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Strategic Asia Website and Database  •  The 
Strategic Asia database is a free, online resource 
for scholars, researchers, students, and others 
interested in strategic data on Asia. Updated 
throughout the year, it is designed to enable users 
to obtain and manipulate a broad range of data. 
The database contains about 70 indicators (such as 
GDP, population, and defense expenditures) that 
are divided into 10 thematic areas for 37 countries 
in Strategic Asia for each year since 1990. The 
database leverages Extensible Markup Language 
(XML) and was built in .NET, Microsoft’s XML 
platform; this allows users to link their own 
computers to all or parts of the Strategic Asia data 
set. Further information about the website can be 
found at the end of this executive summary.

Attribution  •  Readers of the Strategic Asia 
volumes and visitors to the program’s website may 
use data, charts, graphs, and quotes from these 
sources without requesting permission from 
NBR on the condition that they cite NBR and 
the appropriate primary source in any published 
work. No full chapter or study, extensive text, or 
any other substantial part of the Strategic Asia 
Program’s products may be reproduced without 
the written permission of NBR.
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Strategic Asia 2008–09: Challenges and Choices is the eighth 
volume in a series of annual reports from the Strategic Asia 
Program at The National Bureau of Asian Research (NBR). 
This volume is an integrated set of original studies that aims 
to provide the most authoritative analysis of strategic issues 
affecting U.S. interests in Asia. NBR developed the Strategic 
Asia Program to help policymakers, strategists, and scholars 
understand changes in the strategic landscape in Asia and 
the implications of these changes for regional stability.

research directors and advisors
The Strategic Asia Program is led by Research Director Ashley 
J. Tellis (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace) and 
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program in his role as the inaugural holder of the John M. 
Shalikashvili Chair in National Security Studies at NBR.
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initiative that draws together top Asia studies specialists 
and international relations experts to assess the changing 
strategic environment in the Asia-Pacific. The Strategic Asia 
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and by focusing on the strategies and perceptions that drive 
policy in the region. The program includes an annual volume, 
executive summaries, an online database, and briefings.
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Overview

Preserving Hegemony: 
The Strategic Tasks Facing 
the United States
Ashley J. Tellis

main argument
Although the current international system is characterized 
by the continued dominance of the U.S., in the distant 
horizon there are new competitors, such as China, poised 
to lay the foundations for gradually eclipsing U.S. primacy 
over time. The principal task facing the next administration 
is thus to consolidate U.S. hegemony by redefining the 
nation’s global role, renewing its strength, and recovering 
its legitimacy. Successful resolution of these challenges 
would empower Washington in its dealings with both Asia 
and the rest of the world.

policy implications
•	 U.S. efforts in three areas will reaffirm the country’s role 

as global leader: supporting a durable framework for 
international trade, maintaining unqualified military 
supremacy, and ensuring the delivery of certain public 
goods, such as peace and security, freedom of navigation, 
and a clean environment. 

•	The renewal of traditional U.S. economic might requires 
policies that favor growth and innovation, increased 
capital and labor pools, and sustained pursuit of total 
factor productivity. 

•	 Legitimacy is an important facet of U.S. power that 
has eroded over the last eight years. The U.S. can 
secure legitimacy for future political acts by shaping 
world opinion through a combination of decisiveness, 
cultivation of key allied support, and attentiveness to the 
views of others.

cXX Drew Geraets 

Analytical Framework

What are the grand strategies or core national 
objectives of the country or the key countries in 
the region that are the subjects of analysis? 

What is the state of the country or region at 
the end of the Bush administration after the 
last eight years of U.S. policy? Specifically, how 
have the following variables affected the grand 
strategy of the subject country (or the countries 
in the region) and contributed toward the key 
challenges that national leaders face at this 
moment in history: the global war on terrorism, 
the political and economic rise of China, the 
phenomenon of globalization, key domestic 
political changes, dimensions of regional stability, 
issues pertaining to collective goods, and any 
other country- or region-specific issues that 
bear on strategic stability or critical U.S. national 
security interests?

Against this backdrop, first, what are the core 
issues and policies pursued either by the country 
or region vis-à-vis U.S. strategic interests? 
Second, how has the United States responded, 
and with what success, to these policy choices in 
the context of the above seven structural issues 
and Washington’s own strategic objectives? 
Third, what are the alternative U.S. strategies—
their advantages and limitations—that can be 
envisaged? Finally, what are the implications of 
the analysis for change in the goals and strategies 
of existing U.S. policies?



