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Notes:
- The “Multilateralism” impact is not so strong as a stand-alone scenario, but as a very good way to turn the impacts they read.

- The argument in the TOC should only be read if you just want to answer their add-on defensively.
Link – SPS Increases Indian Relations

Plan boosts India-US relations

India Vision, September 13, 2010, “India-US space-based solar power programme urged”, http://www.indiavision.com/news/article/scitech/101999/
India and the US should explore the feasibility of a space-based solar power (SBSP) programme with the ultimate aim of putting in place a commercially viable system by 2025, a report by a defence ministry funded think tank says.  There is, however, a catch. India would first have to accede to the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) before the system is put in place, says the report that has been prepared by Peter Garretson, a US Air Force lieutenant colonel on a sabbatical as an international fellow at the New Delhi-based Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA).  Noting that SBSP can be "the next major step in the Indo-US strategic partnership", the 174-page report says the launch of such a potentially revolutionary programme can begin with a joint statement by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and US President Barak Obama during the latter's visit to New Delhi in November.  Besides helping to "solve the linked problems of energy security, development and climate change", the SBSP will provide an opportunity for India to use its successful space programme while shaping a future peaceful space regime, Garretson said.  He has proposed a three-tiered programme, moving from basic technology and capacity building to a multi-lateral demonstrator and ultimately to an international commercial public-private-partnership entity to supply commercial power in the 2025 timeframe.  The report concludes that SBSP "does appear to be a good fit for the US domestic, Indian domestic and bilateral agendas, and there are adequate political space and precursor agreements to begin a bilateral program".
India-US Relations Bad – No Impact – 1NC
No impact to India-US relations – divergent interests

Dan Twining, Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund, 11/12/2010, Foreign Policy, “Are U.S.-India relations oversold?”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/11/12/are_us_india_relations_oversold
In brief, Perkovich argues for a more "realistic" Indo-U.S. relationship that treats India in many ways as the impoverished, non-aligned, defensive, and even hostile country it once was. India does not want to be an Asian balancer, the report maintains; alleged U.S. efforts to maneuver India into position as a counterweight to China will only create discord between Asia's giants and upset China's peaceful rise. Indian and U.S. interests diverge on a host of important issues, from climate change to Iran. The best thing India can do for the world is not partner with the United States to fuel its rise and shape an international system tilted toward freedom, but instead to make its own economy an example for other developing powers. The United States' embrace of India is actually detrimental (for instance, by alienating China and Pakistan, or by upending the established global nuclear order) or only marginally useful. By this logic, both countries therefore should scale back their visions for global partnership, and Washington should invest more in relations with Beijing and other emerging powers rather than lavish such policy attention on India. At the end of the day, India will set its own course, often in ways that do not align with U.S. interests -- and Americans will need to live with that.
India-US Relations Bad – China-US Relations – 1NC (1/2)
India Relations kill US-China relations – they’re zero sum
Waheguru Pal Singh Sidhu, prof of IR at Delhi U and senior associate at Int’l Peace Academy, and Jing-dong Yuan, senior research associate at Center for Nonprolif Studies at Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2003, China and India: Cooperation or Conflict?, Pg. 81

Clearly, even though both China and India share similar concerns and common interests at the global level, they remain reluctant to combine their efforts. For instance, while paying lip service to the principle of supporting the candidacy of developing countries to permanent membership of a reformed UN Security Council, Beijing has publicly offered its support to Germany but has shied away from giving similar support to India, with which it purportedly shares a similar global outlook. This is primarily because, despite the improvement in their relations. They still remain wary of the other's intentions. This is particularly true in the relations that Beijing and New Delhi are developing with other key global actors, particularly the United States and Russia. Two sets of triangular relationships are in evidence (India-Russia-China and India-United States-China) since India declared itself to be a nuclear weapon state in May 1998. Although the potentially more cooperative India-Russia-China strategic triangle first proposed by Russian prime minister Evgeny Primakov in December 1998 and reiterated during Russian president Vladimir Putin's visit to China and India in December 2002 is more interest-driven and less a zero-sum game, it is of lesser significance than the more competitive India—United States—China triangle, which has tended not only to be more unpredictable in its evolution but also has the potential of becoming a zero-sum game in reality. This is primarily because in a classic ménage a trois setting, both Beijing and New Delhi prize their relationship with Washington more than they do that with each other or even Moscow.

