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Brink 
(     ) Absent space cooperation US – India relations will collapse in the near term, space cooperation is the big idea necessary to bind the allies together – Rajagopalan ’11 (Dr. Rajeswari Pillai Rajagopalan, Senior Fellow at Observer Research Foundation. She was at the National Security Council Secretariat, Government of India, from 2003 to 2007, “US-India Strategic Dialogue: "Sky's No Limit" for Space”; http://www.orfonline.org/cms/sites/orfonline/modules/analysis/AnalysisDetail.html?cmaid=24899&mmacmaid=24900, 7/18/11, JAC, 8/6/11)
US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will be arriving in Delhi on Monday (July 18) for the second U.S.-India Strategic Dialogue. This strategic dialogue is crucial because there is an increasing concern that the U.S.-India partnership is beginning to lose its way. In Washington, there is significant disappointment on a number of issues including India’s nuclear liabilities bill, which for all practical purposes prevents the US nuclear industry from participating in India’s civilian nuclear sector; and the Indian decision to reject two American competitors from the Indian Air Force’s lucrative Medium Multi Role Combat Aircraft (MMRCA) deal. In Delhi, on the other hand, there is unhappiness at what is seen as American pressure for greater defence cooperation. These issues suggest that all is not well with US-India relations. With the nuclear deal over, New Delhi and Washington need another big idea to power the relationship over the next several years. Without such a political initiative at the highest levels, U.S.-India relations threaten once again to wallow in bureaucratic inertia. Space cooperation has the potential for being that next big idea. Nearly two years back, Karl F. Inderfurth, former U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for South Asia Affairs, and C. Raja Mohan, prominent Indian foreign policy analyst, proposed in the pages of the Financial Times, London that space cooperation be kept at the heart of U.S.-India relations. But though space cooperation has been an important item in the agenda between the two countries with almost all important bilateral documents proposing such cooperation, there has been little tangible movement on the issue. With the removal of most U.S. high-technology sanctions on Indian agencies, particularly on the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO), there are few obstacles to serious cooperation in this area. Nevertheless, bland sentiments about cooperation are unlikely to bear fruit without tangible proposals. To begin with, the two governments should consider establishing a US-India 21st Century Commercial Space Initiative or a Space Knowledge Initiative, along the lines of the US-India Agricultural Knowledge Initiative and the US-India Clean Energy Initiative. Space cooperation between the two countries has even greater potential. Space cooperation is likely to be much more visible than either energy or agriculture cooperation. And unlike the US-India nuclear deal, space cooperation is likely to garner domestic support in both countries and is likely to be less controversial internationally. India’s Minister of Commerce and Industry, Anand Sharma, recently highlighted the successful US-India partnership in the area of clean energy. The initiative was also a successful model of public-private sector partnership, with the two governments investing $25 million each and the private sector investing $50 million. There are a number of areas of space cooperation that Washington and Delhi can explore. While space exploration purely for the sake of science might be important, it is likely to be more sustainable when linked to building a strategic industry. US and India should focus building the underlying knowledge and skill base which can address many areas: space access, in-space maneuver, space logistics, space infrastructure, on-orbit servicing, developing new markets such as space tourism, on-orbit construction and manufacture, terrestrial resource mapping, space resource 
(Rajagopalan ’11 cont…no text omitted) 

and energy utilization, space traffic management and active debris mitigation, among others. India-U.S. space cooperation also has a potential for being much more broad-based than other areas such as nuclear or defense cooperation. Space cooperation can generate stakeholders across a wide-spectrum, from the national space agencies on both sides (NASA and ISRO), education and science and technology departments to universities as well as private commercial enterprises in both countries. In fact, space cooperation has the potential to go far beyond entities like ISRO and catalyse new strategic industries in space. The two countries can elevate three strategic objectives through the space cooperation initiative: first, it provides an exciting investment area of space in the Indo-U.S. strategic partnership for Indian and American leaders to work on, which addresses STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics), jobs and high-tech cooperation in space. Second, it can catapult space-industrialisation and commercial space from the edge of the Indian and American national space paradigm to its forefront. Third, garner further resources for our own STEM in developing a future strategic industry.
Brink 

(     ) Now is key – relations are at a cross-roads, plan disrupts momentum – Das ‘11
(Das 11 – Premvir, former Director General, Defence Planning Staff, and member of the National Security Advisory Board (May 1, 2011 http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/premvir-das-indo-us-engagement-atcrossroads/434038/ AMB – UM7WK)

For more substance to be given to the relationship, a larger overview of national interest is needed. If a multipolar Asia is what India wants and a unipolar continent is what China seeks, then the US becomes a very important factor in our calculus. Its interests in Asia are enormous and it cannot let China assume a hegemonic role. Without ‘using’ the US, it is not possible for India to secure the Asia that it wants. On another plane, none of its global aspirations can be met without the proactive support of the US — seats in the Security Council, on the high table of world trade, in groups controlling nuclear technology or in several other multilateral forums, fall in this category. The real question is whether a close engagement impacts adversely our relations with other countries — for example, Russia, Iran and Myanmar, even China, our core interests in South Asia and, indeed our concerns vis-a-vis Pakistan. These cannot be easily brushed aside but close scrutiny will show that while all these are manageable by us, the larger canvas is not. In sum, close relations with the US are critical to India’s rise, first as an Asian power and then as a global player of consequence. If this is true, then defence cooperation between the two countries must be taken a few notches further. Its contours can be four-fold. One, the existing military interfaces and acquisitions should be progressed apace, even if an American company does not get the contract for 126 aircraft for the Air Force, as seems likely; there will be more military procurements on line. Two, both countries should be in sync on India’s interests in the Indian Ocean region and act in a manner that will sustain them; a permanent Chinese naval presence, possible only through base facilities in littorals, acts to the detriment of this position. Three, maritime forces of both countries must act together in the campaign against piracy in the Indian Ocean. Finally, India must be prepared to render military assistance in ‘out of area’ contingencies; on its part, the US must take punitive measures against acts of terrorism against India originating, even sponsored, from Pakistan. We are at a crossroads. If we take the right road, defence cooperation will gather momentum and to our advantage. If not, it will soon run out of steam, to our detriment. 
Uniqueness 
(     ) Cooperation in space development is critical to cooperation, moon mission proves - Chavan* and Tellis** 2010 – (*Member of Indian parliament, Minister of State for Science & Technology and Earth Sciences & Vice President of CSIR, **senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. Former Department of State senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. Former senior policy analyst at the RAND corporation Ashley Tellis and Shri Prithviraj Chavan June 23, 2010 “Prospects and Challenges for U.S.–India Technology Cooperation” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2946, JAC, 8/4/11)

Since its independence, India has worked to develop a niche expertise in science and technology. This sector has significantly contributed to India’s economic development and government on both the local and national levels have focused on promoting it. Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh recently prioritized science and technology as a growth area in the U.S.-India bilateral partnership, as seen during the U.S.-India Strategic Dialogue. Indian Minister of Science and Technology Prithviraj Chavan spoke about India’s current science and technology initiatives, as well as the prospects for U.S.–India cooperation, at an event moderated by Carnegie’s Ashley J. Tellis. . . Building on its first moon orbital mission, India’s Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) would like to closely cooperate with NASA on a second moon mission, as well as on sending an Indian into space and on basic space research, such as remote-sensing technology. India and the United States, Chavan noted, share common values which contribute to a natural bond between the world’s largest democracy and the world’s oldest one. While the two countries may disagree on specific issues, such as patenting intellectual property, both face large challenges that can only be solved by science. Cooperation, he concluded, is critical, especially at this moment, when the leaders of both countries have expressed their commitment to putting innovation at the top of their agendas.

Uniqueness 
(     ) India and US have agreed on future cooperation and space exploration - UPI 08 [United Press International, 2008, “India, U.S. sign space agreement,” PHYSORG.com, last accessed 6/28/11, www.physorg.com/pdf121263994.pdf] TD
U.S. and Indian officials have signed an agreement for cooperation in space exploration. The signing ceremony took place Friday at the Kennedy Space Center in Florida, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration said. NASA Administrator Michael Griffin and Indian Space Research Organization Chairman G. Madhavan Nair signed the framework agreement, which replaces a 1997 agreement for research in Earth and atmospheric science. The two countries already have a joint project. NASA has supplied two of the 11 instruments carried by Chandrayaan-1, India's first lunar probe. The Chandrayaan is to be launched this year. "This agreement will allow us to cooperate effectively on a wide range of programs of mutual interest," Griffin said. "India has extensive space-related experience, capabilities and infrastructure, and will continue to be a welcome partner in NASA's future space exploration activities."

