main role. The multiple governance platforms they
join enable them to gain diplomatic power without needing to
form formal alliances. The resulting system exists as a network
system which combines unipolarity and multipolarity through
networked sovereignty that needs participation and rule
development instead of power control.

 INTERNATIONAL LAW AND GLOBAL GOVERNANCE
IN A NETWORKED ORDER

International law experiences major effects from global
governance. The traditional legal system requires three elements
for its operation: territorial jurisdiction, sovereign equality, and
treaty obligations based on mutual consent between parties. The
modern regulatory frameworks which exist today depend on
three elements: their operational standards, their non-binding
legal frameworks, and the compliance networks which function
outside traditional treaty agreements.
Plurilateral agreements and technical bodies establish digital
governance frameworks, climate reporting mechanisms, and
financial transparency regimes as their primary creation
channels rather than through universal conventions. States
adopt these standards to maintain market access and
technological compatibility. The legal authority of the system
exists because people participate in the system and not because
of any compulsion. The process creates a new system which
establishes legal requirements through its existing structure
instead of normalizing the concept of state power. The ultimate
source of legitimacy for states remains unchanged but they now
use collaborative decision-making methods to exercise their
power. International law will progress towards multiple and
overlapping legal systems which represent divided yet united
governance in 2026.



24

 DIPLOMACY AND MULTILATERAL STRATEGY

Diplomacy develops new methods of operation which
govern multiple stakeholders and technical domains.
The modern negotiation process involves diplomats
together with scientists and private sector
representatives and regulatory officials. Technical
coordination is essential for solving AI safety issues and
establishing cyber norms and developing pandemic
preparedness and climate adaptation solutions.
States establish minilateral and sector-specific forums
to enhance their ability to work with partners who share
their values. Governments use these arrangements to
maintain their sovereign rights while they work together
to combat international threats. The field of diplomatic
practice has shifted from alliance politics to risk
governance which includes standards development and
information sharing and joint regulatory efforts.
Cities and regional authorities are also becoming active
diplomatic actors in areas like climate policy and
migration management. Their engagement
demonstrates how governance activities have spread
into different governmental levels which create a system
of shared authority that replaces complete sovereignty.

 SOVEREIGNTY: DECLINE OR ADAPTATION

The evidence shows that sovereignty remains
intact because it undergoes transformation.
States maintain their ability to use force and
their status as legal entities and their power to
negotiate treaties. Effective governance now
requires organizations and individuals to work
together through institutional networks.
Countries today establish their sovereignty
through their ability to control international
systems instead of their capacity to remain
independent.
Global governance systems improve state
capabilities because increased participation
enables governments to extend their
regulatory power and solve complex problems.
States that withdraw from cooperative
frameworks often lose influence over rules
that nonetheless affect them. Sovereignty
therefore exists through both practice and
active participation in society

 CONCLUSION

The present period of global governance
implementation results in a state sovereignty
transformation which operates as a reorganization
process. International relations will develop competitive
interdependence by 2026 when states will maintain
their independence while engaging in cooperative
international systems. International law will continue
developing through multiple legal systems which
emerge from technical standards and sector-specific
agreements. Modern diplomacy will develop into
multiple actor environments which require new
competencies for effective risk management beyond
traditional diplomatic methods. 
State sovereignty will maintain its status as the main
element of international relations systems yet its
implementation will require states to establish
technological networks and governance systems and
international organizations. Adaptive sovereignty will
develop as the future path because states remain
essential yet their power functions through worldwide
systems which extend beyond their national borders.

~   HASAN MANDHAN IS
SENIOR ASSOCIATE OF

EDITORIAL BOARD AT CILIRD
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Rise of Middle Powers: How Countries Like India Are
Reshaping Global Diplomacy 

                                                                                                        ~ Ayushi jaya
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International politics have never been stable. Since imperial dominance, the Cold
war bipolarity, and post-Cold war unipolarity, international relations have been
dominated by few dominant states. However, it seems that today the world order is
also going through another change, a transition that is not characterized by the
emergence of one new superpower, but by the increased power of what is usually
termed as the middle powers. There is a growing influence of countries like India,
Brazil, Indonesia, South Africa, and Turkey in determining the outcome of
diplomacy, determining the state of the region and shaping world governance.
They have not only been an expression of redistribution of power by them, but also
of a more profound change in the way international diplomacy is being practiced
and negotiated. The size or military might of a middle power does not qualify it as
middle power, but as having the capacity to influence by positioning, coalition-
building, and by institutional participation. 

They do not have the domineering influence of the big powers, but they do have the
regional power and diplomatic resources to influence the agenda and broker competing
interests. In the past, these states tended to act as brokers of multilateral collaboration
or as encouragement of international standards. The current events, however, are the
difference of scale and confidence with which these countries are going to establish
themselves. Instead of being marginal to global politics, they are becoming, in several
aspects, agenda-setters and institutional reformers, especially around such issues as
climate governance, digital regulation, and development financing.The emergence of
India offers a very good example of this change. With economic growth, technological
advancement, population size and the ever-growing pace of diplomatic activity, India has
established itself as a key figure in the politics of the modern world. However, its impact is
determined not so by the traditional pattern of alliances but by a strategy of strategic
independence. Instead of being committed to any one of the geopolitical blocks, India is
involved in ties with several centres of power at the same time. 