India-US Relations Bad – China-US Relations – 1NC (2/2)

Sino-US relations key to prevent numerous scenarios for extinction

Jinghao Zhou, professor Jinghao Zhou from Hobart and William Smith Colleges, 2008, Asian Perspective, Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 171-182, “Does China’s rise threaten the United States?”, www.asianperspective.org/articles/v32n3-g.pdf

Third, there are many common interests between China and the United States.26 On the one hand, China-U.S. relations are critical not only to both countries but also to the entire international community. David M. Lampton notes that “there is no global issue that can be effectively tackled without Sino-American cooperation.”27 On the other hand, it is one of the greatest challenges for the United States to coexist with China in the new century.28 To be sure, they share many opportunities for mutual benefit. Economically, the Chinese economy heavily relies on Western expertise, Chinese foreign trade largely depends on foreign-invested companies, and about 60 percent of China’s total exports are produced by foreign-funded enterprises. All of this makes China sensitive to the ups and downs of the international economy, and in particular that of the U.S. economy. If the U.S. economy has troubles, it hurts China’s economic growth. In turn, China is the largest market of the United States. Sara Bongiorni has recounted the story of how her family wanted to spend a year without buying anything made in China. In fact, Bongiorni discovered it was not only difficult but also not worthwhile to do so, because she found that there are vast consumer areas that are nearly all Chinese-dominated. Thus, it is really difficult to exclude China from economic globalization.Politically, China and Western societies need to work closely together in order to maintain the global peace. In fact, China has successfully worked with Western governments on several key international issues. China hosted the Six Party Talks. As a result, North Korea agreed to disable its nuclear programs by the end of 2007.30 China took tough actions on Iran’s nuclear program, showing the seriousness of China’s commitment to nonproliferation. The United States and China also share common interests in energy, global warming, human rights, anti-corruption, social welfare, the role of nongovernmental organizations, AIDS and other disease prevention, United Nations reform, and counterterrorism. China and the United States recently signed an agreement to open a military hot line between their defense departments. Fourth, a hostile U.S. relationship with China would damage both countries’ interests and make it impossible for them to work jointly on global issues. As early as 60 years ago, an Australian ambassador warned the United States that it was very dangerous to be hostile to China and suggested that it keep China as a friend, because China might easily become a very powerful military nation in 50 years. Likewise, John Ikenberry advised that the United States cannot stop China’s rise.31 If the United States tries to keep China weak, it would increase China’s domestic instability, which would negatively affect global peace and development. The most important thing for the United States to do is not to block China from becoming a powerful country, but to under- stand China and learn to live with a rising China. In the mean- time, the United States should urge the Chinese government to become a responsible, accountable, and democratic stakeholder.32 If China moves in that direction, the United States can focus on shared interests such as fighting terrorism and promoting world peace.
XTN – Relations Are Zero Sum

Their evidence is just empty diplomatic rhetoric – empirically proven

Jim Mann, staff writer, 9/20/2k, LA Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2000/sep/20/news/mn-24000
Of course, U.S. officials regularly insist that the new amity between Washington and New Delhi has nothing to do with the rising power of China.  "The relationship with India is not a zero-sum game with our relationship with China," said Bruce Reidel of Clinton's National Security Council at a press briefing last week. "We believe that both of these countries are countries we have to have strong ties of engagement with."  Maybe. Yet it's worth recalling that a quarter-century ago, American officials used to make similar claims about the U.S. courtship of China--that it had nothing at all to do with offsetting Soviet power.  "I knew that, publicly, one had to make pious noises to the effect that U.S.-Chinese normalization had nothing to do with U.S.-Soviet rivalry," wrote Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter's national security advisor, in his memoirs. In truth, he confessed, he thought about the anti-Soviet elements of China policy "a great deal." 
The link is perception based - the Chinese media spins relations between US-India-China as zero-sum.