Richard K. Betts is the Arnold A. Saltzman Professor and Director of the Saltzman 
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United States

The United States and Asia
Richard K. Betts

main argument
•	 A new president will inevitably focus first on the Middle 

East and the war on terrorism and second on North Korea’s 
nuclear weapons, but relations with major powers in Asia 
are ultimately more important. 

•	The future of Chinese power is the overriding issue for the 
U.S., yet policymakers remain ambivalent over optimistic 
and pessimistic models that stress economic interests and 
the balance of military power, respectively. 

•	The constant pressure to address immediate concerns in 
North Korea and Pakistan will challenge the development 
of long-term strategy in Asia. 

policy implications
There is no need for immediate major revision of strategies 
toward Asia, but a few changes of course could buffer policy 
against long-term risks: 
•	 Washington would benefit from maintaining the U.S.-

Japan alliance and expanding security relations with 
India while remaining mindful of the need for Pakistani 
cooperation against the Taliban and al Qaeda.

•	 Revising U.S. military strategy to rely on air power in the 
early phase of a war on the Korean Peninsula would allow 
removal of the U.S. ground forces that provoke negative 
public sentiment and undercut the basis of the alliance.

•	 Toning down pressure on Moscow and reducing U.S. 
involvement in Central Asia may assist in discouraging 
strategic Russian-Chinese cooperation against 
Washington.

•	 Clarifying but limiting plans for defense of Taiwan could 
reduce chances of Chinese miscalculation in a crisis and 
limit U.S. liability. 

c Andrew Brown 

n o t e :  Data compiled by Strategic Asia research staff. 
See data section for full source details.

United States by the Numbers
The U.S. economy has weakened over the past 
eight years and has made the United States more 
dependent on China to help finance the U.S. 
national debt, according to some indices

 2000 2007

U.S. trade deficit ($m) -368,865 -708,515

 2000 2006

U.S. GDP (current, $bn) 9,764.8 13,163.9

U.S. GDP growth (%) 3.7 2.9

FDI net inflows (BoP, current $) 321.3 180.6 

Taiwan remained the leading recipient of U.S. 
defense articles and services

Deliveries to leading Asian purchasers of 
U.S. defense articles/services ($bn)

1999–2002 2003–06

1.  Taiwan $5.8 1.  Taiwan $4.1

2.  South Korea $3.2 2.  Australia $2.5 

3.  Japan $1.9 3.  South Korea $2.4

4.  Australia $1.2 4.  Japan $1.8

5.  Singapore $1.0 5.  Singapore $960 m

In many Asian states, public opinion of the United 
States has declined

Public opinion of the U.S. 2002 2007

China (% favorable) – 34

India (% favorable) 66 59

Japan (% favorable) 72 61

South Korea (% favorable) 52 58

Indonesia (% favorable) 61 29

Russia (% favorable) 61 41
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South Asia

The Impact of Pakistan’s 
and Bangladesh’s National 
Strategies on U.S. Interests
Polly Nayak

main argument
•	 Pakistan’s grand strategy, with an emphasis on balancing 

against Afghanistan and India, will continue to limit 
cooperation in the war on terrorism, regardless of 
whether elected civilian leaders retain power or 
the military intervenes again. The repercussions of 
Islamabad’s clandestine regional policies are adding to 
internal challenges to the weak Pakistani state, which 
include an ethnic Pashtun insurgency on the border with 
Afghanistan.

•	 Bangladesh’s internal development goals remain the 
basis of national consensus and legitimacy. Despite fears 
that partisan violence and Islamist extremism will make 
Bangladesh as unstable as Pakistan, the greater risk would 
be if military leaders retain power to press administrative 
reforms at the expense of political participation and 
economic growth.

policy implications
•	Though many officials see the war on terrorism as the 

main U.S. equity in Pakistan, growing internal instability 
poses the greater challenge to U.S. interests and warrants 
consideration as Washington’s top policy priority there. 
To gain legitimacy, solutions for many internal problems, 
including the future status of tribal areas, will need to be 
home-grown, but acknowledging the validity of Pakistan’s 
domestic preoccupations could improve bilateral ties.