Uniqueness 

(     ) The U.S. cooperating with India on space exploration has caused high US-Indian relations - Embassy of India ’08 , Washington D.C. 08 [2008, “India - US Space Cooperation,” Embassy of India, Washington D.C., last accessed 6/22/11, http://www.indianembassy.org/india-us-space-cooperation.php] TD

Indo-US cooperation in the space arena dates back to the very beginning of the Indian space programme. The very first sounding rocket, a Nike-Apache launched from Thumba on November 21, 1963 was a US made rocket that carried instruments to conduct ionospheric experiments over the earth's magnetic equator that passes over Thumba. Several more such rockets were launched later for various scientific missions. India conducted the Satellite Instructional Television Experiment (SITE) in the mid 1970s with NASA. SITE involved deployment of Direct Reception TV sets in about 2400 villages across six states of India to receive educational programmes via ATS-6, covering agriculture, family planning, health and hygiene, etc. The experiment was hailed as the world's largest sociological experiment. This was followed by the establishment of the multipurpose Indian National Satellite (INSAT) System in the 80s. All the four satellites under INSAT-1 series were built by a US Company to India's specifications and three of them were put into orbit by US launch vehicles including INSAT-1B, orbited by the US space Shuttle Challenger. Today, INSAT has become one of thes largest domestic satellite systems in the Asia Pacific region, with all satellites designed and built in India. The latest satellite in the series, INSAT-4CR was launched on September 2, 2007 using GSLV from Sriharikota giving further boost to INSAT capability, especially for Direct-To-Home (DTH) television broadcast. In the field of remote sensing, India was one of the first countries to establish a reception station for receiving data from NASA's Earth Resources Technology Satellite (ERTS), later renamed as LANDSAT. This facilitated India to gain experience in the reception, processing and application of space-based remote sensing data. Today, India has the world's largest constellation of civilian remote sensing satellites to provide data in a variety of spatial resolutions and spectral bands which is being received by several ground stations from all over the world including USA, that meet the requirements of various applications in resource management including water, food & agriculture. Indian Earth Observation system is expected to continue to provide operational products and services enabling applications in several areas spanning from cartography to climate. India is a member of the international COSPAS-SARSAT programme for providing distress alert and position location service through LEOSAR (Low Earth Orbit Search And Rescue) satellite system. Under this programme, India has established two Local User Terminals (LUTs), one at Lucknow and the other at Bangalore. The Indian Mission Control Centre (INMCC), is located at ISTRAC, Bangalore. Apart from the operational missions of IRS and INSAT, ISRO has also initiated dedicated space science missions such as SROSS-C for atmospheric studies and AstroSat mission for astronomical observation in UV and X-rays. Anuradha, an Indian experiment for cosmic ray studies was part of NASA’s third Spacelab mission. As a first step in planetary exploration, Chandrayaan-1, for remote sensing of the moon from 100 km lunar polar orbit was initiated. Data obtained from this mission will improve our current understanding of the origin and evolution of the Moon. American cooperation in India's first unmanned lunar mission, Chandrayaan-I, which was successfully launched from Shriharikota on 22nd October, and inserted into Moon’s orbit on 8th November, 
(Embassy of India ’08 cont…no text omitted)

marks the beginning of a new era of trust and partnership between the two countries in the field of space exploration. The mission to the moon carries two NASA payloads - a Miniature 
Synthetic Aperture Radar to map ice deposits in the moon's surface and a Moon Mineralogy Maper to assess mineral resources of the Moon The inclusion of two US Instruments on this spacecraft has provided further fillip to Indo-US cooperation in the space arena. India, along with seven other countries, has signed a landmark agreement with the United States (NASA) to carry out lunar exploration. The agreement was signed at American space agency NASA's Ames Research Centre on 28th July 2008. ISRO is also planning a second version named Chandrayaan-2 to land a motorized rover on the moon in 2011/2012. The strides that the US and India can make together as partners in space will advance tele-medicine, tele-education, and disaster preparedness and management which in turn help development of mankind in a global perspective.
Uniqueness 
(     ) US-Indian relations high – defense cooperation - Kapoor 10 (Kartik Kapoor, Guest Columnist for the Miscellany News, 11/10/10, “Anti-protectionism key to U.S.-India relations”, http://www.miscellanynews.com/mobile/2.1577/anti-protectionism-key-to-u-s-india-relations-1.2401052, JF) 
Perhaps the greatest success story of U.S.-Indian relations lies in defense cooperation. Today, the United States holds more joint military exercises with India than any other nation, and the United States and India are pressing forward with initiatives aimed at improving interoperability. The growth of India's military represents not only an increased ability to respond to the changing balance of global power, but gives America the ability to respond quickly to regional issues throughout Asia. This was most clear during the response to the December 2004 devastating tsunami that struck Sri Lanka, Indonesia and the Maldives. Furthermore, as the United States faces growing geopolitical challenges in the Indian Ocean region, India's rapidly improving navy will play an expanding and important role in protecting the shipping lanes that support the world economy. In fact, India is so important to American security that Obama proposed that India be granted a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council, in part to "check the influence of an increasingly assertive China," according to The New York Times.

Uniqueness 

(     ) US-India relations high now—cooperating on literally everything and Clinton’s visit this July will make them stronger – Blake ’11 (Robert O. Blake, Jr. Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs India Caucus / CSIS Panel on U.S.-India Relations “U.S./India: Bilateral Relations Since the Obama-Singh Summit”, 6/9/11, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00229/usindia-bilateral-relations-since-the-obama-singh-summit.htm) 
The Arc of U.S.-India Relations Nearly 20 months ago, President Obama and Indian Prime Minister Singh met here in Washington to open a new chapter in relations between our two great nations -- the world's oldest and largest democracies. The two leaders emphasized our countries’ shared values -- pluralism, tolerance, openness, and respect for fundamental freedoms and human rights -- and noted how these values are increasingly important for securing global security and sustainability. In their joint statement, Obama and Singh resolved “to harness these shared strengths and to expand the U.S.-India global partnership for the benefit of their countries, for peace, stability and prosperity in Asia, and for the betterment of the world” President Obama's trip to India last November produced another watershed moment in our rich ties, and demonstrated that our partnership holds benefits for both of our countries, as well as the world. Our two nations are now cooperating on nearly every important challenge of our times -- from counter-terrorism to nonproliferation, from economic growth to reconstruction in Afghanistan, from food security to energy security. Now we look to build on that progress with Secretary Clinton's upcoming trip to India in July for our second Strategic Dialogue. The Secretary and her counterpart Indian Foreign External Affairs Minister Krishna launched the Dialogue in 2009 to provide a framework and strategic direction for the huge range of bilateral government to government activity we now have underway. I won’t go into all 21 dialogues and working groups that our two Ministers oversee – that would last until tomorrow – but I do want to highlight some of the accomplishments over the last year and preview a few of our possible achievements in the next couple years. 

Link – Unilateral Action 
(     ) Unilateral space exploration drains relations – only multilateral cooperation solves – Briggs ’10 , USAF Major, 10 [Michael Joseph Deane, March 2010, “POLICY RECOMMENDATION FOR THE UNITED STATES REGARDING THE WEAPONIZATION OF SPACE,” Air Command and Staff College, last accessed 6/22/11, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_74940330-8f9e-408a-9548-284e75c5de39/display.aspx] TD

While policies of neutrality and non-cooperation with the international community may offer a more permissive environment for unfettered space development, the political and economic price is too high as a long term national space strategy. Unilateral operations have served the United States well over the last several years in terms of freedom of action and maneuver, but the political environment in 2010, along with emerging terrestrial threats to national security, requires the United States to take on a more cooperative approach to many foreign policy issues, space governance included. The objective of a carefully executed space strategy will be cooperative engagement with the international community with the United States acting as the leader in space exploration and governance. The current skeletal body of space law will be expanded with concrete language, avoiding ambiguous verbiage that can lead to wide interpretation differences. Through cooperation and active engagement, US national interests will be protected and possibly furthered with space allies sharing resources, funding, intellectual property, and other essentials required for space development. Technological innovation will not be stifled, but positively vectored in a direction consistent with international norms, and US interests. 