K. K. Katyal, staff writer, June 21, 2001, The Hindu, “Indo-U.S. ties: wrong perceptions”, Lexis

All this came in the wake of the widespread misperception about a China angle in the improvement of India-U.S. ties. Even though Mr. Jaswant Singh had repeatedly asserted that New Delhi's relationship with Washington was not hyphenated with any other country, interpretations to the contrary continued. The Chinese media (but not the government), too, carried stories containing suggestions - considered baseless in New Delhi - that India was sought to be developed into a counterweight against Beijing. Will the U.S. disavowals discourage the speculation?
India-US Relations Bad – China War – 1NC
US ties make India contain China
Stephen Wagner, staff writer for Foreign Policy, 4/10/2010, Center for Corporate Governance, Blowback Online, “The American Game Plan: Using India to Counter Rising China”, http://blowbackonline.com/2010/04/10/the-american-game-plan-using-india-to-counter-rising-china/
One would hope that smart diplomacy from both Beijing and Washington would prevent significant belligerency. But rising powers have a tendency to challenge the status quo. Regardless of what one would hope, the fact of the matter is that the Americans have treated China’s coming ascent to global power status with measured caution. And so have the Indians.  India, too, has great power ambitions. And “though India has a strong interest in building economic relations with China,” write Bajoria and Pan, “New Delhi is still wary of China’s military rise in the region.”  It seems that Washington will try to play on this weariness in order to secure its interests in Asia by moving closer to Indian strategically. The Americans are trying to place India like a chess piece in the grand old game of geopolitics to check a potentially threatening China.  Now, as Ashton B. Carter states in his piece for Foreign Affairs, New Delhi is not about to renounce its “nonaligned” status just yet. But policymakers must react to the changing tides of international relations if they wish to keep their country’s head above water.  The American and Indian navies have already conducted joint-military exercises. And one should expect to see a closer military-to-military relationship in the future.  The partnership is understandable. While realists often discount cultural factors as having much to do with foreign policy considerations, societal commonalities can strongly reinforce pragmatic strategic relationship between nations (see: U.S.-Israeli relations). 
U.S. containment of China risks nuclear war
Ivan Eland, Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, Former Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute,  4/11/05, The Independent Institute, “Coexisting with a Rising China”, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1494
Although China is an autocratic state, it still has legitimate security interests. The United States would be smart to show some empathy with those concerns. In recent years, as the United States has become alarmed at China’s expanded military spending, the Chinese have also become alarmed at large increases in the U.S. defense budget and U.S. attacks on the sovereign nations of Serbia and Iraq. Many Chinese see the threat of an expanding U.S. empire that aims at encircling China and preventing its legitimate rise to great power status. To lessen such perceptions and reduce the chance of conflict between the two nuclear-armed nations, the United States should retract its forward military and alliance posture in Asia, including repudiating any implied commitment to defend Taiwan. With large bodies of water as moats and the most formidable nuclear arsenal in the world, the United States hardly needs a security perimeter that stretches across the entire Pacific Ocean to protect it from China. If the United States continues to maintain an outdated Cold War-style empire, it is bound to come into needless conflict with other powers, especially China. Instead of emulating the policies of pre-World War I Britain toward Germany, the United States should take a page from another chapter in British history. In the late 1800s, although not without tension, the British peacefully allowed the fledging United States to rise as a great power, knowing both countries were protected by the expanse of the Atlantic Ocean that separated them. Taking advantage of that same kind separation by a major ocean, the United States could also safely allow China to obtain respect as a great power, with a sphere of influence to match. If China went beyond obtaining a reasonable sphere of influence into an Imperial Japanese-style expansion, the United States could very well need to mount a challenge. However, at present, little evidence exists of Chinese intent for such expansion, which would run counter to recent Chinese history. Therefore, a U.S. policy of coexistence, rather than neo-containment, might avoid a future catastrophic war or even a nuclear conflagration.
XTN – Leads to China War