•	 Dhaka’s role as a cooperative moderate Islamic ally 
warrants cabinet-level diplomacy. Along with other aid 
donors, Washington may be able to induce the military 
to agree on a timetable for re-democratization.

c Ejaz Asi

south asia by the numbers
South Asia has been a major recipient of ODA…

Official development assistance 2004 2006

To Bangladesh ($m) 1,575 1,321

To Pakistan ($m) 2,400 6,437*

* Value is for 2005

…of which the United States has been a primary 
provider, especially for Pakistan

U.S. aid and assistance 2004 2006

ODA to Bangladesh ($m) 59.0 47.0

Security-related assistance to 
Pakistan ($m) 818.0 1,260.0

U.S. bilateral trade with South Asia has grown 

Bangladesh's bilateral trade 
with U.S. 2000 2007

Exports to ($m) 1,779.5 3,304.2

Imports from ($m) 213.9 501.9

Pakistan's bilateral trade with U.S. 2000 2007

Exports to ($m) 2,236.9 3,482.4

Imports from ($m) 653.1 2,238.6

Despite substantial U.S. aid and growing economic 
ties, regional opinions of the United States have 
only marginally increased…

Favorable views of U.S. 2002 2007

Bangladesh (%) 45 52

Pakistan (%) 10 15

…with weak support for the U.S.-led war on 
terrorism

Favor U.S.-led efforts to fight 
terrorism 2002 2007

Bangladesh (%) 28 28

Pakistan (%) 20 13

n o t e :  Data compiled by Strategic Asia research staff. 
See data section for full source details.
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Central Asia

A Regional Approach to 
Afghanistan and Its Neighbors
S. Frederick Starr

main argument
The challenge for the U.S. in this region is to strengthen weak 
sovereignties; promote effective, secular governance based 
on consent; eliminate poverty; and build middle classes 
receptive to modern education and values. This will render 
the region secure, self-governing, well-disposed toward the 
West, and an attractive model for Muslin societies elsewhere. 
The opening of continental trade bridging Europe, China, 
the Indian subcontinent, Russia, and the Middle East is a 
critical tool for achieving this.

policy implications
•	 Success in Afghanistan is a prerequisite for achieving these 

goals. The U.S. must help Kabul significantly expand its 
army and police and help it deliver effective governance. 
The U.S. should also work to broaden security options 
in the region beyond existing Russian and Chinese-
dominated structures. 

•	 A successful U.S. strategy will acknowledge that the 
strategies of Central Asian states are based on the 
development of balanced relations with external powers. 
This requires a regional approach based on sustained 
relationships. These will offer a balancing alternative to 
the region’s growing dependence on Russia and China.

•	The 1992 trade and investment framework agreement 
between the U.S. and regional states could become a useful 
forum. Engaging Central Asian firms in Afghanistan 
reconstruction could also encourage regional interaction. 
The U.S. should welcome present and future initiatives to 
create purely regional consultative organs.  

•	 Steady engagement will advance human rights and 
democratization more effectively than punitive measures. 
“Democracy promotion” might be expanded beyond 
elections to include the development of parliamentary 
rights and institutions, and good governance generally.

cXX NATO/OTAN and U.S. Army photo posted by Mateus_27:24&25

Central Asia by the Numbers
U.S. interests in Central Asia are largely dominated 
by its objective to secure and stabilize Afghanistan

U.S. aid to Afghanistan 2002 2006

Obligations ($m) 471 4,394

Central Asia has become more economically 
integrated with the United States, Russia, and 
China…

Central Asia's trade 
balance with 2000 2007

U.S. ($m) -326.3 -183.8

Russia ($m) 466.0 -9,695.9

China ($m) 463.3 -7,450.1

…and has become a more significant destination 
for FDI

FDI inward 2000 2006

Afghanistan (current, $m) 17 27

Kazakhstan (current, $m) 10,078 32,476

Kyrgyzstan (current, $m) 432 593

Tajikistan (current, $m) 136 645

Turkmenistan (current, $m) 949 3,124

Uzbekistan (current, $m) 699 1,356

…particularly given its rich energy resources

Crude petroleum 
production 2000 2006

Azerbaijan (th metric ton) 14,017.0 32,267.6

Kazakhstan (th metric ton) 30,648.0 54,342.0

Crude petroleum exports   

Azerbaijan (th metric ton) 5,638.0 23,607.6

Kazakhstan (th metric ton) 27,713.0 51,697.0

n o t e :  Data compiled by Strategic Asia research staff. 
See data section for full source details.
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n o t e :  Data drawn from chapter and adapted by Strategic 
Asia staff. See data section for full source details.

