
 
 

We affirm. 
 
Contention 1 is Keeping the Peace. 
 
Mukherjee ‘17 of Brookings explains that India is active in 80% of peacekeeping operations. Dabhade ‘17 
of Nehru University explains that India has committed over one-hundred eighty thousand peacekeepers 
to the UN, making it the largest cumulative contributor to peacekeeping operations. Hansel ‘14 of the 
IPS finds that India uses their contributions as a justification for membership and expanding influence 
within UNSC. 
 
Unfortunately, in recent years India has expressed concern over the burden providing peacekeepers 
poses to them. Specifically, Vira of CSIS writes that India views peacekeeping missions as coming at great 
cost to them without much input and a declining probability of permanent membership. Moreover, 
India Times ‘18 explains India has expressed discontent with UN delays to pay them for their 
peacekeeping missions as well as fears over the danger posed to Indian troops. Without representation 
on the UNSC, India has no way to ensure their troops are compensated and protected for their service. 
Thus, Gupta ‘16 of IFS finds that without membership on the UNSC, India will withdraw its peacekeeping 
troops. According to UN Data, the effects are already occurring; India has declined to the fourth largest 
contributor. This trend is ruining missions as Lynch ‘11 of Foreign Policy writes that Indian pullout 
incapacitated the peacekeeping mission in Congo. 
 
The withdrawal of Indian peacekeepers is catastrophic, Strike ‘18 of the US State Department finds that 
two-thirds of peacekeepers are located in the world’s most dangerous conflict zones. Vira explains that 
Indian withdrawal will devastate peacekeeping operations and trigger the end of current missions. Vira 
furthers that Indian pullout will incite Pakistan to end its contributions because Pakistan only uses 
peacekeepers to challenge Indian hegemony, leading to the loss of the two largest peacekeeper 
contributors. Thousands of lives depend on the continuation of peacekeeping.  Hegre ‘18 of the 
Washington Post writes that peacekeepers end conflicts and restore peace through multidimensional 
missions that address the root of the conflict with activities like economic reconstruction and 
institutional transformation of police, army, and judicial systems, as well as holding elections. Shannon 
‘14 of the University of Colorado finds that just a 10,000 peacekeeper deployment reduces the lethality 
of a conflict by 73%. Hultmann of PRI concludes that without peacekeepers during 2013, 150,000 lives 
would have been lost. 
 
 
Contention 2 is Multilateral Enforcement. 
 
Valencia ‘19 of IPP explains that China is rapidly expanding its territory and naval operations in the South 
China Sea,  raising regional tensions.  Dutton ‘14 of NWC writes that China wants to establish a security 
periphery that will ensure China’s protection. Kuok ‘18 of Lawfare writes that nations in the region have 
capitulated  to China due to the absence of another major power backing them.  
 



 
 

Valente ‘18 of MWI writes that American unilateral action in the South China Sea is not economically 
sustainable or politically popular. Thus, Emerson ‘16 of the Diplomat explains that China has rapidly 
expanded because of the absence of American intervention.  
 
However, Valente explains that India can counterbalance China because of its economic viability and 
geopolitical influence among the other nations in the region, enabling India and the US to multilaterally 
encircle China. Stuenkel ‘10 of Harvard University explains that India is appeasing China to gain Chinese 
support for a permanent seat. Only when India is given a seat on the high table, will they be willing to 
help stop Chinese expansion. Krauthammer ‘10 of the National Interest confirms that permanent 
membership would bind the US and India to the goal of counterbalancing China.  
 
Rajesh ‘17 of Carnegie India explains that India could garner support and jumpstart proceedings within 
the UNSC to isolate China. Prasad ‘16 of the Diplomat confirms that since China would endure 
diplomatic costs if it ignored multilateral pressure, it would comply in the face of multilateral pushback. 
Thus, Kuok ‘18 of the University of Cambridge corroborates that China ends expansion in the face of 
coordinated pressure. 
 
Unchecked Chinese expansion would have catastrophic effects. 
Teng of Peking University finds that tensions in the South China Sea decrease trade because companies 
forgo shipments knowing that conflict will destroy profits. Furthermore, Chandran ‘17 of CNBC finds that 
as tensions rise maritime insurance rates rise, meaning that vessels have to pay more to insure 
shipments through the area, resulting in decreased trade.  CFR ‘14 writes that 1.5 billion people are 
reliant on $5 trillion of annual trade for basic necessities in the region, which is why Crabtree ‘16 of 
CNBC corroborates that increases in tensions can spike prices of goods, wreaking economic havoc across 
countries. 
 