27
This has come to be referred to as multi-alignment and it
represents a more general change to flexibility and problem-
centred cooperation over commitment to alliances.This
kind of diplomatic flexibility, though, creates structural
tension as well.Although the middle powers have maintained
the strategic independence through the use of the multi-
alignment, it may bring about ambiguity in case of any
geopolitical crisis when the competing demands of various
partners arise. It takes long-term diplomatic credibility and
policy consistency to manage the balancing of various
relations and the sustainability of such strategies in the long
run is controversial. The flexibility which makes influence
more powerful can also make it hard to make the decision in
the time when it is necessary to have a clear direction.On
another note, the participation of middle powers in global
governance by bilateral relations is growing through
multilateral relations. 

The international forums are now critical platforms through which the emerging economies express
common interests especially the Global South common interest. India has been actively involved in
thepromotion of equitable development structures, climatic justice and institutional adjustment. merely
being actors in it. Meanwhile, their capacity to revolutionize international administration is limited. Most
international establishments reproduce past distributions of power, and, thus, structural change is
lengthy and contentious. Although middle powers are capable of affecting the discourse and agenda-
setting, the challenge has been to convert that into institutional change at the systemic level. Their
increasing visibility is not necessarily equal to structural power. The other characteristic of middle power
diplomacy is mediation and bridge-building.The external relations between countries that lie along
geopolitical lines may act as intermediaries in a global world where competition among the power giants
is increasing. Their comparative autonomy allows them to communicate when there might be restriction
or tension in contact between opposing powers. Such a role increases the diplomatic topicality,
especially in a disintegrated international system. Mediation, however, puts them as well under rival
pressures and their impact is still conditioned by more economic and security interdependencies,
defined by bigger powers. Although this increase in prominence, the growth of middle powers does not
inevitably result in an efficient or stable multipolar order. Increased involvement in the international
decision making process can increase the level of representation, but it can be a problem in
coordination. A more pluralistic system brings in plural views but can also create incoherent global crisis
consensus and rejections. Dissemination of influence is not necessarily a balancing factor; it can also be
a source of complexity and competition.
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geopolitical lines may act as intermediaries in a global
world where competition among the power giants is
increasing. Their comparative autonomy allows them to
communicate when there might be restriction or
tension in contact between opposing powers. Such a
role increases the diplomatic topicality, especially in a
disintegrated international system. Mediation, however,
puts them as well under rival pressures and their impact
is still conditioned by more economic and security
interdependencies, defined by bigger powers. Although
this increase in prominence, the growth of middle
powers does not inevitably result in an efficient or stable
multipolar order. Increased involvement in the
international decision making process can increase the
level of representation, but it can be a problem in
coordination. A more pluralistic system brings in plural
views but can also create incoherent global crisis
consensus and rejections. Dissemination of influence is
not necessarily a balancing factor; it can also be a
source of complexity and competition.

In addition, the international impact of the middle powers
is also closely related to the domestic capability. The
credibility of their involvement in the world arena is highly
determined by economic resiliency, institutional
capacities, and domestic stability. The lack of consistency
in the international role of the latter can be constrained by
the persistence of inequalities, governance issues, and the
security pressures of the region.Their universal impact can
not be made outside their domestic developmental
patterns.The emergence of middle powers hence is an
opportunity as well as a structural challenge. Wider
engagement in global governance can result in
international decision-making being more inclusive, but it
also could bring other competing agendas and coalitions.
Nations such as India are not simply accustoming
themselves to a preexisting world order of internationality
they are actually engaged in rearranging it. It is not clear
that the result of this changing multipolarity is a more
balanced world or a more fragmented one. The point is
that, though, what is becoming evident is that global
diplomacy is no longer marked by dominance and
gradually setting in by the way of
negotiation,interdependence as well as influence that is
shared and yet at contested.

~ AYUSHI JAYA IS ASSOCIATE OF
EDITORIAL BOARD AT CILIRD.
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Multipolar World Order: Is US Dominance Truly Ending?

~ Niteen Kumar jeethani 

The worldwide diplomatic situation now progresses toward a multipolar structure which
operates beyond the arrangements of American dominance that existed during the 21st
century. Scholars and policy-makers debate whether the United States hegemonic role is
decreasing and a more inclusive order in which diverse states collaborate within reformed
institutions can ensure global cooperation. This article examines the historical context of U.S.
dominance, current power shifts, and near-term projections for 2026. The research
examines recent analyses and reports to identify their effects on international relations,
international law and diplomatic strategy.