US pushing India into nuclear war with China

Mahdi Darius Naze mro aya, Research Associate, 10/24/2009, Center for Research on Globalization, “Geo-Strategic Chessboard: Pushing India Toward War with China”, http://www.voltairenet.org/article162619.html
Hand-in-hand with India being part of a global economic order goes the domination of Eurasia. India is on a serious path of militarization that will lead New Delhi towards conflict with China. In such a war both Asian giants would be losers and the U.S. and its allies the real winners. Due to their flexibility the Indian elite may still change course, but there is a clear motion to exploit and mobilize India in Eurasia against its neighbours and the major powers of Eurasia. This is the true meaning, intent, nature, and agenda behind the so-called “Clash of Civilizations” in Eurasia. The threat of a nuclear war between China and India is real in the words of the Indian military, but what is important to realize is that such a confrontation is part of a much larger series of wars or a wider struggle between the powers of Eurasia and the nations of the Periphery, led by the United States.
India-US Relations Bad – Multilateralism – 1NC

Indian relations trade-off with multilateral engagement --- impact is prolif, warming, terrorism

George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies, Director of the Nuclear Policy Program – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and Ph.D. – University of Virginia, October 2010,  Carnegie Report, “Toward Realistic U.S.-Indian Relations”, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/realistic_us_india_relations.pdf
However, the special treatment of India was unrealistic and therefore unsustainable. The United States would be wise to continue such a tilted relationship only if American national interests coincided closely with India’s preferences across most of the important bilateral, regional, and global issues now facing policy makers. Careful analysis of U.S. and Indian interests does not show such a close convergence. Therefore, a sound and sustainable U.S. policy toward India should more accurately reflect multiple American, Indian, and global interests. The United States should continue to emphatically support India’s efforts to prosper, secure itself, and gain international influence. Democratic India’s success will be an achievement of unprecedented scale and complexity, and it will benefit not only Indians but the entire world. Yet a U.S.–Indian partnership should not be conceptualized as a means to contain or contest China—a notion that many self-proclaimed realists in America and India wish to project onto the relationship. The United States should appreciate India’s intrinsic importance more fully. To conceive of India as a balance against China instrumentalizes it. India is nobody’s tool, and as a large, developing country it shares many interests with China. Sometimes India and China will stand together in opposition to the United States, as with climate change and World Trade Organization negotiations. More often than not, New Delhi will pursue a more cooperative approach with Beijing than China-balancers in the United States would wish. India knows it will always live next to China and does not have the luxury to pursue ideologically and rhetorically heated policies toward it. Rather than maintaining the pretense of partnership, a truly pro- India policy would acknowledge that India has different near-term needs and interests as a developing country than does the United States, even as it recognizes that each will benefit in the long run from the success of the other. Most of what the U.S. government can do for India lies in the broader global arena, and most of what India needs at home it must do for itself. As Columbia University economist Arvind Panagariya writes, “Commentators who deplore the US for failing to match its words with action and exhort it to move beyond symbolism do not offer a concrete set of actions they would like the latter to take. Demands for the removal of certain export controls and access to or extradition of [the Pakistani-American terrorist] David Headley, which find frequent mentions, do not make a coherent agenda…. Outside of the highly complex security area, there is very little beyond the atmospherics that the governments can do to promote partnerships.”4 The United States should be more willing than it has been to accommodate India’s interests when doing so would not undermine the evolution of a more cooperative global order. The most daunting needs today are enhancing stable economic growth, producing and using energy in new ways that limit dangerous climate disruption and weapons proliferation, turning disaffected states and populations away from violent extremism, stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and integrating rising regional powers such as India, Turkey, Brazil, Indonesia, and South Africa into global leadership. Military balancing, which is the preoccupation of the so-called realists, is not unnecessary, but it is relatively easy. It can be done through procurement, operational cooperation, and training. The greater challenge is building confidence that big global problems can be managed effectively. This requires sustained political and diplomatic mobilization and cooperation among diverse states that are not typically inclined to make trade-off s to achieve a greater good. 