Thus, we affirm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 

Mukherjee Brookings Institute - india is backbone of un peacekeeping, 
engaged in 12 out of 15 operations 

- Historically, India has participated in near-ly all UN peacekeeping 
operations in Africa. Most famously, India helped set the trend in 
“peace enforcement missions” by deploying a sizeable contingent-
around 5,000 troops as-sisted by light bombers, to the United 
Nations Operations in Congo (ONUC) from 1960 to 1963. This militarized 

mission ensured the unity of Congo and resulted in the maximum number of casualties suffered by India in any 

UN operation. The end  of  the  Cold War  led to a pronounced increase in UN peacekeep-ing operations in 

Africa. India contributed to these efforts and was an active participant 
in almost all missions , sending military observers to Namibia (1989- 1991) , Angola (1989-1991), 

Liberia (1993-1997 and since 2007), Congo (since 1999),  Ethiopia-Eritrea (since 2000), Ivory Coast (since 

2004) and, more substan-tially, sending military contingents to Mo-zambique  (1992-1994) , Somalia  (1993-94), 

Rwanda  (1993-1996),  Angola (1995- 1999), Sierra Leone (1999-2000), Congo (from 2005 onwards) and 

Sudan and South Sudan (from 2005 onwards). These military  contingents have at times undertaken ‘robust’ 

operations bordering on peace enforcement type missions, inflicting and suffering casualties in the process. To 

support these operations India has also deployed attack and support helicopters, which are always in short 

supply and are crit-ical to overcome the vast distances in Africa. Tellingly, there was considerable international 

outcry when India announced that it was with-drawing some of its helicopters for supporting internal security 

missions at home. While the military’s deployment  is  well-known  the  role of police, including women police 

officers, and civil affairs specialists assisting in tasks like conduct of elections or other capacity build-ing 

exercises is no less important. According to some experts therefore India’s 
combined ef-forts constitute the “backbone” of UN peace-keeping 
and it is presently engaged in 12 of the 15 active peacekeeping 
missions. 

Dabhade ‘17 - India largest contributor 
https://www.orfonline.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/12/ORF_Occasional_Paper_131_UNSC_Dabhade.pdf 
 
India also makes a strong case by highlighting its regular, significant contributions to the UN. In the 
arena of peacekeeping, India has remained the largest cumulative contributor of UN peacekeeping 
troops with around 180,000 troops since the 1950s. Currently, around 7,700 Indian peacekeepers have 



 
 

been deployed in 13 missions (out of the total of 16) in 11 countries. (Permanent Mission of India to 
the UN, New York 2016) 
 
Today, most significantly, India has almost twice the number of peacekeepers deployed in the ground 
as do China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States combined – also known as the 
P5, the five countries that wield veto power at the Council. In terms of financial contributions to the 
UN, India with US$ 20.46 million ranks 23rd in the list of contributors. India had emphasised on this 
back in 1993: “…not just the financial contribution in absolute terms, but also in relative terms. For a 
country with low per capita income, assessed contribution as per the United Nations scale may entail 
proportionately higher sacrifice. The record of timely payment also should be taken into account.” 
Adding further, India asserted: “the financial contribution does not remain static forever, and the crucial 
issue is the readiness to fulfil the obligations and not the quantum of payment at a particular point in 
time. The point is India could emerge before long, if its economy performs well, as a sizeable contributor 
to UN budget.” (Menon 1995, p.15) 
 
 

Hansel ‘14 -  
 
Finally, another candidate, maybe even the proverbial elephant in the room, is India’s demand for a 
reform of UN institutions and particularly a permanent seat in the United Nations Security Council.95 As 
early as 1994 India’s former Foreign Secretary J.N. Dixit is quoted as saying that ‘by being active in UN 
peacekeeping operations [ … India] could consolidate and improve [its] claim to a permanent 
membership of the Security Council’. 96 More recently, Satish Nambiar, a retired lieutenant general and 
an authority on UN peacekeeping operations, justified India’s global engagement by saying that ‘large 
troop contributions undeniably reinforce our claim to a UNSC seat’. 97 Such views have been reinforced 
by US President Barack Obama, who, in his support for an Indian bid for permanent UNSC member 
status, cited ‘India’s long history as a leading contributor to United Nations peacekeeping missions’. 98 
Not surprisingly, a proven commitment to UN peacekeeping appears prominently in India’s official 
justification for UNSC reforms: ‘We believe that India, with its large population, dynamic economy, long 
history of contribution to international peacekeeping and other regional and international causes, 
deserves to be a permanent member of the UN Security Council.’ 99 There are in fact a number of 
statements in which Indian representatives repeatedly argue that it is, amongst other credentials, the 
role of their country in United Nations peacekeeping efforts that makes its aspiration for a permanent 
seat in the UNSC appropriate.100 For example, in 2010 the Foreign Secretary Shivshankar Menon 
declared: In the United Nations system, there is today a majority view in favour of reform of [...] its 
major organs like the Security Council [ … ]. India has been at the forefront of this move, seeking an 
enhanced global role as a permanent member of the reformed Security Council, commensurate with its 
size, capabilities, contribution to UN peacekeeping operations and impeccable track record in upholding 
the UN system.101 India’s political ambitions can, thus, be seen as a major driver behind its engagement 
in UN peacekeeping. The question of whether the stalemate of UNSC reform will eventually cause India 