Historical Context of U.S. Dominance and the Post–
Cold War Order

The United States established a liberal international order
after World War II, which included the United Nations,
NATO, and the Bretton Woods system, which consisted of
the IMF, World Bank and GATT/WTO, plus the actual
international standards of open markets, collective
security, and human rights. The order established by this
system allowed the United States to control international
relations during the Cold War period. The collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1991 led to the emergence of a unipolar
order. Many liberal internationalists believed that the U.S.-
shaped order would "survive and thrive" by co-opting new
powers. For a period, Washington maintained total
control over international affairs without facing any
opposition. Then, in the decade of the 2000s and 2010s,
it brought about multiple difficulties which emerged
during that time. The United States faced multiple
challenges due to its hegemonic status, including
domestic political divisions, the emergence of
international competitors, and economic shocks,
including the 2008 financial crisis. The Trump
administration established its position by openly
questioning established NATO ties, which had existed for
multiple decades and rejecting various international
treaties. The norms and institutions established through
American leadership face increasing challenges to their
authority. Some analysts now argue that the United States
can no longer dictate the international agenda as
decisively as before, and others contend that its
underlying preeminence remains substantial.
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Contemporary society believes that power distribution
among people has reached its highest level. The
economic and strategic importance of countries is now
moving toward the Asian and Global South regions. The
Asian continent achieved approximately 57 per cent of
global GDP growth between 2015 and 2021 and
approximately 42 per cent of worldwide economic
output measured in purchasing power parity (PPP).
China demonstrates rapid economic growth because it
has reached the status of the second-largest global
economy and the top international trading and
investment nation. President Xi Jinping advocates for a
multipolar world system through which China and
emerging nations will create new global governance
structures that reflect current power distributions. It
exercises international influence through its Belt and
Road Initiative, along with its control over 5G and AI
technology standards and its military expansion efforts.
It has built the largest navy in the world through its
defence spending and ship construction activities while
modernising its nuclear capabilities.
India has developed into a three trillion-dollar economy
and now seeks to become a major global power. New
Delhi maintains its historical relationship with Russia
while establishing closer diplomatic connections with
the United States and Japan, and other democratic
nations through its strategic autonomy policy of multi-
alignment. India upholds the principles of sovereignty
and non-interference while its leaders advocate for a
fairer international system. 
Russia maintains its status as a powerful military force
and nuclear deterrent, but its economic capacity
remains limited when compared to its geographical
reach. Moscow proceeds to advance its "multipolar"
concept, which envisions Russia controlling its allied
territories as a functional sphere of authority. The
organisation works to create Western disunity by using
military campaigns such as the Ukrainian invasion and
by establishing close relationships through energy
pipelines and weapon sales to its allied countries.
Western powers have implemented severe sanctions,
which have led to detrimental effects on the economy.

International Relations and its
Implications

The multipolarity research predicts that countries
will pursue extensive balance activities. Traditional
realists demonstrate that increasing power creates
two problems because they produce security
uncertainties and dangers: e.g. Taiwan and Ukraine
tensions continue to increase. The existing system
combines strong economic relationships with
influential institutions, which historians and
theorists failed to recognise during the pre-1914
period. Ikenberry and other scholars believe that
U.S. power will decline, but the trade norms,
alliances, and legal commitments which America
established will continue to exist and influence how
American rivals behave. The U.S. will handle fewer
responsibilities, which leads to a conflict reduction
through this "lock-in" mechanism.
Another notable trend is the empowerment of
middle powers. Stewart Patrick shows that G20
countries, excluding the United States and China,
have the power to establish international
cooperation in essential fields, form trade alliances,
climate clubs, and tech standards bodies to achieve
substantial outcomes in a global environment
where the United States leads unpredictably, and
China lacks universal trust. This will create partial
alliances which consist of changing groups that
combine different interests instead of forming a
single block. The United States will pursue
plurilateral diplomacy with India when it
participates in Western counter-terrorism efforts,
while India collaborates with Russia and China on
energy matters. The Cold War period of strict
alliance systems has reached its conclusion.
The multipolar shift has not reached full
development yet, according to U.S. strategists and
other analysts who observe that the United States
and China continue to function as the primary
international power centres. The two superpowers
have the power to disrupt projects whenever they
perceive threats to their fundamental interests. The
new international system which emerges will be
multi-polar rather than truly bipolar. 
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The shift in power dynamics has profound legal implications. The post–1945 international legal order is founded on
principles of sovereign equality, territorial integrity, and collective security (the UN Charter). Multipolarity is
straining these norms. For one thing, great-power competition has renewed debates over intervention. Western
states generally cite human rights or R2P to justify interventions (or sanctions) in places like Syria, Libya, or Ukraine,
but such actions often occur without Security Council mandates. Indeed, critics point out that NATO’s Kosovo
intervention (1999) and the Iraq war (2003) bypassed the UN. By contrast, China, Russia, and many developing
countries emphasise strict non-interference and reject unilateral sanctions as violations of the UN Charter. This
divergence means international law is being interpreted through competing lenses, reducing consensus.
As Dan Steinbock argues, there is a widening gap between the “rules-based order” rhetoric and a universal
international law framework. The U.S. itself has oscillated between championing international norms and acting
unilaterally. For example, the U.S. promotes the ICC in principle but exempts its own personnel, and it has imposed
many sanctions outside any UN mandate. From the Global South perspective, this double standard (“rules for
others, flexibility for the rule-maker”) undermines legitimacy.
Global governance institutions are also under stress. The UN Security Council is highly polarised over Russia’s
repeated vetoes on Ukraine, and the U.S. vetoes on Middle East resolutions have exposed its limits. Observers note
that the Security Council was designed with veto paralysis as a feature to prevent major-power conflict, but today
many argue it has become nearly dysfunctional. U.S. analysts warn that if P5 members consistently block one
another, countries will bypass the UN in favour of regional or issue-specific groups. Indeed, some states have already
turned to the General Assembly or ad hoc coalitions when the Council stalls (e.g. G77/G20 initiatives, AUKUS, climate
pacts).
At the same time, demands for institutional reform are growing. Many leaders – from Brazil to South Africa to the EU
– are calling for an update to global governance to reflect current realities. Proposals include expanding the Security
Council, revising IMF quotas, and creating new global tax or health regimes. For example, at recent UN assemblies,
Global South delegations reiterated that old institutions remain skewed and urged more equitable structures. There
is a sense of “Southern agency”, an active push to reshape rules, not abandon them. If a new equilibrium emerges, it
will likely enshrine a mix of principles: the UN Charter foundation of sovereignty will remain, but with additional
norms (on climate, pandemics, digital technology) negotiated among a broader set of powers.