AT: Democracy Impact (1/2)
Democracy doesn’t solve war – specific countries prove
Thomas Jay Nisley, Professor of International Studies, Southern Polytechnic State University, 2008, International Politics, “The Pugnacious and the Pacific: Why Some Democracies Fight Wars”, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n2/abs/8800225a.html
There is a clear and sharp difference in the use of international violence among democracies. When examining the involvement in militarized interstates disputes (defined as use of force or war) among the continuously democratic states between the years 1950 and 2001, an interesting finding emerges. 'Of the 283 discrete involvements by these stable democracies, just four countries carried out 75.6% of these (19% of the whole group): Israel, the United States, India, and the United Kingdom' (Müller, 2004, 495). These four states accounted for 214 of the militarized interstate disputes over the period of observation. In contrast, the remaining 18 states only accounted for 69 militarized interstate disputes with three states (Luxemburg, Finland, and Austria) not having engaged in a single militarized interstate dispute during the 51-year period. A likely counter argument is that small states have little chance to get involved militarily. However, in an age of coalition warfare, military involvement by small states is relatively easy as they can join with larger states as they project power. President Bush's 'coalition of the willing' included many small states such as El Salvador and the Dominican Republic in the military involvement in Iraq. How do we make sense of this discrepancy in the pugnacity of democracies? To get to the heart of Müller's explanation, we must look at the identified causes of the democratic peace and Müller's evaluation of these explanations.
AT: Democracy Impact (2/2)

At worst they lose on timeframe – democracies take a generation to form

Michael Mandelbaum, Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy program at the Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Studies, September/October 2007, Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62833/michael-mandelbaum/democracy-without-america?page=show
What the world of the twenty-first century calls democracy is in fact the fusion of two distinct political traditions. One is liberty -- that is, individual freedom. The other is popular sovereignty: rule by the people. Popular sovereignty made its debut on the world stage with the French Revolution, whose architects asserted that the right to govern belonged not to hereditary monarchs, who had ruled in most places at most times since the beginning of recorded history, but rather to the people they governed.  Liberty has a much longer pedigree, dating back to ancient Greece and Rome. It consists of a series of political zoning ordinances that fence off and thus protect sectors of social, political, and economic life from government interference. The oldest form of liberty is the inviolability of private property, which was part of the life of the Roman Republic. Religious liberty arose from the split in Christendom provoked by the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century. Political liberty emerged later than the other two forms but is the one to which twenty-first-century uses of the word "freedom" usually refer. It connotes the absence of government control of speech, assembly, and political participation.  Well into the nineteenth century, the term "democracy" commonly referred to popular sovereignty alone, and a regime based on popular sovereignty was considered certain to suppress liberty. The rule of the people, it was believed, would lead to corruption, disorder, mob violence, and ultimately tyranny. In particular, it was widely thought that those without property would, out of greed and envy, move to seize it from its owners if the public took control of the government.  At the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth, liberty and popular sovereignty were successfully merged in a few countries in western Europe and North America. This fusion succeeded in no small part due to the expansion of the welfare state in the wake of the Great Depression and World War II, which broadened the commitment to private property by giving everyone in society a form of it and prevented mass poverty by providing a minimum standard of living to all. Even then, however, the democratic form of government did not spread either far or wide.  Popular sovereignty, or at least a form of it, became all but universal by the second half of the twentieth century. The procedure for implementing this political principle -- holding an election -- was and remains easy. In the first three-quarters of the twentieth century, most countries did not choose their governments through free and fair elections. However, most governments could claim to be democratic at least in the sense that they differed from the traditional forms of governance -- monarchy and empire. The leaders did not inherit their positions, and they came from the same national groups as the people they governed. These governments embodied popular sovereignty in that the people controlling them were neither hereditary monarchs nor foreigners.  If popular sovereignty is relatively easy to establish, the other component of democracy, liberty, is far more difficult to secure. This accounts for both the delay in democracy's spread around the world in the twentieth century and the continuing difficulties in establishing it in the twenty-first. Putting the principle of liberty into practice requires institutions: functioning legislatures, government bureaucracies, and full-fledged legal systems with police, lawyers, prosecutors, and impartial judges. Operating such institutions requires skills, some of them highly specialized. And the relevant institutions must be firmly anchored in values: people must believe in the importance of protecting these zones of social and civic life from state interference. The institutions, skills, and values that liberty requires cannot be called into existence by fiat any more than it is possible for an individual to master the techniques of basketball or ballet without extensive training. The relevant unit of time for creating the social conditions conducive to liberty is, at a minimum, a generation. Not only does the apparatus of liberty take time to develop, it must be developed independently and domestically; it cannot be sent from elsewhere and implanted, ready-made. The requisite skills and values can be neither imported nor outsourced.
AT: Global Warming Impact