Link – Unilateral Action 
(     ) The US pledged to a full embrace of Indian space cooperation establishing norms of cooperation – but if cooperation falls through India will adopt contradictory policies 

Johnson-Freese ‘11- professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College
Joan Johnson-Freese “The U.S.-India Space Partnership: Who Gets What?” May 18 http://bdchronicle.net/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=506:the-us-india-space-partnership-who-gets-what&catid=1:latest-news

On Jan. 31, 2011, the U.S. assistant secretary of state for South and Central Asian affairs, Robert O. Blake Jr., told the Indian press that the United States is hoping to become India's "close partner" in space exploration. Blake's comments reflected a major tenet of the Obama administration's 2010 National Space Policy (NSP): partnerships in space exploration with more nations. Although the global future in space may well be characterized by countries both cooperating in some areas and competing in others --what some have called "coopetition" -- U.S. National Security Adviser Tom Donilon has been clear that Washington wants a "full embrace of India" on space matters. While this is a laudable objective that recognizes the increasingly globalized nature of space technology, it raises two very important questions. First, what does the United States want from its partnership with India? And second, what kind of behavior in space is Washington willing to accept from India within that partnership? Successful partnerships require that both sides feel they will benefit. They also require that all sides accept shared norms of behavior.

Link – Unilateral Action 

(     ) Perceived unilateralism kills relations - Curtis 07 – Lisa Curtis analyzes America's economic, security and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan and other nations of South Asia as a senior research fellow at The Heritage Foundation. 

India's Expanding Role in Asia: Adapting to Rising Power Status Published on February 20, 2007 by Lisa Curtis 

The extent to which India will associate itself with U.S. power and global policies is still a subject of debate within the Indian strategic community. A majority within India's policy elites envision India becoming a major pole in a multipolar world.[3] They are skeptical of perceived American unilateralism and therefore believe that India must maintain its strategic autonomy through an extended strategic neighborhood, including East and Southeast Asia and, to some extent, the Middle East. The leftist par­ties on which the current Congress-led government relies to stay in power are particularly skeptical of close U.S.-India ties and believe that India should prioritize relationships with Third World countries, in part to create solidarity against perceived U.S. unilateralism. 

Link – Unilateral Action 
(     ) Unilateral manned missions wreck Indian relations – perceived break in cooperation -

Rendleman and Faulconer 10 - *Retired Air Force Colonel AND **Director of Space Exploration at Lockheed Martin (2010, Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation,” http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Significant political good will is often generated by funding these programs. To find an example of the power of this good will, one only need look to the politics surrounding NASA’s manned programs. Money has continued to be allocated to the program even when the perceived justification for a substantial or expansive manned program has collapsed. Similarly, some argue the political and diplomatic integration of Russia into the ISS program may well have saved the ISS and Space Shuttle programs from cancellation. 19 The pressure to continue international cooperative efforts is often tremendous: Once cooperation has commenced, canceling a program becomes inconsistent with political sustainability as long as the utility cost associated with the loss of diplomatic benefits and the negative effects on reputation of terminating an international agreement is larger in magnitude than the utility cost that must be paid to maintain the system… The corollary to this is that there is a high cost to be paid by any nation that chooses to unilaterally withdraw from an existing cooperative endeavor. This cost comes in the form of damage to the departing nation’s reputation or credibility. In general, any unilateral action sends a signal that the actor is an unpredictable and therefore an unreliable and possibly disrespectful partner. This tends to sabotage the possibility of future cooperation. As such, there is a long-term benefit to maintaining cooperation, even when the immediate cost may seem to call for terminating it. 20 Of course, if significant cooperation has never occurred, commencement of a new or improved relationship is thought to be a defining moment, delivering specific political rewards and diplomatic utility. This is why the pronouncements on space cooperation made by President Obama and Chinese officials during his November 2009 visits have been watched with special interest. The same attention is being paid to the overtures made with the Indian government and its space community. 
Link – Lunar Missions

(     ) India bilateral lunar program is the linchpin of cooperation - AAAS ’11 (2/16/11 American Association for the Advancement of Science India May Join U.S. MoonRise Mission by Pallava Bagla on 16 February 2011. http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/02/india-may-join-us-moonrise-mission.html)
India hopes to join the United States on a sample return mission to the moon, according to K. Radhakrishnan, chair of the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO). He announced that India's policy group, the Space Commission, decided on 12 February to give the go-ahead for work on a possible contribution to MoonRise, a U.S. effort to land a probe on the moon's surface, scoop up 1 kilogram of material, and return it to Earth for analysis. India would provide an orbiter similar to its observation satellite Chandrayaan-1, which in 2009 helped clinch evidence of water's presence on the moon. The new Indian instrument would circle the moon for a few years and aid in communications and imaging. ISRO hopes to invest $38 million on developing this 400 to 500 kg instrument, which would travel into space on a U.S. Atlas rocket. The mission leader, NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, California, is planning for a launch in 2016, but has not yet selected the MoonRise instruments. The goal is to learn more about the geology and origins of the moon. According to NASA, the mission will "focus on the giant South Pole-Aitken (SPA) basin on the far side, which lies between the moon's South Pole and Aitken crater. ... The SPA basin is the oldest, deepest observable impact basin on the moon and ranks among the largest recognized impact structures in the solar system," (shown in the image). ISRO's involvement has more than technical significance: It would underline a change in Indo-U.S. security relations. Until recently, U.S. labs and companies were prohibited from exchanging technologies with ISRO, in an attempt to limit their use for military purposes. But the two countries have been moving closer in recent years, and barriers have been coming down. In November, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and U.S. President Barack Obama met in New Delhi and agreed to become strategic partners. The countries may be ready to join hands on a major space mission. 

Link – Space Debris 
(     ) Managing space debris is seen as a confidence building measure by China - Klomp, '10 [Jeremiah, Major USAF, "IS SPACE BIG ENOUGH FOR A US-SINO PARTNERSHIP?" April, https://www.afresearch.org
There are several low-threat options we could initially pursue with China that could lead to better relations and increased trust. Information sharing from previous experiences is a low- threat approach to open the door to a dialogue. “Confidence building measures (CBMs) such as information exchange on debris management, environmental and meteorological conditions, and navigation, are widely considered an effective first step in building trust in a sensitive relationship.”26 Inviting China to participate in ongoing multi-lateral activities is another low threat opportunity to engage in partnering activities. Particularly when starting out, multi-lateral partnerships may be the most comfortable and tolerable for each country. As we grow more comfortable with each other, we can logically progress to bilateral arrangements and further cooperation. The International Space Station is an example of an ongoing project in which China could potentially participate. It has very broad exposure and support across many nations, and may be a good introduction point for China to the international space stage.   
Link – Space Debris 
(     ) Focus on US-China relations is perceived as lack of interest in US-Indian relations to India killing relations - Bouton 10 (Marshall M. Bouton: is president of the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, October 2010, “U.S.-India Initiative Series -- America’s Interests in India,” http://cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_USInterestsinIndia_Bouton.pdf, JF)
Finally, in the Asian region as a whole, the United States will benefit from a stronger India that is a partner in shaping a regional order compatible with U.S. interests and values. The impact of rising Chinese power on the security and political order in Asia is the internationally transformative force of our era. India’s emergence as a regional and global power will be a critical factor in determining whether China’s rise will lead to its dominance in Asian security affairs. Neither India nor the United States seeks confrontation with or containment of a rising China, but both wish to ensure a de facto balance of power and influence in the region compatible with their interests. An open and stable Asian regional order will allow the United States to remain for the foreseeable future the single most powerful actor in the region, though no longer by itself the dominant power. The United States’ need for Chinese cooperation in resolving regional security and global economic problems (a “G-2” relationship) is sometimes portrayed as justifying a de-emphasis of the U.S.-India partnership. But this would conflict with the critical U.S. interest in a stable balance of power in Asia that requires India’s emergence as a powerful pole in the region.
Link – Space Weapons 
(      ) India wants multilateral anti-weaponization – that’s the opposite of the plan 