Water Security

Asia’s Water Security Crisis: 
China, India, and the 
United States
Elizabeth Economy

main argument
Water security throughout the developing countries of Asia 
is poor and under growing threat. This insecurity poses 
risks for public health, political stability, and continued 
economic growth both within Asia and abroad. 
•	 Within many Asian states, conflicts are flaring over 

competing demands for water and growing public health 
challenges. Weak state capacity compounds the challenge 
of addressing gaps in water security.

•	 Asia must also contend with the potentially devastating 
impacts of global climate change: rising sea levels, 
increasing pestilence and disease, extreme flooding and 
droughts, and declining agricultural productivity. 

•	 India and China, the two most populous developing Asian 
economies, sit at the headwaters of several of Asia’s most 
important rivers. As these states increasingly tap into 
shared water resources, they are shaping the water security 
opportunities and challenges for the rest of the region.

policy implications
The U.S. can assist Asia in addressing serious water security 
issues.
•	 Of particular use would be for the U.S. to extend integrated 

policy and technology assistance on water resource 
management to Asia’s water resource, environment, and 
public health agencies. 

•	 Washington could extend its mediation efforts in the 
Mekong Basin to other critical emerging conflicts to 
enhance the leverage of weaker states.

•	 Of benefit would be U.S. leadership on global climate 
change to help mitigate or counteract the anticipated 
significant downsides of climate change for Asia’s water 
resources. 

c juicyrai 

Water Security by the Numbers
By 2050 an additional 2.7 billion people—two-
thirds of whom will live in Asia—will need access to 
clean water and related necessities

Current access in Asia to

Safe water (m people) 635

Effective sanitation (bn people) 1.9

Availability in Asia of

Freshwater (cubic meters per capita) 3,920

Water policy experts have identified a strong 
correlation between regions heavily dependent on 
irrigated agriculture and high overuse of water

Water use composition in Asia

Irrigated agriculture (%) 79

Industry (%) 13

Household (%) 8

Tensions over water access are rising…

Disputes over water 1986 2004

Cases/year in China 16,747 94,405

…especially along transboundary water systems

China The Mekong, Irtysh, and Brahmaputra rivers

India The Brahmaputra, Ganges, and Indus rivers

Regional commitments to improve access to safe 
water and sanitation through the Millennium 
Development Goals still fall short

Proportion of population 
using improved sanitation 1990 2004

South Asia (%) 20 38

East Asia (%) 24 45

Southeast Asia (%) 49 67

Western Asia (%) 81 84

Developing regions (%) 35 50
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Military Power

Military Power Projection 
in Asia
Dennis C. Blair

main argument
Despite the military modernization programs underway in 
the region, the power projection capabilities of China, Japan, 
and India will remain limited and their policies restrained. 
The U.S., which possesses the dominant force projection 
capabilities in Asia, is modernizing its forces and seems 
committed to continue using them in a restrained manner, 
often in support of the common good. Long-standing Asian 
flashpoints are contained, and future contentious issues do 
not seem susceptible to settlement by military force. Thus, 
rather than initiating a scramble for power and influence in 
the region, the major nations in Asia seem more likely to use 
their power projection capabilities for symbolic purposes, 
and there are encouraging signs that these countries are 
considering more multilateral cooperative operations.

policy implications
•	 China, India, and Japan will not match the power 

projection capability of the U.S. These countries are, 
however, all developing the ability to deploy forces with 
the military capacity to threaten U.S. power projection 
task groups. In the event of crises in which their interests 
differed from those of the U.S., these countries could 
demand to play a role.

•	 A scramble for power and influence among major Asian 
powers would be likely if a drawdown of the U.S. forward-
deployed military presence occurs in Asia.

•	 Encouraging Asian governments to concentrate on 
the positive and cooperative uses of power projection 
capabilities for the common good will help counter internal 
advocates who call for more aggressive and nationalist 
policies. Such encouragement would promote habits of 
cooperation that support peaceful development.

c U.S. government photo

n o t e :  Data adapted from chapter. 