Diplomacy and Multilateral Strategy

Diplomacy is currently undergoing a transformation process. The UN system operates its functions and UN
peacekeeping missions decrease conflicts, but Northern countries view the system as inflexible. Northern
governments now utilise minilateral arrangements, according to one analyst, because they prefer to create small and
medium-sized partnerships rather than depending on large and diverse institutions. The G20 acts as a global
leadership body which requires consensus among its members, while special clubs manage various matters from
nuclear security through the six-party talks to digital norm development. The G7 considers expanding its membership
to preserve its relevance in international affairs.
The Quad functions as a security and technology consultative forum between the United States, India, Japan, and
Australia, but it lacks formal alliance status in the Indo-Pacific region. The United States, the United Kingdom and
Australia established AUKUS to create binding defence contracts. The democratic countries that share similar values
receive democratic tools that enable them to establish partnerships without needing to create official alliances. China
promotes BRICS+ expansion and Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank initiatives to present them as alternatives to
Western-led institutions. Smaller states can choose among these venues to advance their interests, and a Southeast
Asian country might attend Quad meetings for security dialogue while also engaging China-led forums on trade.
The development of international political economies depends on economic statecraft. Both the West and China
utilise trade and investment to gain power over other countries. The United States employs tariffs and export controls
to restrict Chinese technology, while China provides infrastructure loans to countries and allows them market
access. The Brookings analysis shows that current economic nationalism, together with trade fragmentation
processes have replaced rules-based frameworks. States are developing new trading arrangements in response to
economic nationalistic policies which disrupt existing trading systems.
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U.S. Influence: Persistence and Transformation

The current period shows diminishing American power, together with rising Chinese power. The United
States maintains its position as the leading global power according to multiple evaluation criteria. The
United States maintains global strength since it controls 26 per cent of worldwide economic output and
possesses the strongest military through its defence spending of 849 billion USD, which will occur in 2025
and maintains military bases and international treaties with NATO and the US-Japan alliance and ANZUS.
The United States maintains essential global financial systems together with its educational institutions,
technology companies, and media organisations, which generate extensive soft power. The United States
maintains greater global power than any individual competitor or the totality of emerging countries that
seek to rise. 
The United States now operates under a different leadership structure which has their past leadership style.
The U.S. ability to set global policies through its military strength has disappeared, according to this
statement. The United States today is viewed as more of a peer among peers. The United States started to
exercise international power through independent international activities, according to Steinbock, who
tracked American diplomatic trends from the post–Cold War period. The United States has officially
declared its decline as the leading global power through its current intelligence assessments. The U.S.
intelligence council report states that "the United States no longer holds the power to sustain global order in
the same way which means the United States has reduced its responsibility to maintain worldwide order.
The report from the committee describes America to foreign observers as a "predatory rogue actor" which
damages its past alliances and international organisations.
The United States maintains its global dominance because no other nation can challenge its power on all
military and diplomatic fronts, according to observers. The international order has not collapsed; it is
adjusting. By 2026, the United States will still be a central actor in every major issue (from climate to
security), even if it must do so with more negotiation. Whether its influence continues to erode further will
depend on factors like domestic politics, economic performance, and the success of alliances. The coming
years will show if the U.S. can adapt its strategy (as some analyses urge), perhaps by reaffirming alliances
and multilateral engagement or if it will cede more ground to alternative powers and blocs.