 
 

to disengage from UN peacekeeping is a different matter though. True, there have been episodes where 
Indian decision-makers withdraw contingents because of political differences. Abandoning UN 
peacekeeping altogether would, however, risk much more political capital. Another point worth 
mentioning is the fact that India is not alone in its demand for UNSC reform. Germany, Japan, Brazil and 
South Africa also strive for a permanent seat. None of these countries, which are all in various ways 
major supporters of UN programmes, is seriously debating a withdrawal. Why should India be any 
different? Without a plausible answer to this, we have no reason to predict an Indian disengagement in 
the foreseeable future. 

Singh - India slowly giving up UNSC bid bc of declining legitimacy w/o 
india, stopping pursuit rn 
 

But just how credible is the warning? India is not engaging in any formal discussion or lobbying 
for the expansion of the Security Council. Effectively, India has temporarily given 
up its demand to become a permanent member of the UN Security Council. Yet, 
Foreign Minister Sushma Swaraj presented India's cautionary message at the UN: 
"Step by slow step, the importance, influence, respect and value of this institution 
is beginning to ebb... The United Nations must accept that it needs fundamental reform. Reform cannot be cosmetic. 

We need to change the institution's head and heart to make both compatible to contemporary reality. Reform must begin today; 

tomorrow could be too late. If the UN is ineffective, the whole concept of multilateralism will 
collapse. India does not believe that the United Nations should become the instrument of a few at the cost the many." 

 

Vira Small Wars Journal - India feels no representation in UNSC no 
longer viable path, Indian policymakers shifting to regional 
organization, → reduce PKOs 
 

India serves UNPKOs in service of an ideal of the UN as a strengthened international 
body for international peace and security. Many see peacekeeping as a reward unto 
itself, but growing undercurrents question engagement with a UN that has 
provided few tangible benefits to the Indian strategic interest. Despite its growing 
power, India still lacks clout in first-order international security decision-making, 
has made little tangible progress toward a permanent Security Council seat, and 
despite a large engagement in African UNPKOs still lags in influence and access 
on the continent. Moreover, India increasingly faces acute domestic security 
shortages. As a result, growing sympathy now trends for the view held by retired 



 
 

Indian Lt. Col. A K Sharma that, “If India needs to flex its muscles, pretensions to 
which it is credited with, or our diplomacy wants to strut and do its stuff, it should 
be done in the immediate neighborhood where its writ is likely to run, where it will 
be of some benefit to at least a portion of its citizenry. Not halfway around the 
world in some remote corner of Africa.”[7] 

 

 
UNPKOs, however, now come with lowered expectations. Expecting a permanent 
seat as a transactional reward was overly optimistic and Indian planners now 
recognize the host of other obstacles affect India’s bid – opposition from China, 
the Kashmir dispute, the Indian nuclear program etc. – and a growing body now 
favors alternative alignments outside the UN. The ‘African soft power’ argument too 
is not entirely convincing. Africa is important to the Indian strategic interest – the East 
African coastline is within India’s ‘near abroad,’ Africa accounts for about a fifth of Indian 
oil imports, and trade ties are rapidly expanding, but regional challenges in Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, the Indian Ocean, and southeast Asia – all more core to the Indian 
strategic interest – are growing ever more pressing. In net terms, UNPKOs are but 
one component of Indian defense diplomacy with Africa, which in turn is a small 
component of India’s total economic and political outreach. That too must be seen 
in comparative terms; in FY2009-2010, India’s Rs400bn of aid to Afghanistan was 
almost twenty times the size of its aid to the entire African continent – giving some 
indication of priorities.[9] 
 
Furthermore, other countries that have huge population and military capability 
and contribute to maintenance of global peace are also not represented at the 
Council. For instance, India is the second-largest state in terms of population and 
also one of the top troop contributors to the U.N. Peacekeeping Operations 
(PKO). If India is not represented at the council then it might reconsider its 
support for the UNPKO, which would negatively affect the U.N.’s efforts to 
maintain peace in the world. Similarly, there is a relative decline in the powers of the 
P5 countries, notably France, Russia, and the UK. This relative decline and ise of the 
other states has raised the demand for expansion of the UNSC to accommodate rising 
regional military and economic powers. 