Military Power by the Numbers
The United States remains the dominant military 
power in Asia, having mastered air refueling 
capability…

China ~10 HY-6, 8 Il-78M on order

Japan 1 KC-767 A (first of four)

India 6 II-78 Midas

U.S. in Asia ~25 KC-10A Extender; ~25 KC-130J/R 
Hercules; ~50 KC-135A/R/T Stratotanker 

…and possessing the most capable aircraft 
carriers…

China 1 (not commissioned), Varyag

Japan 1 helicopter-carrying destroyer, Hyuga

India 1, Viraat (ex-UK Hermes)

U.S. in Asia 6 aircraft carriers

…superior air power in terms of quality and 
quantity…

China ~115 Su-27 SK (J-11) Flanker, ~75 Su-
30MKK Flanker, ~60 J-10

Japan ~150 F-15 Eagle, ~40 Mitsubishi F-2 
(F-16 variant)

India
~50 Su-30 MKI Flanker, ~35 M-2000H/E 
Mirage, ~100 MiG-27ML Flogger J2, 
~50 MiG-29B

U.S. in Asia

~130 F/A-18A/B/C/D Hornet, ~120 F/A-
18E/F Super Hornet, ~110 F-15A/B/C/D 
Eagle, ~110 F-16C/D Fighting Falcon, 
~40 F-22A Raptor

…and far greater submarines

China 60 (7 nuclear)

Japan 16

India 16

U.S. in Asia 25 (all nuclear)
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Iran

The Iran Nuclear Challenge: 
Asian Interests and 
U.S. Policy Options
George Perkovich

main argument
The U.S. alone cannot stop Tehran from continuing to 
expand Iran’s capacity to enrich uranium and, ultimately 
perhaps, to produce nuclear weapons. The cooperation of 
the major Asian powers is necessary to cause Iranian leaders 
to reconsider the costs and benefits of continuing not to 
comply with IAEA and UN Security Council demands. 

policy implications
All major Asian states would oppose U.S. policies of coercive 
regime change or military strikes against Iran. This leaves 
three basic alternative policies:
•	 Accepting uranium enrichment in Iran, under negotiated 

limits, conditioned on Iranian steps to reassure Israel 
and other regional states. This option may appeal most 
to Asian states, given that it would reduce prospects of 
further sanctions. 

•	 Acknowledging Iran’s refusal to comply with UN 
Security Council demands, withdrawing the positive 
inducements that have been offered for Iran to cease 
enrichment, building support among partners for long-
term sanctions, and “fortifying” a red line that holds Iran 
to its commitment not to build nuclear weapons.

•	 Inviting Iran to engage the U.S. on non-nuclear issues in 
hopes of building the political will later to comply with a 
temporary nuclear suspension. 

•	 To shape the environment for any of these policies, the 
U.S. could work with Asian powers and Iran’s neighbors 
either to create a forum for regional cooperation if Iran 
moves to comply with IAEA and UN resolutions or to 
coordinate containment if Iran is belligerent.

c Matthew Winterburn 

n o t e :  Data compiled by Strategic Asia research staff. 
See data section for full source details.

Iran by the Numbers
Iran’s rich oil resources have become the country’s 
foreign policy trump card…

Iran's petroleum 2000 2007

Total oil production (th 
bbl/day) 3,765.4 4,033.3

Consumption (th bbl/day) 1,248.0 1,739.0*

Net exports (th bbl/day) 2,517.0 2,294.0*

* Values are forecast

…building extensive energy ties to Asia’s oil‑thirsty 
economies…

2006 Imports from Iran 
(th bbl/day)

% total 
consumption

Japan 448 8.6

China 335 4.4

India 302* 11.7

* April through August 2006

…and fostering greater bilateral trade with states 

Iran's trade balance with 2000 2007

China ($m) 1,046.5 4,100.8

India ($m) 174.6 -1,243.0

Indonesia ($m) -71.3 -348.1

Japan ($m) 4,185.8 10,133.1

Russia ($m) -871.2 -2,707.8

Iran’s defense expenditure has also grown, nearly 
quadrupling since 2000 

Iran's defense expenditure 2000 2007

Local currency (bn rials) 21,984 79,871

Constant dollars (2005, $m) 4,731 6,592

% GDP 3.8 4.6*

* Value is for 2006



Appendix

Strategic Asia by the Numbers

1. Gross domestic product

GDP ($bn constant 2000) Rank

1990 2000 2006 1990 2006

United States 7,055.0 9,764.8 11,314.7 1 1

Japan 4,111.3 4,667.4 5,087.8  2 2

China 444.6 1,198.5 2,095.9 4 3

Canada 535.6 724.9 845.4  3 4

India 269.4 460.2 703.3 8 5

s o u r c e :  World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008.
n o t e :  These values show GDP converted from domestic currencies using 
2000 exchange rates. 