The transition into a multipolar world exists as a complicated process which neither follows a structured
path nor remains uncontrolled. The world will enter a "multi-alignment" phase in 2026 when multiple
countries will choose to participate in different diplomatic negotiations while creating special interest
groups for specific matters. New power realities will cause international law and institutions to change, but
their main principles, which include sovereignty and some form of collective security, will continue to exist
in modified versions. Global diplomatic efforts will become more decentralised without reaching complete
disorder because international organisations will need to establish operational partnerships with smaller
groups to address their most pressing challenges.
The United States maintains its status as a crucial element of the global system even though its dominance
has decreased since its peak during the unipolar period. The U.S. will impact global affairs through its
actions, yet the methods of its influence remain to be determined. The question now asks whether the
United States will support more democratic governance, which its allies desire or whether major powers will
create greater national boundaries between themselves. The answer will emerge gradually. The present
situation shows that U.S. power will undergo changes which lead to its current dominant position. The
international order of 2026 will establish a new power equilibrium which exists as a multipolar system but
retains the structural elements which the United States established through its international organisations
and norms.

~ NITEEN KUMAR JETHANI IS ASSOCIATE OF
EDITORIAL BOARD AT CILIRD.
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Interview
Questions

India’s Role as a Responsible Responder in the
Indian Ocean Region

What will define India’s success as a
maritime power and responsible security
actor in the Indian Ocean region in the
coming years?

India’s success in the Indian Ocean region will
depend on a holistic integration of naval
capability, maritime domain awareness, and
diplomatic leadership. The country has already
expanded its strategic outlook through
initiatives such as SAGAR and Mahasagar,
increased naval investments, strengthened
partnerships with regional and global actors,
and enhanced capacity-building efforts with
smaller littoral states. However, India’s role is
not necessarily to act as a traditional “net
security provider” with global dominance, but
rather as a responsible respondent—one that
contributes through capacity building,
humanitarian assistance, maritime security,
and collaborative leadership. With limited
resources and multiple strategic priorities,
India must adopt a balanced, whole-of-
government approach that combines
capability, awareness, and diplomacy to
steadily strengthen its influence and ensure
stability in the Indian Ocean region.

Which will matter more for India’s
maritime influence going
forward? Would it be hard naval
power, better maritime awareness,
or diplomatic leadership?

I think it is all the three that will matter,
and not just one. I mean, you cannot
pinpoint that only this will matter, that, or
neither can you put it in a chronological
order as first, second, or third. I think we
need to have this in collaboration and not
in silos. Smart diplomacy, smart maritime
diplomacy, is very important, but
diplomacy is of no use if you do not have
maritime domain awareness. And it is
futile without any resources. Leadership
will only gain credibility globally if it has the
idea, that is awareness and if it has
resources. So, leadership is one thing, “the
willingness”. Willingness is about
leadership. It's about your infrastructure
and capacity. It's awareness. So, I think we
need to have an amalgamation, and we
need to have this idea that if we work in
silos. All the three aspects have to be
taken into account together. We can
ensure our leadership, a very cordial
leadership and acceptable leadership in
the Indian Ocean. India needs to move
ahead with a very holistic approach to
maintain and grow its influence in the
maritime domain. 
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Looking ahead to the next few years, what would success actually
look like for India as a net security provider in the Indian Ocean?

Well, as you know, in 2015 we came up with the SAGAR initiative—Security and Growth for All in
the Region. Last year, we introduced another initiative known as Mahasagar. Through this, we
have broadened our understanding of the Indian Ocean and now view it as a larger Indian Ocean
region. With this expanded horizon, we are also investing more. Our military capability, including
our naval capability, has increased its efforts in collaborations, joint exercises, procurement, and
indigenous production. One example is the acquisition of Marine Rafale (M Rafale) from France
to enhance our capability. We are also working on expanding our submarine strength.
Moreover, we have developed several centers for collaboration and information sharing. Most
importantly, we are focusing on capacity building for our partner countries, especially smaller
states, so that they can act as a first line of defense when any problem arises. Earlier, we believed
our coastline was about 7,200 kilometers, but recent scientific data shows it is over 12,000
kilometers. This highlights how important the maritime domain is for us.
India is therefore increasing its naval strength and expanding collaborations. We are working
more closely with Gulf states, which are critical for our energy security. We have enhanced
collaboration with Israel and are conducting more joint defense exercises with Oman, Saudi
Arabia, and the UAE. We are also expanding partnerships with African states. Additionally,
traditionally friendly partners like France and the UK can play an important role.
However, the idea of being a “net security provider” is complex and value-laden. As a developing
state, we do not yet have the resources to fully assume that role. Instead, we can act as a
responsible respondent by providing a security net—supporting capacity building,
reconnaissance, and acting as a first responder in HADR situations. Expecting India to operate
globally like the United States is not practical, as we have other priorities, including continental
challenges with Pakistan and China. With limited resources, we must use them judiciously. The
seas are vital for our energy security, growth, and future, but everything must be viewed in
perspective. Naval power will definitely play a crucial role in enabling India to steadily and
progressively expand its influence in the region.
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international media outlets such as the South China Morning Post and WION.
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In my understanding, any relationship in foreign policy or global
politics is fundamentally strategic. I look at it from a realistic
perspective. When a strategic relationship is formed, it may be
influenced by historical ties, cultural exchanges, and shared
foundational principles such as democracy, individual freedom,
and ethics. However, these factors are neither necessary nor
sufficient conditions for a strategic relationship to sustain over
time.
For example, if you look at India-China relations, India is a liberal
democratic country, while China follows a communist political
system. Despite these differences and ongoing tensions, economic
exchange between the two continues, and India remains
dependent on China for imports. This shows that relationships
between countries go beyond ideological differences and are
driven strongly by interests, not just material gains and losses but
broader strategic considerations.
Similarly, India’s relationship with the United States and other
global actors must now be viewed through a new lens. Earlier, India
was often seen as a bridge between the West and the Global South,
especially during the 1960s to 1990s. However, with growing
economic confidence and evolving security interests, India has
adopted a far more realistic and transactional approach. It is willing
to pursue independent relationships with countries such as Israel
and the European Union, even if it occasionally differs from the
United States.
Today, the world looks at India primarily as an economic
opportunity and a major market. Therefore, India’s foreign policy
and global relationships must be understood through this
contemporary framework, rather than older ideological
perspectives of leadership of the Third World or purely value-based
diplomacy