Saran 09 – Ambassador Shri Shyam Saran was India’s Foreign Secretary, and before that served as India’s Ambassador to Indonesia and Myanmar, High Commissioner to Mauritius, Joint Secretary in the Prime Ministers Office, the Deputy Chief of Mission in Tokyo, and Counsellor in the Indian Embassy in Beijing. Address by Shri Shyam Saran, SEPM at the Brookings Institution 23/03/2009 Address by Shri Shyam Saran, Special Envoy of Prime Minister at Brookings Institution , Washington (23 March 2009) Indo-US Civil Nuclear Agreement: Expectations and Consequences. http://www.indembassy.be/speeches_statements/march/mar23.html
India is one of a handful of countries with significant space capabilities. We have a large number of communications and resource survey satellites currently in orbit. Although this does not fall strictly within the nuclear domain, the need to ensure the peaceful uses of outer space, is important for nuclear stability and international security. We welcome President Obama’s intention to join multilateral efforts to prevent military conflict in space and to negotiate an agreement to prohibit the testing of anti-satellite weapons. This is an area of convergence on which we would be happy to work together with the U.S. and contribute to a multilateral agreement. 

Link – Space Weapons 
(       ) New Delhi has openly opposed militarization of space - Asia Times ’11 4/16/11 Apr 16, 2011 Siddharth Srivastava is a New Delhi-based journalist. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/MD16Df01.html
In a parliamentary statement clarifying its position on the militarization of space, New Delhi has said, "India is strongly opposed to any attempt to place weapons in space or conducting any unconventional weapons tests in space as it would pose a perennial threat to all space systems regardless of their use for civilian or military purposes." 

Link Multiplier

(     ) Space exploration is the nexus point of future India relations – space exploration drive “techno”-nationalism in India - Johnson-Freese 11(Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese is a professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I., and the author of "Heavenly Ambitions: The U.S. Quest to Dominate Space" (2009). The views expressed in this article are the author's alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense or the U.S. government, May 17 2011, “The U.S.-India Space Partnership: Who Gets What?,” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8839/the-u-s-india-space-partnership-who-gets-what?page=3, JF) 

To some extent, professing these contradictory positions is understandable. Like many rising powers in the past, India views a lack of transparency as a survival mechanism. Leaders of the international status quo do not usually welcome new members to their ranks, and it would not benefit India to simply declare, as the U.S. and USSR did during the Cold War, that its space program is intimately tied, rightly or wrongly, to Indian notions of national security. Indians also argue that space activities, both civilian and military, are purely part of a natural evolutionary process along the path to development. This allows India to pursue a nationalistic space race in Asia, and especially with China, while at the same time flatly declaring that there is no Asian space race, and specifically not with China. This "techno-nationalism" involves the recognition that technological achievement generates strategic influence in areas from economics to power politics and provides a reservoir of that elusive magic called "prestige," however broadly defined. It is a powerful motivator for human spaceflight programs and other high-visibility space efforts.

Internal Link – Asian Stability 
(     ) Relations key to Asian stability – Armitage et al. ’10 (Richard L. Armitage et al. 10 (President, Armitage International, Co-Chair) R. Nicholas Burns (Professor of the Practice of Diplomacy and International Politics, Harvard University, Co-Chair) Richard Fontaine (Senior Fellow, Center for a New American Security) Natural Allies A Blueprint for the Future of U.S.-India Relations http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Natural%20Allies_ArmitageBurnsFontaine.pdf)
A strong U.S.-India strategic partnership will prove indispensable to the region’s continued peace and prosperity. Both India and the United States have a vital interest in maintaining a stable balance of power in Asia. Neither seeks containment of China, but the likelihood of a peaceful Chinese rise increases if it ascends in a region where the great democratic powers are also strong. Growing U.S.-India strategic ties will ensure that Asia will not have a vacuum of power and will make it easier for both Washington and New Delhi to have productive relations with Beijing. In addition, a strengthened relationship with India, a natural democratic partner, will signal that the United States remains committed to a strong and enduring presence in Asia. The need for closer U.S.-India cooperation goes well beyond regional concerns. In light of its rise, India will play an increasingly vital role in addressing virtually all major global challenges. Now is the time to transform a series of bilateral achievements into a lasting regional and global partnership. Our recommendations are based on the belief that a stronger and more prosperous India will allow for a more vibrant U.S.-India relationship and that the United States should encourage and facilitate India’s rise as a full stakeholder in the international community. 

Internal Link – Asian Stability 

(     ) Indian relations are critical to Asian stability - Blackwell 03, (Robert D., ambassador, January 27, 2003, http://usembassy.state.gov/mumbai/wwwhamb8.html)
Peace within Asia -- a peace that promotes freedom and prosperity - will be advanced by the transformed US-India relationship. Within a fellowship of democratic nations, the United States and India would benefit from an Asian environment free from inter-state conflict --- including among the region's great powers -- open to trade and commerce, and respectful of human rights and personal freedoms. President Bush says it succinctly, "We seek a peaceful region where no power, or coalition of powers, endangers the security or freedom of other nations; where military force is not used to resolve political disputes." Achieving this paramount goal requires the United States particularly to strengthen political, economic, and military-to-military relations with those Asian states that share our democratic values and national interests. That spells India. A strong US-India partnership contributes to the construction of a peaceful and prosperous Asia and binds the resources of the world's most powerful and most populous democracies in support of freedom, political moderation, and economic and technological development. Even as the US and India together support peace, prosperity and liberty in this part of the world, Asia remains an area wracked by the cancer of international terrorism. During the past decade, more familiar ethnic, nationalist, and separatist terrorist groups have been joined by new organizations with murderous ideological motivations. These newer terrorist organizations, which attract recruits by perverting great religious traditions, embody a lethal threat to both India and the United States. Their worldview propels them to conduct deadly attacks to inflict mass, indiscriminate casualties among innocents. Both the United States and India are principal victims of this new and more dangerous kind of terrorism. If you visitors to India doubt this, take a look at the bullet holes still evident at the Indian Parliament from the December 13, 2001, terrorist attack on that incandescent symbol of Indian democracy. Other nations may fade in the marathon war against terrorism. India and the United States will be there together at the finish - when we win.

Internal Link – Asian Stability 
(     ) US-Indian relations key to stability in East Asia and American offshore balancing

Tellis 06 [Ashley J., Spring, “The Evolution of U.S.-Indian Ties Missile Defense in an Emerging Strategic Relationship,” International Security, Volume 30, Number 4, pgs. 149-150, ProjectMuse] TD

This effort has received a strong fillip as a result of recent political develop-ments. On March 25, 2005, the Bush administration announced a major new policy approach toward South Asia, which included the dramatic announce-ment of its intention “to help India become a major world power in the twenty-first century.” By further asserting that the administration “under-stand[s] fully the implications, including military implications, of that state-ment,” senior officials gave notice that the United States would support Indian requests for “transformative systems in areas such as command and control, early warning and missile defense.”111 This commitment, which marks a fur-ther deepening of the U.S.-Indian bilateral relationship (now under way since the beginning of George W. Bush’s first term in office), suggests a strong deter-mination to stay the course guided by the president’s understanding of the geopolitical challenges likely to confront the United States in the twenty-first century.112 In this context, assisting the growth of Indian power is judged to be essential to U.S. interests because it permits Washington to “pursue a balance of power strategy among those major rising powers and key regional states in Asia which are not part of the existing U.S. alliance structure—including China, India, and a currently weakened Russia,” a strategy that “seeks to pre- vent any one of these [countries] from effectively threatening the security of another [or that of the United States] while simultaneously preventing any combination of these [entities] from ‘bandwagoning’ to undercut critical U.S. strategic interests in Asia.”113 As a result of the process growing out of this newest bout of deepened engagement, the United States and India signed a new framework for enhancing defense cooperation on June 28, 2005, that com- mitted both sides to “expand collaboration relating to missile defense.”114 This pledge was exemplified by Washington’s decision to release the Patriot ATBM (PAC-III) for sale to India, even as planning proceeds apace for a series of fur-ther bilateral consultations, joint exercises, and technical exchanges on this subject.
Impact – Asian Stability 

(     ) Global nuclear war – most probable scenario – Landay 2K (Jonathan S. Landay (national security and intelligence correspondent for the Contra Costa Times) March 10, 2000, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, “Top administration officials warn stakes for U.S. are high in Asian conflicts” Lexis)
Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. And Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster." In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. And while Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department. 