Relations not key – India refuses to cut emissions

Darren Ennis and Daniel Flynn, staff writers, 7/8/2009, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/07/08/us-g8-summit-environment-sb-idUSTRE5676L020090708
The G8 agreed on Wednesday to try to limit global warming to 2 degrees Celsius and cut its greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent, but it failed to persuade China and India to join a bid to halve world emissions.  With only five months until a new U.N. climate pact is due to be agreed in Copenhagen, climate change organizations said the G8 had left much work to be done and ducked key issues.  China and India resisted signing up for a global goal of halving greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Developing economies demanded rich nations commit to steeper short term reductions.  And while the 2 Celsius goal was adopted for the first time by the United States, Russia, Japan and Canada, it had already been agreed in 1996 by the European Union and its G8 members Germany, Britain, France and Italy. 
AT: Indian Economy Impact

Relations don’t solve – lack of domestic reform stunts growth

Simon Denyer, 6/23/2011, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/indian-economy-starts-to-slow-down/2011/06/23/AGvjUBiH_story.html
Much of the inflation in India is a function of higher oil and food prices, factors that respond poorly, if at all, to higher interest rates. Instead of depending on the central bank, the government needs to push through the kind of agricultural reforms and investment it has been talking about for years, analysts say.  “Government policy should be focused on improving agricultural productivity, but because that isn’t happening, the burden is falling more and more on monetary policy,” said Sanjay Mathur, Royal Bank of Scotland’s Asia emerging markets economist in Singapore. “Consequently, a number of sectors that shouldn’t be getting hurt are getting hurt.”  That means growth could fall back toward 7 percent, some economists warn, still faster than that of any major economy except China but below what India could achieve — and needs, if it is to pull hundreds of millions of people out of poverty.  “There is no point substituting one bad policy with another bad policy,” said Surjit Bhalla, chairman of Oxus Investments. “When the patient is down, don’t give him another kick in the pants.” 

US relations aren’t important – China is key
Sriram Vadlamani, staff writer, 8/7/2009, Asian Correspondent, http://asiancorrespondent.com/186/top-10-trading-partners-of-india/
China has managed to be India’ top trading partner in spite of the recent ban on various Chinese products.  Overall, India is a net importer. It runs trade surpluses with some countries and huge trade deficits with few countries like China. For the months of April-June 2009 alone India’s trade deficit is at $15504 million.  India has turned the trade deficit of 1237 crores with the US in 2007-08 to trade surplus of 12,254 crores. Trade deficit with China has worsened 92,676 crores. 
AT: Pakistan War Impact

US involvement undermines peace talks
Kari Lipschutz, assistant editor for World Politics Review, Citing C. Raja Mohan, fellow with the John W. Kluge Center of the Library of Congress, 2/12/2010, World Politics Review, “India-Pakistan Peace Talks Better Taken in Doses”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/trend-lines/5116/india-pakistan-peace-talks-better-taken-in-doses
C.Raja Mohan, a fellow with the John W. Kluge Center of the Library of Congress, said another key to successful talks will be keeping the negotiating table free from clutter and outside influence. "I think the table is for two," he said, meaning that third parties, such as the United States, should keep out of the discussion. Mohan equated the level of sensitivity on this issue to that of China's protectionism over Tibet. Since India considers Kashmir to be a part of its sovereign territory, any interference by outside players would be considered inappropriate -- and Mohan believes the U.S. has recognized this stance. "I think there's a new realism in Washington," he said.
AT: Proliferation Impact
Relations fail – domestic and nationalist concerns ensure continued regional proliferation