Interview
Questions

India-US Relations

How would you describe the current state of India–
US relations in 2026? Are we looking at a strategic
partnership, or something different?
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I think the word “balance,” is important. What we
often call strategic autonomy is, in reality, more
transactional in nature. When you transact, you give
something and, in return, you gain something. So, it
is better understood as relative autonomy rather
than absolute strategic autonomy. Even though we
use the term strategic autonomy, it operates within
a framework of relative autonomy, where India is
constantly leveraging its interests by participating in
different groups and partnerships to maximize its
gains.
For instance, recent developments in India’s
engagement with the European Union show how
multiple strategic alignments helped create
outcomes favorable to India. This reflects a
balanced and interest-driven approach, where India
uses its position effectively to strengthen its
economic and strategic standing.
At the same time, this idea of relative autonomy
applies not only to India but to all countries today.
In the current era of globalization and post-
capitalist economic development, no country can
exercise complete autonomy in the way states once
aspired to during the Cold War period. Global
capital flows, interconnected markets, and digital
integration have made all countries deeply
interdependent. Therefore, claims of absolute
strategic autonomy must be understood within this
reality of global interconnectedness, where
autonomy is always relative and shaped by mutual
dependence.
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transactional in nature. When you transact, you give
something and, in return, you gain something. So, it
is better understood as relative autonomy rather
than absolute strategic autonomy. Even though we
use the term strategic autonomy, it operates within
a framework of relative autonomy, where India is
constantly leveraging its interests by participating in
different groups and partnerships to maximize its
gains.
For instance, recent developments in India’s
engagement with the European Union show how
multiple strategic alignments helped create
outcomes favorable to India. This reflects a
balanced and interest-driven approach, where India
uses its position effectively to strengthen its
economic and strategic standing.
At the same time, this idea of relative autonomy
applies not only to India but to all countries today.
In the current era of globalization and post-
capitalist economic development, no country can
exercise complete autonomy in the way states once
aspired to during the Cold War period. Global
capital flows, interconnected markets, and digital
integration have made all countries deeply
interdependent. Therefore, claims of absolute
strategic autonomy must be understood within this
reality of global interconnectedness, where
autonomy is always relative and shaped by mutual
dependence.

India values its strategic autonomy,
yet it actively participates in
initiatives like the Quadrilateral
Security Dialogue and the Indo-
Pacific Economic Framework. How
do you interpret this balance
between independence and
partnership?

Looking ahead, how do you see
India–US relations shaping the
future of global diplomacy,
international institutions, and
international law over the next
decade?

I cannot see much negative in this relationship.
From a realistic and contemporary perspective
of global politics, the India–U.S. relationship has
acted as a bulwark for India in maintaining its
interests. While India is engaging with Pakistan on
one side and China on the other, this relationship
will continue to play a very significant role.
Similarly, in the Indo-Pacific and other emerging
groupings, there is a lot of opportunity for India.
Many countries today see India as a major
opportunity, and it is now up to India to decide
how effectively it can leverage this position.
Because Indians have moved to almost all parts
of the world including Australia, Africa, and South
America. India has a strong global presence
through its people. The key question is how India
can motivate its diaspora, including NRIs and
PIOs, to return, invest, and contribute to India’s
growth. At the same time, when countries see
India as an important market and strategic
partner, India must also explore its own
opportunities by branding and rebranding itself
as a global economic and strategic power.

I cannot see much negative in this relationship.
From a realistic and contemporary perspective
of global politics, the India–U.S. relationship has
acted as a bulwark for India in maintaining its
interests. While India is engaging with Pakistan on
one side and China on the other, this relationship
will continue to play a very significant role.
Similarly, in the Indo-Pacific and other emerging
groupings, there is a lot of opportunity for India.
Many countries today see India as a major
opportunity, and it is now up to India to decide
how effectively it can leverage this position.
Because Indians have moved to almost all parts
of the world including Australia, Africa, and South
America. India has a strong global presence
through its people. The key question is how India
can motivate its diaspora, including NRIs and
PIOs, to return, invest, and contribute to India’s
growth. At the same time, when countries see
India as an important market and strategic
partner, India must also explore its own
opportunities by branding and rebranding itself
as a global economic and strategic power.