Internal Link – Proliferation 
(     ) U.S./Indian cooperation critical in checking nuclear proliferation - Ayoob 2k, (Mohammed, Distinguished Professor, International Relations, Michigan State University, “India Matters,” THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY v. 23 n. 1, Winter 2000, p. 27+, LN.)

This is an area in which serious differences have existed and continue to persist in Indian-U.S. relations. However, as a result partly of the Strobe Talbott-Jaswant Singh dialogue and partly of its new status as a declared nuclear weapons power, India has moved closer to recognizing the validity of U.S. concerns about global nuclear proliferation. On its part, following the Indian nuclear tests, the United States has demonstrated increasing appreciation of the Indian security concerns that led New Delhi to go nuclear in May 1998. Washington also seems to have realized that these concerns had to do more with China than with Pakistan and that they cannot be alleviated as long as the issue of Chinese nuclear and missile capability that Indians find threatening is not seriously addressed. India's self-imposed moratorium on nuclear testing has further helped improve the atmosphere surrounding the Indian-U.S. dialogue on nuclear proliferation. Recently the U.S. Senate refused to ratify the CTBT, and there is no immediate prospect for the resurrection of its ratification. Therefore, the major source of friction between New Delhi and Washington in the nonproliferation arena seems to have lost most of its relevance for the immediate future. In fact, the Indian position is now almost identical to the U.S. policy of voluntary adherence to the CTBT enunciated by President Clinton in the wake of the Senate's refusal to ratify the treaty. However, in the long run, an understanding between the United States and India is essential for a credible nuclear nonproliferation regime to survive the shocks from the South Asian tests of May 1998. India, having for all practical purposes acquired the status of a nuclear weapons power, has clearly developed a vested interest in limiting further horizontal proliferation and in augmenting its already tight controls over the export of nuclear-related material and technology to nonnuclear countries. Its voluntary adherence to the main provisions of the CTBT as well as to the export control provisions of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) signals this clearly. India shares these objectives with the United States, and they provide a strong basis for future cooperation between the two countries in the nuclear nonproliferation arena. Washington has also begun to realize that India, unlike some other nuclear aspirants such as North Korea, is a responsible member of the international community with a large and relatively self-reliant technological infrastructure capable of producing sophisticated nuclear warheads and delivery systems. This being the case, it is in the U.S. interest that India be co-opted into the nonproliferation regime rather than treated as a pariah, because the latter would undermine the residual credibility of the NPT regime. However, Washington is also concerned that this co-optation be accomplished without unraveling the entire NPT structure. The principal objective of the Indian-U.S. dialogue seems to be to square this circle while protecting the integrity, as far as possible, of the initial positions adopted by both sides. This task is difficult but not altogether impossible. With patience, goodwill, and diplomatic creativity, the two sides are more than likely to succeed in crafting a formula that both New Delhi and Washington can live with until the world becomes used to India's nuclear status. The attempt to find such a formula is, however, by definition a joint venture and, therefore, likely to strengthen rather than damage Indian-U.S. relations. 

Internal Link – Proliferation 

(     ) US-Indian cooperation key to restrain rogue state proliferation - Blackwill ‘03, Ambassador, 1/27/03 (http://usembassy.state.gov/mumbai/wwwhamb8.html)

If promoting peace, prosperity and freedom in Asia, and ending international terrorism are two important long-term objectives of a transformed US-Indian relationship, the third and final strategic challenge underlying this radical reform of our bilateral ties is to curtail the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in Asia, and the means to deliver them. Today, Asia has eight nations that either have nuclear weapons capabilities, or are trying to acquire them. Nine countries have biological and chemical weapons or are attempting to obtain them. Eight nations have ballistic missiles with ranges exceeding 1,000 km. No other part of the globe has such a concentration of WMD nations and capabilities, and these disturbing trends could worsen. As WMD programs have become more advanced and more effective as they mature, some irresponsible countries have become more aggressive in pursuing them. 
Both India and the United States share a common vital national interest in restraining the further proliferation of WMD, and their means of delivery. Both countries face a significant risk within the next few years of confronting either terrorists or rogue states armed with such WMD capabilities.

Impact – Proliferation 
(     ) Asian proliferation is the greatest risk for nuclear war, historic reasons why nuclear won’t happen don’t apply - Cimbala ‘8 [Stephen – “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia” Comparative Strategy, Vol 27 No 2 2008, Ebsco//GBS-JV]
The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

Impact – Proliferation 
(     ) Proliferation easily leads to global nuclear war - Taylor ‘1 

[Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html] 

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.  

Impact Multiplier

(     ) Nuclear war in Asia is very likely - Twomey ’11 (Christopher Twomey, Asst Prof National Security, Naval Postgraduate School, 2011 [Asia Policy, Number 11, January 2011 p. 52])

Ongoing changes in traditional state-to-state nuclear dynamics are reshaping international security in Asia. Today, Asia is a multipolar nuclear environment in which long-range nuclear weapons are joined by other systems with strategic effect, and in which countries hold different views about the role and utility of nuclear weapons. This article discusses the implications of these shifts from the Cold War to the present for several guises of stability, on the one hand, and for competition and conflict, on the other. Though each of these considerations leads to dangerous outcomes in isolation, their combined effect is even more deleterious. The implications of this analysis are deeply pessimistic, both for peace in general and for U.S. national security interests in particular.
Aff Answers – Non-Unique: Alt Cause 
(     ) Alt cause to stable relations – many areas of disagreement and no chance of increased engagement until U.S. stance on Pakistan changes - Bajoria 10 [Jayshree, Senior Staff Writer @ CFR, November 8, “A Closer U.S.-India Embrace,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/23332/closer_usindia_embrace.html] TD
President Barack Obama wrapped up his three-day visit to India with agreements worth $10 billion in U.S. exports, expected to generate over fifty-three thousand U.S. jobs. He also pleased New Delhi by backing India's long-standing ambition (BBC) for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. In a speech to the joint session of the Indian parliament, he stressed: "India is not simply emerging; India has emerged."High on Obama's agenda was the effort to increase U.S. exports to India. Despite such growing economic ties between the two countries, several obstacles (ForeignPolicy) to trade and investment remain. Obama answered a longstanding Indian demand by eliminating one of those obstacles: He announced relaxed export controls (FT) to India for sensitive technology and removed India's defense and space-related organizations from the U.S. Entity List.He also tried to allay the concerns of Indian businesses on outsourcing. "There still exists a caricature of India as a land of call centers and back-offices that cost American jobs," he said, "but these old stereotypes, these old concerns, ignore today's realities" (Hindu Business Line). Bangalore-based entrepreneur Narayan Ramachandran recommends the United States should concentrate on jobs in which it has a comparative advantage (Livemint), such as nuclear technology, avionics, aircraft manufacturing, and clean technology.

While the two governments seem eager to build their alliance, they differ on issues from climate change to an international trade regime. But the biggest challenge to the relationship, says CFR's Adjunct Senior Fellow Evan Feigenbaum, is disagreement over Obama's policies toward Afghanistan and Pakistan. Indian expert C. Raja Mohan writes on ForeignPolicy.com that the challenge for India is to get the "United States to pressure the Pakistani army to end its promotion of extremism in Afghanistan and India." While in Mumbai, Obama conceded Pakistan's progress on countering terrorism was slower than desired and stressed that any peace between India and Pakistan would be a result of their bilateral efforts. The United States "cannot impose a solution to these problems" (AP), Obama said. Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh ruled out any productive engagement with Islamabad as long as Pakistan's "terror machine is as active as ever before."