Sharad Joshi, Postdoctoral Fellow at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, August 2007, Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Nuclear Proliferation and South Asia: Recent Trends”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_91.html
It is clear that proliferation dynamics in the subcontinent are affected by numerous factors centered around security issues, regional and global power politics, and domestic considerations. While both India and Pakistan realize the need to support nonproliferation efforts, agendas driven by national interests take priority. This is especially so considering that long-standing territorial disputes in South Asia have not yet been resolved despite sustained peace talks. Broadly speaking, proliferation dynamics in South Asia are driven by a need to establish some measure of relative parity against their principal adversaries-India against China and Pakistan against India. Such competing security agendas ensure that nuclear modernization, through production of fissile material and development of more effective delivery systems will continue for the time being.  Though there have been significant confidence building measures between India and Pakistan, including an agreement on reducing nuclear risk as well as reestablishment of transport links, they have not yet brought about any significant progress on basic security disputes, such as Kashmir and terrorist violence. Similarly, Sino-Indian negotiations on resolving the border question, while reiterating the need for a long-term solution, have not made any headway. In general, concerns of negative shifts in the future balance of power persuade the protagonists to adopt a more cautious policy. Thus, the driving forces for nuclear modernization remain in place. At the same time, the threat of horizontal proliferation has not abated; even more so given the rising political instability in Pakistan and the growing strength of terrorist networks in the Waziristan area. The fact that there is still much to be uncovered about the A.Q. Khan network adds to the uncertainty.  An additional factor affecting nuclear decision-making is the role of political parties, and various interest groups. In Pakistan, the Musharraf regime has been under attack from various quarters, including political parties, and militant and fundamentalist organizations, and therefore the room to maneuver on concessions, whether on nuclear issues or territorial disputes, is limited. In India, there is considerable opposition from political parties, both within and outside the ruling Congress Party-led coalition, and from the influential scientific community, to any loss of independence with respect to the strategic nuclear program. 
AT: Terrorism/Stability
India relations trade off with Pakistani relations – that’s key to solve terrorism and instability

Sydney J. Freedberg Jr., staff writer, founder of Learning from Veterans: National Security Insights from Afghanistan and Iraq, 9/24/2010, National Journal, http://security.nationaljournal.com/2009/12/obamas-plan-for-afghanistan-th.php

One of the legs of President Obama's triad for Afghanistan is a strengthened long-term alliance with Pakistan. Or, in Obama's words at West Point last week: "Going forward, the Pakistan people must know America will remain a strong supporter of Pakistan's security and prosperity long after the guns have fallen silent." Defense Secretary Robert Gates acknowledged on Capitol Hill last week that given the on-again, off-again relationship Washington has had with Islamabad over the decades, "We have a lot of work to do in trying to convince them... that we are actually interested in a long-term partnership with them." On the same day in London, Pakistani Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani said that he, too, wanted "a long-term strategic alliance that goes beyond terrorism." But few details have come out about how exactly this will be undertaken. Pakistan's cooperation is essential to Obama's efforts to "to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan" -- yet the U.S. is not popular in Pakistan, and Pakistanis in and out of government are suspicious of Washington's growing closeness with India. The stakes for the United States in Pakistan are probably higher than in Afghanistan. But how do we manage this relationship with Islamabad? What should be our goals in Pakistan, and how do we accomplish them? What are the specific actions you would urge Obama to undertake to make this relationship work?
AT: India Relations Add-On – No Solvency
Plan doesn’t start cooperation – lack of prior agreements and conditions – conclusion of their evidence
India Vision, September 13, 2010, “India-US space-based solar power programme urged”, http://www.indiavision.com/news/article/scitech/101999/
"If there is a desire to pursue simultaneous development of low cost access to orbit, then the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) assurance document must be signed (by India)," the report says.  India has thus far resolutely declined to sign the MTCR, terming it discriminatory.  It is also important that direct engagement with United Nations governance bodies will be required, even before the demonstration stage, "to cope with the significantly increased traffic to and from and in space", the report says. 
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