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Among a number of challenges presented by the acceleration of globalization, the rise of China and India offer tremendous economic opportunities and security risks for the transatlantic partnership. Their growing energy demand may be the most obvious. But as the bedrock of global order, the partnership is faced with a broader task of integrating China and India into global security architecture, while simultaneously realizing that successful completion of that mission will diversify power beyond the partnership. The reality is that such diversification is unavoidable. The question is whether China and India are incorporated as partners to build order, or one or both seek to alter its principles. Very much looking forward to the conference discussion, the following questions will undoubtedly be improved in Munich but are an initial attempt to frame the concluding session to grapple with the scope of these challenges ahead:

· Are China and India’s territorial identities stable, or is war in Asia a serious risk? The ascent of these two economic juggernauts is ongoing but incomplete. While remaining optimistic but cautious about ongoing domestic challenges such as social instability, income distribution, banking reform, aging, overpopulation, and environmental strains, the principal existing international challenge remains that both have unresolved territorial disputes: Kashmir in the case of India and Taiwan for China. The prospects for peaceful resolution of each ebb and flow, but these are not expansionist claims that can be rationally deterred. They strike at the two countries’ very identity, a stable and agreed conception of which is a prerequisite to preserve order.

· Can proliferation prevention thrive with a weakened NPT to accommodate India? The next test case of this integration strategy is the ongoing Congressional debate over the U.S.-Indian civilian nuclear agreement. The Bush administration maintains that, among other benefits, the accord integrates India into the nonproliferation regime, even though it remains one of three countries not to sign the NPT. It is not news that the administration does not put stock in treaties as a source of stability today. Can a strategy integrating India into the nonproliferation regime, rewarding them for past compliant behavior consistent with a nonproliferation norm, but not the NPT itself work?
· How will the international community, including China and India, handle Iran? The Bush administration’s foreign policy has been described in four quarters: the first was dominated by the 9/11 attacks; the second by Iraq; and the third by Secretary Rice’s efforts to restore American diplomacy and alliances. The fourth will be about Iran. When India supported the IAEA resolution criticizing Tehran, it came under immense domestic pressure for cowering to the United States. Is an emerging India confident enough as a nascent contemporary global power to act in concert with the international community without feeling that it is compromising its independence? Similarly, potential Chinese opposition, for a variety of reasons, to coercive UN measures risks sacrificing at least U.S. confidence that Beijing is prepared to be a stakeholder in the international system.
· Can the United States politically integrate rising powers? If China is unwilling to use coercive tactics to encourage and enforce peaceful dispute resolution, the United States apparently has the opposite problem. The Clinton administration initially advocated engagement and enlargement in its first national security strategy and was ridiculed. Richard Haass, a moderate Republican, subsequently advocated a similar approach in his recent book, The Opportunity. Nevertheless, U.S. political concerns over outsourcing and Congressional opposition to the bid by a Chinese oil firm, CNOOC, to acquire UNOCAL foreshadow the likely complications that elements of an integration strategy may face. 
· Should China and India be members of the G-8 and other international institutions? The logical extension of an integration strategy would eventually admit China and India to major international institutions. One step was to add China to the WTO. The recent failure to expand the UN Security Council might mean that revisiting G-8 membership may be next. The group is commonly described as a set of industrial democracies. The St. Petersburg summit will provoke a cacophony of criticism about Russia, reinforcing opposition to China joining. India may be another story. Debates about its potential membership in some version of the G-# may precede China’s, or revisiting India’s permanent membership in the UNSC. Should India be admitted to the G-8? When?
· What are the principles of contemporary international order? Questions about membership in international institutions are clearly critical, but as a community, we risk not spending enough time focusing on the principles of order that these stewards defend. Those principles are changing. Does a firm transatlantic consensus still exist into which China and India can be integrated? Economic principles are ongoing through the Doha round of the WTO and are beyond the scope of these remarks. Two others come to mind:
· Is democracy an international norm? Much has been made about the support for India’s promotion to great power status by U.S. realists, based on realpolitik principles, to contain China. While that motivation certainly exists in some corners, the obsession with it overlooks another: India’s part in a U.S. democracy promotion strategy. Is democratization a core principle of international order? To what degree will the transatlantic partnership go to promote democracy? 
· What is worth fighting for? After two horrific world wars, avoiding another dominated post-war world order construction. Today, other causes may justify using force or coercive measures. Pre-9/11 state failure in Afghanistan shattered the consensus that noninterference in other states was a stabilizing principle. How widely is that accepted? Preventing terrorism, proliferation, and genocide are all claimed as sufficient grounds for the use of force today. Are they accepted? 
It is tempting to launch into discussing the merits and conditions of international institutional membership as part of a strategy to integrate China and India into a global system. The reality is that system is already changing in historically unprecedented ways. Different countries support some but not all of these changes. Countries like China and India should have a say in the answer for order to be sustainable. But within the transatlantic community, it is worth taking a moment in light of the radical changes over the last five years to get back to basics, reexamining whether the transatlantic partnership can agree on the answer to a basic question…integrating into what?
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