Aff Answers – Non-Unique: Alt Cause 
(     ) ITAR and MTCR mean no chance of relations - Jha 10 U.S.-India Space Cooperation Could Power Ties BY SAURAV JHA studied economics at Presidency College, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi. He writes and researches on global energy issues and clean energy development in Asia. | 25 OCT 2010 
Among the remaining pitfalls to further cooperation, restrictive U.S. controls on high-tech exports -- which target India more than any other major nation besides Pakistan and China -- represent the most significant. Specifically, the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) and the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) represent the greatest areas for concern. Garretson's report touches on these issues with regard to SBSP, asserting that an exception could be made in the case of ITAR along the lines of similar arrangements in the past. According to Garretson, India would still have to sign the MTCR, in order to assuage U.S. concerns over nonproliferation and intellectual-property rights, given that any SBSP partnership will involve the transfer of cutting-edge technologies. However, India already complies with these regulations to a greater extent than some existing MCTR members do, so an India-specific agreement could be possible. Interestingly, a new report from the Center for New American Security argued that meaningful cooperation on SBSP requires the immediate removal of ISRO from the U.S. Entity List, which designates targets of proliferation concerns (.pdf). Policy heavyweights Karl Indefurth and Raja Mohan also recently advocated for making space the focus not only of the impending Obama visit, but of U.S.-India relations. And U.S. Energy Secretary Steven Chu stated (.pdf) that the U.S. will prioritize "the partnership between the two countries to advance clean energy, drawing on India's world class science resources," during Obama's visit. 

Aff Answers – Non-Unique: Alt Cause 
(     ) Other issues swamp relations -  Sekhon and Purushothaman ‘10 (Oct 31, 2010 * Senior Fellow ** Junior Fellow ORF Issue Breif “The Obama Visit: Issues and Challenges” Dr. Harinder Sekhon and Ms. Uma Purushothaman http://www.observerindia.com/cms/export/orfonline/modules/issuebrief/attachments/orf-ib_1288782673490.pdf)
India would like the US to make a more concrete statement on India’s aspirations for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council if the US’ claim of India being an “indispensable partnership” is to be taken seriously here in India. A statement on this would generate an enormous amount of goodwill in India and create tremendous momentum in Indo-US ties. The US could also start negotiations to make India a part of non proliferation regimes in the nuclear field like the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the MTCR and the Wassenaar Arrangement. It should further stop exhorting India to join the NPT as a non-nuclear state. It should also support India’s inclusion in the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation and the International Energy Agency. Higher education is another area with great potential for cooperation though this will obviously not be at the government-to-government level. India aims to triple enrollment in higher education by 2020 and needs foreign investment in this sector to build more colleges and universities. India and the US could work together to create centres of excellence building on the Obama-Singh knowledge initiative. Steps have already been taken for expanded cooperation in this area through the establishment of the Indo-US Education Council. Another area which is important from the perspective of India’s growth imperative is health. India’s health sector needs to be expanded so that all citizens, particularly those in rural areas, get access to medical facilities and medicines. This requires huge expenditure which India cannot afford at the moment. The US can help India by investing in the health sector in India, providing cutting-edge technologies and medicines and in collaborating in joint research to find cheaper and better medicines and technologies. The two countries could also collaborate in developing space-based solar power as an alternative energy source. The challenge of climate change requires that India and the US, though they were on opposing sides during the Copenhagen Summit, work together to use energy more efficiently and also to invent and distribute green technology to reduce emissions. 

Aff Answers – Uniqueness Overwhelms Link 
(     ) Indo-US strategic alliance is resilient – 6 reasons - Garretson ‘10 – former Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi.  Previously the Chief of Future Science and Technology Exploration for Headquarters Air Force, former Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Service Academy Research Associate, recipient of the National Space Society’s (NSS) Space Pioneer Award

Peter A. Garretson “Sky’s No Limit:  Space-based Solar Power, the Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership” http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf
Despite the concerns of sceptics, the Indo-US strategic partnership seems to rest on very sound fundamentals that are not likely to change over several decades. First, is a shared cultural history in colonialism, with the attendant struggle for freedom, and the important influence of the enlightenment thought, British political organisation, commerce and trade routes and prominence of the English language in matters of science, state-craft and commerce. Second, the significant and growing bilateral trade. Third is the asymmetric but aligned economic needs–where India needs investment today to maintain a high rate of growth for development and cohesion, and the US is looking for high growth places to invest, and places that provide both a market for its own goods and a costcompetitive manufacturing base to manufacture the ideas it conceives and finances. Fourth is the large and politically active diaspora that is actively seeking to build closer ties. Fifth is a shared interest in limiting the damage of those extremists that undermine pluralism and sew extremism and violence. Finally, both wish to take part in the the economic rise of a vibrant Asian market where a normative rule set prevails that allow all members to benefit from the use of global commons and work on collective problems and human security is possible. Within this framework, both nations see the need to make space for and engage China as it evolves as a responsible stakeholder with greater transparency, but to ensure that accommodation takes place respecting important equities of themselves and their neighbours, and is free of any element of coercion.

Aff Answers – Uniqueness Overwhelms Link 

(     ) Relations inevitable – 8 common interests - Tellis 07 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. Former Department of State senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. Former senior policy analyst at the RAND corporation CHAPTER 8 Gauging U.S.-Indian strategic cooperation Edited By Henry D. Sokolski, Army War College (U.S.). Strategic Studies Institute WHAT SHOULD WE EXPECT FROM INDIA AS A STRATEGIC PARTNER? Ashley J. Tellis http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:AN0FEcbqUQ0J:scholar.google.com/+india+author:%22Ashley+Tellis%22&hl=en&as_sdt=0,23
These links are only reinforced by the new and dramatic convergence of national interests between the United States and India in a manner never witnessed during the Cold War. Today and for the foreseeable future, both Washington and New Delhi will be bound by a common interest in: • Preventing Asia from being dominated by any single power that has the capacity to crowd out others and which may use aggressive assertion of national self-interest to threaten American presence, American alliances, and American ties with the regional states; • Eliminating the threats posed by state sponsors of terrorism who may seek to use violence against innocents to attain various political objectives, and more generally neutralizing the dangers posed by terrorism and religious extremism to free societies; • Arresting the further spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and related technologies to other countries and subnational entities, including substate actors operating independently or in collusion with states; • Promoting the spread of democracy not only as an end in itself but also as a strategic means of preventing illiberal polities from exporting their internal struggles over power abroad; • Advancing the diffusion of economic development with the intent of spreading peace through prosperity through the expansion of a liberal international economic order that increases trade in goods, services, and technology worldwide; • Protecting the global commons, especially the sea lanes of communications, through which flow not only goods and services critical to the global economy but also undesirable commerce such as drug trading, human smuggling, and WMD technologies; • Preserving energy security by enabling stable access to existing energy sources through efficient and transparent market mechanisms (both internationally and domestically), while collaborating to develop new sources of energy through innovative approaches that exploit science and technology; and, • Safeguarding the global environment by promoting the creation and use of innovative technology to achieve sustainable development; devising permanent, self-sustaining, marketbased institutions and systems that improve environmental protection; developing coordinated strategies for managing climate change; and assisting in the event of natural disasters. 

Aff Answers – Uniqueness Overwhelms Link 
(     ) India will always be tied to the U.S. to achieve its aims - Das 11 – Premvir, former Director General, Defence Planning Staff, and member of the National Security Advisory Board (May 1, 2011 http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/premvir-das-indo-us-engagement-atcrossroads/434038/ AMB)

For more substance to be given to the relationship, a larger overview of national interest is needed. If a multipolar Asia is what India wants and a unipolar continent is what China seeks, then the US becomes a very important factor in our calculus. Its interests in Asia are enormous and it cannot let China assume a hegemonic role. Without ‘using’ the US, it is not possible for India to secure the Asia that it wants. On another plane, none of its global aspirations can be met without the proactive support of the US — seats in the Security Council, on the high table of world trade, in groups controlling nuclear technology or in several other multilateral forums, fall in this category. The real question is whether a close engagement impacts adversely our relations with other countries — for example, Russia, Iran and Myanmar, even China, our core interests in South Asia and, indeed our concerns vis-a-vis Pakistan. These cannot be easily brushed aside but close scrutiny will show that while all these are manageable by us, the larger canvas is not. In sum, close relations with the US are critical to India’s rise, first as an Asian power and then as a global player of consequence. If this is true, then defence cooperation between the two countries must be taken a few notches further. Its contours can be four-fold.