~ Shashank Chaturvedi is a political anthropologist working in the area of
religion   and politics. His work addresses the interplay of religion, culture
and power in Contemporary North India with a special focus on Eastern
Uttar Pradesh. He did his PhD at the Centre for Political Studies, Jawaharlal
Nehru University, New Delhi (India) and currently teaching at Institute of
Law, Nirma University. Earlier he was at Centre for Development Practice
and Research, Tata Institute of Social Sciences. Before joining TISS,
Shashank taught at Indraprastha College for Women (University of Delhi)
for three years.  37



China-Japan Relations

Are China–Japan relations still
trapped by history, or are they now
being driven more by hard strategic
realities?

It is a combination of both historical legacy
and modern strategic realities: In China, the
state-led education system ensures that the
historical narrative remains front and center.
For Japan, the younger generation wants to
move on and sees Japan as a "normal" country
that should have a standing military. Look at
Prime Minister Abe’s legacy. He pushed for the
"Free and Open Indo-Pacific." That wasn't just
about trade; it was about creating an
architecture that could counterbalance
China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). 
In contrast, the younger generation in Japan
increasingly views their country as a “normal”
nation that should have conventional military
capabilities. Japan is shifting its focus toward
contemporary security threats, including
missile developments in North Korea and
China’s expanding naval presence. While
history remains relevant, strategic realities,
especially security and defense considerations
which now play a dominant role in shaping
bilateral relations.

How central is maritime security
to the future of China–Japan
relations, especially in the East
China Sea?

Maritime security is absolutely central to the
future of China–Japan relations. For China,
the East China Sea is critical to its broader
strategic objective of gaining control over the
“First Island Chain.” Control over this region
would enable China to secure access to the
Western Pacific, monitor U.S. military bases in
Okinawa, and strengthen its strategic position
around Taiwan.
For Japan, maritime routes known as Sea
Lines of Communication (SLOCs) are
essential for national survival. As an island
nation heavily dependent on imported energy
and food, Japan’s economic stability depends
on uninterrupted maritime access. If China
were to dominate these waters, Japan’s
economic security would be severely
compromised.
China’s long-term military modernization
goals, including its ambitions for a world-class
military by 2027 and 2049, further underscore
the importance of naval expansion. The East
China Sea serves as a gateway for China’s
broader maritime ambitions, including its
“String of Pearls” strategy in the Indian Ocean.

In the next year or so, where should we watch most closely for change in China–
Japan relations? Is it going to be security, diplomacy, or economic engagement?

Security developments will be the most critical area to monitor. Japan’s increasing defense
budget, military modernization, and acquisition of counter-strike capabilities represent
significant shifts in its security posture.
Economic developments, particularly supply chain diversification and technological
competition in sectors such as electric vehicles, artificial intelligence, and battery
technology, will also play a crucial role.
China’s ongoing naval expansion and military modernization efforts will continue to shape
the strategic environment, making security the primary domain of change.

Interview
Questions
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If China–Japan relations deteriorate
further, what would that mean for the
future stability of the regional and global
order?

Further deterioration in China–Japan relations
would significantly destabilize both the regional
and global order. It would place smaller regional
actors, particularly ASEAN countries, in difficult
strategic positions, forcing them to navigate
competing pressures from both powers.
The risk of miscalculation in contested maritime
areas, particularly the East China Sea, would
increase substantially. However, both countries are
likely to avoid direct conflict due to the severe
economic consequences such a conflict would
entail.

Ultimately, the relationship is expected to remain
one of managed rivalry, characterized by persistent
competition but tempered by diplomatic
engagement and economic pragmatism

~Dr.Gitanjali Sinha Roy is an Assistant Professor
of International Relations, Indo-Pacific Studies
and Japanese Studies at the Jindal School of
International Affair, O.P. Jindal Global University.
She is the Director of the Pankaj Kumar Jha
Centre for Security Studies.
Dr. Sinha Roy is also the Assistant Dean of
Admissions for the Jindal School of
International Affairs.
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From a historical lens to the present, how would you assess the
evolution of India–Gulf relations, and what do you see as the most
significant shift in the past decade?

Seen from a long historical lens, India– Gulf relations were for centuries anchored in
trade, migration, and later in oil and remittances, a largely functional relationship which
was shaped by geography and necessity. What has changed most decisively in the past
decade is the quality of engagement. The relationship has moved beyond a narrow
transactional logic toward a structured strategic partnership. Gulf sovereign wealth funds
and state investors are now making large, targeted, long-term investments in India’s
infrastructure, finance, digital economy, and manufacturing, including through new
platforms such as GIFT City and direct partnerships with Indian corporates. 