3. GDP by sector

GDP by sector (%)

Agriculture Manufacturing Services

2005 2005 2005

China 12.5 33.3 40.1

India 18.3 15.7 54.4

Japan 1.7* 21* 68.1*

Russia 5.6 17.9 56.4

United States 1.3* 14.2* 76.7*

s o u r c e :  World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008.
n o t e :  Asterisk indicates data is from 2004.

2. GDP growth and inflation rate

Average GDP 
growth (%)

Average inflation 
rate (%)

2000–04 2005–07 2000–04 2005–07

United States 3.0 3.1 2.5 2.8

Japan 1.3 2.5 -0.5 0.0

China 8.4 10.3 0.8 2.7

Canada 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.2

India 5.7 8.2 5.0 5.2

s o u r c e :  Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 1990–2008.

4. Trade flow

Trade flow ($bn constant 2000) Rank

1990 2000 2006 1990 2006

United States 1,159.6 2,572.1 3,649.9 1 1

China 129.9 530.2 1,914.5 6 2

Japan 649.4 957.6 1,403.2 2 3

Canada 296.3 617.4 890.4 4 4

Hong Kong 197.3 475.3 758.1 5 5

s o u r c e :  World Bank, World Development Indicators, 1990–2008.

5. Flow of foreign direct investment

FDI inflows ($bn) FDI outflows ($bn)

1990–2000 
annual avg.

2006
1990–2000 
annual avg.

2006

United States 109.5 175.4 92.0 216.6

China 30.1 69.5 2.2 16.1

Hong Kong 13.8 69.0 20.4 43.5

Canada 15.7 42.9 15.8 45.2

Russia 2.4 28.7 1.6 18.0

s o u r c e :  United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, World 
Investment Report, 2007. 

6. Population

Population (m) Rank

1990 2000 2006 1990 2006

China 1,135.2 1,262.6 1,311.8 1 1

India 849.5 1,015.9 1,109.8 2 2

United States 249.6 282.2 299.0 3 3

Indonesia 178.2 206.3 223.0 4 4

Pakistan 108.0 138.1 159.0 7 5

s o u r c e :  World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008.



Appendix

Strategic Asia by the Numbers

2. GDP growth and inflation rate

Average GDP 
growth (%)

Average inflation 
rate (%)

2000–04 2005–07 2000–04 2005–07

United States 3.0 3.1 2.5 2.8

Japan 1.3 2.5 -0.5 0.0

China 8.4 10.3 0.8 2.7

Canada 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.2

India 5.7 8.2 5.0 5.2

s o u r c e :  Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 1990–2008.

6. Population

Population (m) Rank

1990 2000 2006 1990 2006

China 1,135.2 1,262.6 1,311.8 1 1

India 849.5 1,015.9 1,109.8 2 2

United States 249.6 282.2 299.0 3 3

Indonesia 178.2 206.3 223.0 4 4

Pakistan 108.0 138.1 159.0 7 5

s o u r c e :  World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2008.

7. Energy consumption

Energy consumption 
(quadrillion Btu) Rank

1990 2000 2007 1990 2007

United States 78.0 91.7 93.7 1 1

China 27.2 38.4 73.9 2 2

Russia – 25.2 27.5 – 3

Japan 17.2 20.4 20.5 3 4

India 7.7 12.7 16.0 5 5

s o u r c e :  BP plc., “BP Statistical Review of World Energy,” 2007.
n o t e :  Dash indicates that no data is available.

8.  Energy consumption by fuel type

2007 energy consumption by fuel type (%)

Oil Gas Coal Nuclear Hydro

United States 39.9 25.2 24.3 8.1 2.4

China 19.7 3.3 70.4 0.8 5.9

Russia 18.2 57.1 13.7 5.2 5.9

Japan 44.2 15.7 24.2 12.2 3.7

India 31.8 8.9 51.4 1.0 6.8

s o u r c e :  BP plc., “BP Statistical Review of World Energy,” 2007.

9. Total defense expenditure

Expenditure ($bn) Rank

1990 2000 2006 1990 2006

United States 293.0 300.5 536.0 1 1

China 11.3 42.0 121.9 3 2

Russia – 60.0 70.0 – 3

Japan 28.7 45.6 41.1 2 4

South Korea 10.6 12.8 24.6 4 5

s o u r c e :  International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 
various editions.
n o t e :  Estimates for China vary widely. Dash indicates that no data is 
available.