Aff Answers – No Link 
(     ) India not interested in cooperation on technology and aerospace, they prefer balanced relations and self-reliance - Cohen and Xacier ‘11 *Stephen P. Cohen, a former professor, conducts research on South Asian political and security issues.\ **Constantino Xavier is a Portuguese Fulbright scholar and Ph.D. candidate at the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, U.S.-India Relationship on the Rocks? | More Stephen Cohen, Constantino Xavier | May 26, 2011 http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/us-india-relationship-the-rocks-5361
It was good while it lasted. But the United States needs to move on and recognize that India’s commitment to strategic autonomy is a fundamental constraint to further improvement in bilateral relations. New Delhi wants to take it slowly because it is wary of becoming another Japan, a client state. It is this grand concern with self-reliance—and not technical or other factors—that led to India’s surprising decision last month to exclude two American contenders, Lockheed and Boeing, from an $11 billion contract for one hundred and twenty-six fourth-generation fighter jets—India’s biggest defense purchase ever. New Delhi’s preference for two European jets (France’s Rafale and the Eurofighter Typhoon), while excluding Swedish and Russian contenders along with the American F-16 and F/A-18, came as a rude shock to those who had banked on surging U.S.-India defense and security relations. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, India purchased $223 million worth in military equipments from the United States in the last five years—twice as much as in the preceding twenty years. Both countries also held over sixty joint exercises and military exchanges since 2000 and set up a new counterterrorism dialogue that included unprecedented levels of intelligence sharing after the 2008 terrorist attacks on Mumbai. Defense analysts jumped in immediately to offer possible explanations for the American defeat. Some underlined the fighters’ different performance during high-altitude tests in the Himalayas, along with other technical factors, including speed and radar systems, which may have given the European fighters an advantage. Others privilege political reasons—including pockets of anti-Americanism in the Indian air force—as well as a government plagued by corruption scandals, which may have limited its capacity to make a decision on more than purely objective criteria. Another explanation highlights the controversies involving the quality of previous purchases from the United States, especially that of the USS Trenton, a 1971 amphibious transport dock on which an explosion killed five Indian navy personnel in 2008. While each of these factors may have played a role, they ignore the most fundamental reason: India’s concern for strategic autonomy in the event of another war with Pakistan and its attempt to maintain a balance in its lineup of military suppliers. Washington may well have promised New Delhi the world, but in the end India will always fear that its actual combat capacity in such critical moments could be severely affected by relying exclusively on American technology, supplies and support. This sensitivity and mistrust is aggravated by the fact that the United States is also the major supplier to the Pakistani air force, having in recent years transferred thrity-two F-16 variants and several air-to-air missiles and P3C Orion surveillance aircrafts to Islamabad. New Delhi also justifiably sees Washington as overly stringent on end-use monitoring; Washington would never have allowed these planes to be fitted with nuclear warheads and play a role in India’s nuclear deterrent. In contrast, reports indicate that the Eurofighter offered access to significantly more advanced technology as well as the possibility of assembly in India. This 
(Cohen and Xacier ’11 cont…no text omitted) 

indicates to what extent India remains committed to self-reliance, not only in terms of production, but also operability—the nightmare of 1965, when the United Stated cut off Indian access to crucial military supplies at the height of another Indo-Pakistani crisis, is still fresh in the minds of many Indian strategists. 
The decision should therefore be seen as one privileging diversification, diffusing the risk of excessive reliance and dependence on a single partner. American experts implicitly acknowledged this Indian concern by speculating in recent months that India might split the order among two or three different suppliers, perhaps an American, a European and a Russian one. But they ignored the specific cyclical way India diversifies, rotating among different suppliers. In recent years, Russia, the United States, Israel and even Brazil were able to secure important contracts from the Indian air force, but (excepting Britain) European countries have remained largely absent from its acquisitions basket. From this perspective, the Eurofighter Typhoon is particularly attractive as it is developed by a consortium including not only habitués Britain and Germany but also newcomers Spain and Italy. 

Aff Answers – No Link 

(    ) India does not trust US on space cooperation - Center for Nonproliferation Studies 06 Date Created: July 20, 2006 U.S.-India Space Cooperation Reaches New Heights, Despite Lingering Proliferation Concerns By Jennifer Kline http://cns.miis.edu/other/kline_060720.htm
The Chandrayaan project notwithstanding, concerns of this kind continue to constrain U.S. space-related exports to India, making some Indian analysts skeptical that the new U.S.-India space cooperation agreement will result in significant high-technology transfers from the United States. One editorial writer noted, for example, that: An effort by Boeing and ISRO to jointly build satellites for the international market collapsed, largely on account of onerous U.S. licensing procedures...Another area of friction is commercial satellite launches, which Washington is able to control because many satellites contain critical U.S.-made components. ISRO has reportedly lost a commercial launch contract as a result of uncertainty over securing American clearances. [32] Fears have also been voiced that expanded cooperation will lead to U.S. interference in Indian scientific programs. [33] 

Aff Answers – No Link 
India doesn’t believe US promises - Kronstadt, 8 - Specialist in South Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (K. Alan, “India-U.S. Relations,” August 12, 2008)

Some Indian analysts, wary of U.S. intentions in pursuing bilateral civil nuclear cooperation, believe the initiative may be cover for a broader effort to cement India’s cooperation in a number of non-energy-related areas, such as defense trade and New Delhi’s relations with Iran. From this perspective, the U.S. government repeatedly “shifted the goalposts” to forward its own (veiled) nonproliferation goals. 140 India’s influential communist parties, whose Left Front provides crucial support to the Congress-led ruling coalition in New Delhi, have focused their ire on geopolitical aspects of the civil nuclear initiative. In late 2006, the leader of India’s main communist party declared the U.S.-India civil nuclear deal “not acceptable” as it would “seriously undermine India’s independent foreign policy.” Previously, the Left Front had called India’s two IAEA votes on Iran a “capitulation” to U.S. pressure. 141 Indian leftists thus have been at the forefront of political resistance to India’s becoming a “junior partner” of the United States. Equally stinging and perhaps more substantive criticism came from several key Indian scientists, whose perspectives on the technical details of the civil nuclear initiative are considered highly credible. India’s nuclear scientific community, mostly barred from collaboration with international civil nuclear enterprises as well as direct access to key technologies, has worked for decades in relative isolation, making its members both proud of their singular accomplishments and sensitive to any signs of foreign “interference.” Many viewed the enabling legislation passed by the U.S. Congress as being more about nonproliferation and less about energy cooperation. They considered it both intrusive on and preclusive of their activities. The major criticisms of existing plans for U.S.-India civil nuclear cooperation made by Indian commentators (and at times by the Indian government) are summarized as follows: ! India’s unilateral moratorium on nuclear tests was being codified into a bilateral obligation through a clause that would allow the United States to reclaim any supplied nuclear equipment if India were to test a nuclear device; ! India was being denied nuclear reprocessing technologies warranted under “full cooperation;” ! India was not being given prior authorization to reprocess spent fuel; ! India was not being given assurances that it will receive uninterrupted fuel supplies in perpetuity; and language on securing India’s assistance with U.S. efforts to prevent Iran from obtaining weapons of mass destruction would limit New Delhi’s foreign policy independence
Aff Answers – Internal Link Turn
(     ) Good relations with the US encourage India to use hard power turning the impact - Perkovich ’10 [George. Vice President of South Asian Studies and the Director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for Intl Peace. Also has a PhD in IR from Virginia. “Toward Realistic US-Indian Relations” Carnegie Report, October 2010. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/realistic_us_india_relations.pdf //GBS-JV]

As the predominant military power in the world, the United States perhaps naturally encourages Indian accretion of military muscle (and U.S. defense imports). The Indian national security establishment, long dismissed as presiding over a “soft” state, welcomes growing respect as a “hard” power. But it would be an ironic form of mental colonialism for India and the United States to collude in undervaluing India’s unique, indigenous attributes. As Abraham writes, “The tremendous impact of soft power in shaping how we all live, especially as the world becomes more globalised, carries the message and promise of India in ways that a traditional foreign policy built around force and finance can only dream of doing.” 7 In sum, India and the United States share the virtue of being democracies, but this may be more its own reward than a source of abiding friendship or useful cooperation. India and the United States are both too imperfect to get away with telling themselves or even other states how to govern. The more that leaders and pundits focus on living up to their own country’s principles and leading by example, the more powerful each country will become and the stronger the bonds between them will be.   