At the same time, India and major Gulf states, particularly the UAE, Saudi Arabia, Qatar,
and Oman, have institutionalised their engagement through strategic councils, joint task
forces, and trade and connectivity pacts, including corridor-based initiatives. Security
cooperation has also matured, expanding from symbolic port calls to regularised naval
exercises and trilateral maritime frameworks, reflecting deeper strategic trust and shared
interests in Indian Ocean stability.

Such shift matters because it is driven by structural changes on both sides. Gulf states are
deliberately pivoting toward Asia as they diversify their foreign policies and post-oil
economic visions, and India is increasingly seen as both a growth market and a political
hedge in a more fragmented global order. Simultaneously, India’s economic rise has
made it an attractive destination for long-term capital and downstream investment in
energy, technology, and logistics. Together, these trends have transformed India from
being simply a buyer of Gulf energy and an exporter of labour into a strategic economic
and security partner with long-term stakes on both sides. In essence, it can be argued
that the past decade marks India’s transition from the Gulf’s periphery to its emerging
Asian centre of gravity.

India Persia Gulf Relations Interview
Questions
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Energy still anchors India’s engagement with the Gulf, but it no
longer defines the relationship in the way it once did. Over the
past decade, India has clearly moved beyond a narrow
hydrocarbons-and-remittances framework toward a broader
strategic partnership. Gulf sovereign wealth funds are now
among the most important long-term investors in India’s
infrastructure, digital economy, logistics, and manufacturing,
creating a form of capital interdependence that did not exist
earlier. 
At the same time, cooperation has expanded into connectivity
projects, ports, and trade corridors that position the Gulf as a
strategic bridge between India, Europe, and Africa rather than
merely a supplier of energy. Security and maritime cooperation
have also deepened, reflecting shared concerns over sea-lane
security and regional instability. Alongside this, newer areas such
as technology, fintech, startups, food security, and the green
energy transition, including renewables and green hydrogen, are
reshaping the partnership. Therefore, it can be assumed that
while oil and gas remain important, India–Gulf relations today
are better understood as a multi-sector strategic engagement,
with energy now one pillar among several rather than the
organising principle of the relationship.

Energy has traditionally anchored India’s engagement with
the Gulf. Is India moving beyond an energy-centric
relationship, and if so, which new sectors are redefining
this partnership?
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India–Gulf relationship carries significant potential if planned connectivity and capital
flows materialise. The India–Middle East–Europe Economic Corridor (IMEC), formally
endorsed in Delhi and being pursued through intergovernmental frameworks, could
shorten trade routes, reduce logistics costs, and create new hubs for manufacturing,
data, and clean-energy value chains that link Indian demand with Gulf capital and
European markets. At the same time, Gulf sovereign wealth funds are moving away
from short-term portfolio investments toward strategic, long-term commitments in
India’s infrastructure, technology, and industrial sectors. If IMEC is realised, it would
amplify these investment flows and create new opportunities in downstream
manufacturing, critical-minerals processing, green hydrogen, and broader energy-
transition partnerships, while also helping build more resilient trade routes that reduce
dependence on single corridors.
At the same time, the gains are fragile because the strategic environment around the
corridor and the Gulf is unsettled. Maritime insecurity (notably the Red Sea/Gulf of
Aden attacks since late-2023) and broader regional tensions have been raising
insurance, transit-time and investor-confidence costs that can blunt IMEC’s
envisioned commercial logic unless security is stabilised. Geopolitics matters too:
competing great-power interests, diplomatic frictions and the technical-political
complexity of stitching together infrastructure across several sovereign jurisdictions
have already slowed momentum. That means realising the corridor will require
sustained diplomacy, coordinated security arrangements, clear financing vehicles and
robust commercial governance to reassure private and sovereign investors. 
Hence, the opportunity is to translate capital, markets and logistics into durable
industrial and green-energy links; the challenge is to secure the maritime and political
environment and build multilateral institutions that make the corridor commercially
viable and politically acceptable. For India, the pragmatic response is to deepen
maritime cooperation, fast-track investment-screening and dispute-resolution
mechanisms with Gulf partners, and pair corridor diplomacy with concrete social
protections for migrant labour. 

Looking ahead, what are the key opportunities and challenges for India–
Gulf relations in the context of regional security dynamics and
emerging connectivity initiatives like IMEC? 

~ Dr. Abhishek Yadav is a Research Analyst at the Manohar Parrikar
Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (MP-IDSA), New Delhi. He
earned his bachelor’s degree from Hindu College, University of Delhi,
before pursuing higher studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University (JNU),
where he completed a Master’s in Politics (International Relations), an
M.Phil. in South Asian Studies, and a PhD in International Studies. He was a
Visiting Fellow in International Relations at Sichuan University, China,
from September 2017 to January 2018. Prior to joining MP-IDSA, Dr. Yadav
served as a Consultant (Diaspora) at the Ministry of External Affairs
(MEA), Government of India. He has authored a wide range of
commentaries, issue briefs, policy briefs, book chapters, book reviews,
and journal articles at both national and international levels, with his work
engaging academic and policy audiences alike. 42
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