10. Manpower

Armed forces (th) Rank

1990 2000 2008 1990 2008

China 3,030 2,470 2,105 2 1

United States 2,118 1,366 1,498 3 2

India 1,262 1,303 1,288 4 3

North Korea 1,111 1,082 1,106 5 4

Russia 3,988 1,004 1,027 1 5

s o u r c e :  International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 
various editions.
n o t e :  Active duty and military personnel only. Data value for Russia in 
1990 includes all territories of the Soviet Union. 

11. Conventional warfare capabilities

Conventional warfare capabilities, 2007

Tanks, 
APCs/
LAVs, 

artillery

Combat 
aircraft

Principal 
surface 

combatants
Submarines

China 30,010 2,554 75 62

United States 35,995 4,191 106 71

India 16,366 599 48 16

North Korea 24,460 590 8 63

Russia 59,171 1,981 62 67

s o u r c e :  International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 
2008.

12. Nuclear weapons states

Number of ICBMs Warheads

1990 2000 2007 2007

Russia 1,398 776 508 ~16,000

United States 1,000 550 500 ~10,300

China 8 20+ 46 410

India – – – 70–110

Pakistan – – – 50–110

North Korea – – ? ~5–10

s o u r c e :  International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance, 
various editions.
n o t e :  Dash indicates that no data is available. Question mark indicates 
unconfirmed possession of ICBMs.
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Abbreviations
ADB Asian Development Bank, various publications

ADD Australian Defense Department

AusAID
Australian Agency for International 
Development, http://www.ausaid.gov.au/
makediff/default.cfm

BP
“BP plc. Statistical Review of World Energy,” 
June 2008, http://www.bp.com/productlanding.
do?categoryId=6929&contentId=7044622

CIA Central Intelligence Agency, The World Factbook, 
2008

CRS Congressional Research Service

EIA U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information 
Agency, various publications

IISS International Institute for Strategic Studies, The 
Military Balance, various years

IMF International Monetary Fund, various 
publications

MOFA Japanese Ministry of Finance

NBR SADB NBR Strategic Asia database

NHK
NHK Broadcasting Culture Research Institute, 
various years, http://www.nhk.or.jp/bunken/
index-e.html

PGAP Pew Global Attitudes Project, June 2007

SIA
Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department 
of Industrial Policy & Promotion, Government 
of India

SIPRI Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute

SIPRI DME SIPRI database on Military Expenditures

UNCTAD 
FDIStatD

United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development, FDIStat database

USAID U.S. Agency for International Development

USCB FTS U.S. Census Bureau, Foreign Trade Statistics

USCBC U.S.-China Business Council

WB World Bank, Key Development Statistics, 
Country Profiles database

WDI World Bank, World Development Indicators 2008 
database

WTO World Trade Organization, various publications

United States
Trade deficit: USCB FTS; GDP (current) and GDP 
growth (%): WDI; defense articles/services deliveries: 
Richard F. Grimmett, “U.S. Arms Sales: Agreements with 
and Deliveries to Major Clients, 1999–2006,” CRS Report, 
RL34291, December 20, 2007; public opinion: PGAP.

China
GDP growth (annual %) and GDP growth (annual %): 
WDI; trade balance with the U.S.: USCBC (note: U.S. 
exports reported on FOB basis; imports on a general 
customs value, CIF basis); international reserves: ADB, 
Key Indicators 2007: Inequality in Asia; FDI inward 
(current): UNCTAD FDIStatD; finance comparison 
(2006): Wayne M. Morrison and Marc Labonte, “China’s 
Currency: Economic Issues and Options for US Trade 
Policy,” CRS, RL32165, May 22, 2008; oil consumption: 
BP; net oil exports/imports: EIA; energy use and CO2 
emissions: WB.

Japan
Public opinion: PGAP; and Paul Midford, Japanese Public 
Opinion and the War on Terrorism: Implications for Japan’s 
Security Strategy, Policy Studies, no. 27 (Washington, D.C.: 
East-West Center, 2006), 29–30; ODA: MOFA; support for 
political parties: NHK.

Korea
Global trade balance: WTO; U.S.-ROK trade balance: 
USCB FTS; trade partners: CIA; ROK troops in Iraq and 
Afghanistan: IISS; U.S. troop presence: “U.S. Reaffirms 
Freeze of U.S. Troop Level in S. Korea,” Asian Political 
News, June 9, 2008.

Russia
Energy sector: EIA; economic growth: CIA; trade: 
IMF; military expenditure: SIPRI DME; arms transfer 
agreements: Richard F. Grimmett, “Conventional Arms 
Transfers to Developing Nations, 1999–2006,” CRS, 
September 26, 2007; population: Richard Jackson and Neil 
Howe, “The Graying of the Great Powers: Demography and 
Geopolitics in the 21st Century,” Center for Strategic and 
International Studies, May 23, 2008.