Aff Answers – No Impact: Asian Stability 
(     ) There is little risk of war in Asia: the region is becoming more stable, multi-lateral organizations solve, shared values prevent flashpoint, and China is able to act as a stabilizing influence – Desker ’08 (Barry, dean of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, NTU., “Why war in Asia is unlikely”, http://www.asiaone.com/News/the%2BStraits%2BTimes/Story/A1Story20080625-72716.html, June 25 2008, JAC 8/8/11) 
THE Asia-Pacific region is both a zone of relative insecurity as well as one of relative stability. On the one hand, it contains some of the world's most significant flashpoints: the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen glacier. Tensions between nations at these points could escalate into major wars. The region is also replete with border issues, acts of terrorism and overlapping maritime claims. It is a strategically significant area, sitting astride key sea lines of communication and important choke-points. Nevertheless, the region is more stable than one might believe. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is moving towards a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan seem unlikely to erupt into conflict, especially after the recent victories of the Kuomintang in Taiwan. The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, the nascent Six-Party Talks forum and, in particular, Asean. Although the United States has been the hegemon in the Asia-Pacific since the end of World War II, it will probably not remain the dominant presence in the region over the next 25 years. A rising China will pose a critical challenge to the US, probably more difficult than the challenge posed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War. This will lead to a profound change in the region's strategic environment. But the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is likely. First, a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China. Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully) through existing avenues and institutions. Second, when we examine the Chinese military buildup, we find that there may be less there than some might have us believe. The Chinese war machine is not quite as threatening - although still worrisome - as some fear. Instead of Washington's perspectives shaping Asia-Pacific affairs coercively, the rise of China is likely to see a new paradigm in international affairs. The nascent 'Beijing Consensus', for want of a better term, would consist of the following attributes: The leadership role of the authoritarian state, a technocratic approach to governance, an emphasis on social rights and obligations over individual rights, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions. The argument that there is an emerging 'Beijing Consensus' is not premised on the rise of the 'East' and decline of the 'West', as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier 1990s 'Asian values' debate. But like the previous debate, this new debate will reflect alternative philosophical traditions. At issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This debate will highlight the values China and other states in the region share. By contrast, one conventional American view is that Sino-American competition will result in 'intense security competition with considerable potential for war' in which most of China's neighbours 'will join with the 
(Desker ’08 cont…no text omitted)

United States to contain China's power'. Asia's shared values are likely to reduce the risk of such conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation of and engagement with China, rather than a confrontation with it. In its interactions with the region, China itself is beginning to be interested in issues of proper governance, the development of domestic institutions and the strengthening of regional institutions. Nor is Chinese policy unchanging, even on the issue of sovereignty. For example, there has been an evolution in Chinese thinking on the question of freedom of passage through the straits of Malacca and Singapore. China supported the claims of the littoral states to sovereign control over the straits when the Law of the Sea Convention was concluded in 1982. But its increasing dependence on imported oil shipped through the straits has led to a shift in favour of burden-sharing, the recognition of the rights of user states and the need for cooperation between littoral states and user states. China has also revised its earlier advocacy of strict non-intervention and non-interference. Its support for global initiatives such as peacekeeping and nuclear non-proliferation - as well as its restrained use of its veto in the UN Security Council and its active role in the World Trade Organisation - indicates it is aware that responsible participation in global institutions can shape perceptions of a rising China. Beijing has also greatly lowered the tone and rhetoric of its strategic competition with the US. This is significant as most South-east Asian states prefer not to have to choose between the US and China, and have adopted 'hedging' strategies in their relationships with the two powers. The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is certainly in the midst of the most ambitious upgrading of its combat capabilities since the early 1960s. Its current defence doctrine is centred on the ability to fight 'Limited Local Wars'. The emphasis is on pre-emption, surprise and shock value, given that the earliest stages of conflict may be crucial to the outcome of a war. Thus the PLA has pursued the acquisition of weapons for asymmetric warfare. It mimics the US military in terms of the ambition and scope of its transformational efforts - and therefore challenges the US military at its own game. Nevertheless, China is still at least two decades behind the US in terms of its defence capabilities. It is certainly acquiring new and better equipment, but its current military buildup is indicative of an evolutionary, steady-state and sustaining - rather than disruptive or revolutionary - innovation and change. War in the Asia-Pacific is unlikely. But the emergence of East Asia, especially China, will require adjustments by the West, just as Asian societies had to adjust to Western norms and values during the American century. 

Aff Answers – No Impact: Proliferation 
(     ) No impact to prolif—U.S. can deter threats and set a precedent to stop prolif 

Colby ’07 -Eldridge Colby, Adjunct Staff Member of the RAND Corporation, formerly a staff member in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and on the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, 2007, “Restoring Deterrence,” Orbis, Vol. 51, No. 3, p. 413-428, http://www.theatlantic.com/past/docs/images/issues/200707u/Restoring%20Deterrence.pdf 

This logic’s bottom line seems clear. If the proliferation of weapons technology is inevitable, then it hardly makes sense to embark on a quixotic crusade to prevent it. Better to accept the new reality and deal with it as best we can. Seen in this light, deterrence is quite appealing. Such a posture, accepting the inevitability of proliferation, would state as a policy only that the use (or allowance of use) of such weapons against the United States or its allies would provoke a devastating response. Countries could, if they wanted, develop these weapons, but the United States would take little strategic cognizance of them. There would be some strategic downside—regime change, for instance, would lose luster as a policy. But, overall, the weapons would have little effect if America maintained a basically status quo posture, defending its established interests and allies. If, for instance, Iran rattled its nuclear saber and insisted the United States withdraw from Saudi Arabia, we would have to play the brinksmanship game and not back down—but what would be new about that? And would Iran be so foolish as to do something to call down the wrath of the American retaliatory capability? Those who say so need do more than point to the rantings of Ahmadinejad. History has shown many enemies who poured scorn on a nuclear-armed United States, but none who were foolish enough actually to act on their bluster and thereby incur its full wrath. Further, Iran is hardly the Soviet Union of the Khrushchev era, bristling with nuclear and conventional weapons. Indeed, a deterrent posture would, through not placing as much value on WMD, help the cause of disarmament by positively disincentivizing countries from developing them. If the U.S. took an agnostic position on the development of unconventional weapons, but maintained its same status quo red lines while demanding strict accountability for the use or loss of such weapons, why would countries want to build them? If North Korea’s nuclear weapons, in other words, will not affect the American commitment to South Korea (if the South Koreans don’t wreck it themselves in the meantime) and Japan, and if the United States holds the North Koreans responsible for whatever uses their nuclear weapons are put to, then is not the danger of possessing them greater than their beneﬁt? After all, these rogue states are not building these weapons to win a war against us. Instead, they are developing them either as last-ditch weapons—in which case we have no reason to push them into a corner anyway—or as cards to bluff with—in which case we simply need to call that bluff. 

Aff Answers – No Impact: Proliferation 
(     ) No timeframe – prolif takes years and is prohibitively expensive - Tepperman ‘09 (Jonathon, staff, dw: 8-29-2009, da: 7-8-2011, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html, lido)

The risk of an arms race—with, say, other Persian Gulf states rushing to build a bomb after Iran got one—is a bit harder to dispel. Once again, however, history is instructive. "In 64 years, the most nuclear-weapons states we've ever had is 12," says Waltz. "Now with North Korea we're at nine. That's not proliferation; that's spread at glacial pace." Nuclear weapons are so controversial and expensive that only countries that deem them absolutely critical to their survival go through the extreme trouble of acquiring them. That's why South Africa, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan voluntarily gave theirs up in the early '90s, and why other countries like Brazil and Argentina dropped nascent programs. This doesn't guarantee that one or more of Iran's neighbors—Egypt or Saudi Arabia, say—might not still go for the bomb if Iran manages to build one. But the risks of a rapid spread are low, especially given Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's recent suggestion that the United States would extend a nuclear umbrella over the region, as Washington has over South Korea and Japan, if Iran does complete a bomb. If one or two Gulf states nonetheless decided to pursue their own weapon, that still might not be so disastrous, given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.