India
Economy: WB; FDI: SIA; IT industry: adapted from 
chart in chapter; defense expenditure: SIPRI DME; CO2 
emissions: EIA.

Australia
Trade relations: IMF; defense expenditure: SIPRI DME; 
government support for international efforts: ADD, 
http://www.defence.gov.au/opcatalyst/default.htm and 
http://www.defence.gov.au/opslipper/; AusAID, http://
www.ausaid.gov.au/country/country.cfm?CountryID=
54777444&Region=AfricaMiddleEast and http://www.
ausaid.gov.au/country/country.cfm?CountryID=2788621
9&Region=AfricaMiddleEast&CFID=6804578&CFTOK
EN=71332759; public opinion: Allan Gyngell, “Australia 
and the World Public Opinion and Foreign Policy, 2007,” 
Lowy Institute, http://www.lowyinstitute.org/Publication.
asp?pid=660. 
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Southeast Asia
FDI inflows and FTA agreements: UNCTAD FDIStatD; 
and “Emerging Asian Regionalism: A Partnership for 
Shared Prosperity,” ADB, 2008; public opinion: PGAP.

South Asia
ODA: NBR SADB; Thomas Lum, “U.S. Foreign Aid to East 
and South Asia: Selected Recipients,” CRS, RL31362, May 
1, 2008; and K. Alan Kronstadt, “Pakistan-U.S. Relations,” 
CRS, RL33498, updated May 30, 2008; trade: IMF; public 
opinion: PGAP.

Central Asia
Aid: USAID, http://afghanistan.usaid.gov//en/Page.
Budget.aspx; trade: IMF; FDI: UNCTAD FDIStatD; 
energy resources: ADB.

Water Security
Data drawn from chapter.

Military Power
Data drawn from chapter.

Iran
Petroleum: EIA; oil imports: EIA; and BP; trade: IMF; 
defense expenditure: SIPRI.
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Presidential Library and Museum; by Drew Geraets cbn.

United States: President George W. Bush, Mrs. Laura Bush, 
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, and Mrs. Gursharan Kaur 
on the balcony of the White House, July 2005; by Andrew 
Brown cbnd.

China: Shanghai skyline, February 2008; by le niners 
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Japan: Japan Maritime Self-Defense Forces parade on 
Memorial Day in Etajima; by Nathan Duckworth cbnd.

Korea: South Korean flag; http://www.123rf.com.

Russia: Moscow, election day, 2008; by Veronica Khokhlova 
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India: Tato Nano, the world’s cheapest car in India; by 
Sujathafan cba.

Australia: Australian bugler plays taps during a memorial 
ceremony for three U.S. service members on Tallil Air 
Force Base in Southern Iraq, March 2007; U.S. Army photo 
by Sgt. 1st Class Felix A. Figueroa ©.
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South Asia: Protestors chanting slogans against military 
general Pervez Musharraf; by Ejaz Asi cbn.

Central Asia: Combined Security Transition Command 
in Afghanistan, July 2007; NATO/OTAN and U.S. Army 
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Water Security: Boatman on the Ganges, India, May 2006; 
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Military Power: F-22 Raptor; U.S. government photo cb.

Iran: Azadi monument; by Matthew Winterburn cna.
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strategic asia website and database
The Strategic Asia website is designed for the non-specialist and specialist alike. The site enables users to 
view and download the program’s reports and summaries, and it features an interactive and freely accessible 
database that allows users to download and manipulate data or dynamically link to user defined data sets. 
The database contains approximately 70 “indicators” (such as GDP, population, and defense spending) for 
each country in the region for each year since 1990.

advantages of xml
The Strategic Asia database was built using 
.NET, Microsoft’s XML platform. This powerful 
technology allows data sharing across different 
applications on diverse platforms.

full source details
Each indicator in the database contains full 
source details. Clicking on a data point brings up 
a dialogue box that provides source details and 
additional information about the indicator.

dynamic links
Strategic Asia indicators provide direct, 
context-driven links to other online databases 
and resources, giving users instant access to a 
wide range of information.

comparative tools
A simple web interface allows users to run cross-
country comparisons and time-series analyses, 
with results displayed on screen. Users can also 
download datasets to an Excel spreadsheet.

http://strategicasia.nbr.org
 