Gupta ‘16 - India forced to downscale peacekeeping  
If these strategies do not work we would be left with no option but to think in terms of threatening to 
leave UN or in the very least reducing our exposure to that organisation by downscaling our 
participation in peace keeping and other UN activities. In order for this to be effective, it would need to be carefully coordinated 

with other G-4 countries. This may sound too radical but then no organisation can really survive if it fails to adjust itself to the changing global dynamics. History 



 
 

bears testimony to how the league of Nations founded in 1920 had to be wound up when it failed to prevent Second World War.  It was perceived as a ‘league of 

victors’ created by Allied Powers which had remained slow in decision making. Most of this probably holds true for UN as well. 

 
!  
 

Strike - two-thirds of PKOS in conflict zones 
 
During the opening ceremony, U.S. Ambassador Juster’s remarks highlighted 
both India’s historic contribution to UN peacekeeping missions – over 180,000 
Indian troops and police have served in 49 of 69 UN peacekeeping missions, 
many in Africa – and the importance of our current cooperation with India and our 

African partners through programs such as UNPCAP-III. The Ambassador recognized the growing challenges faced by today’s 

peacekeepers. Two-thirds of all UN peacekeeping operations are now in active conflict 
zones – the highest percentage ever. He also noted that meeting the challenges of so-called ‘failed states’ 

and the extremist elements that fill the vacuum created by instability requires troops and police to perform at the highest levels of 

operational effectiveness. And this, in turn, requires that the international community build 
strong and capable peacekeeping forces. 
 

Vira Small Wars - cascading effect peacekeeping doomed 

An Indian departure from UNPKOs would be devastating. The UN for all its 
blemishes works on second-order security issues where the rest of the world is 
unwilling to help, and even small reductions in India’s support – its reduction of 
helicopters for example – can degrade the viability of existing missions. All-out 
departure would devastate UNPKO capacity, particularly as it could trigger a 
cascading reaction. The size and nature of Pakistan’s deployments closely mirror 
India’s, which given Pakistan’s India-centric calculus may be no coincidence. As one 

example, Pakistani troops with UNOSOM in Somalia are speculated to have persevered in part because withdrawal would have 

drawn unflattering comparisons with India, whose troops were performing well in the south.[11] As such, Indian 
reductions could reduce Pakistani contributions, robbing the UN of two of its 
largest three contributors. Yet, it would be wrong to see India and Pakistan as wholly linked; Pakistan draws its own 

unique benefits from participating and has its own long tradition of honorable service across many missions. 

The Indian attachment to the ideal of UNPKOs is rapidly evolving. Increasingly, India has stated that its 
future UNPKO contributions will be less automatic, and more tied to a reform of 
the peacekeeping process that includes improvements in burden sharing and 
greater involvement of troop contributors in the mandate generation process. 
India is pushing to expand the base of troop contributing countries and to reduce 



 
 

the mismatch between the meager resources the UNSC allocates and the 
ambitious mandates it hands down – all goals shared by the US. More controversially, India 

has also pushed for change in core peacekeeping principles regarding the use of force. In 2011, Indian deputy ambassador to the 

UN Manjeev Puri stated that “principles of consent by host government, neutrality, and use of force in self-defense acquire different 

connotations” when faced with today’s peacekeeping environments and armed groups, and India has since pushed for more clarity 

on use of force regulations. The stance, moderate as it is, aligns India closer with the US, but places it at odds with many other troop 

contributors, who prefer risk-averse deployments and oppose enforcement missions on principle. 

 

WashPo- PKOs good, other studies using data before reform 
 
 
 
 
 

Shannon ‘14 
https://pcr.uu.se/digitalAssets/654/c_654680-l_1-k_hks_2014_apsr_108-4-.pdf 
Troops on the level of battlefield violence.18 The negative impact of escalating troop deployments on 
battlefield hostilities is impressive. With zero PKO troops deployed, civil wars produce an average of 
almost 22 combat deaths per dyad-month. However, as the number of blue helmets deployed to a 
conflict zone increases, the predicted number of battle deaths drops precipitously. With a 10,000 
troop deployment, casualty rates drop to approximately six combat deaths per month. This 
represents an approximately 73% reduction in battlefield violence, as the provision of 10,000 troops 
severely reduces the level of battle hostilities. This is an important finding. Given that the average 
rebel-government conflict dyad in the sample persists for approximately 72 months, and given that the 
average conflict month in which a UN mission is present includes approximately five active rebel groups, 
the reduction per dyad noted in Figure 4 amounts to the prevention of substantial combat hostilities. At 
the same time, this speaks to skeptical accounts that equate peacekeeping effectiveness with the 
complete cessation of conflict. We suggest that this standard for success sets the bar too high, as many 
factors other than peacekeeping affect the intensity of civil war hostilities. When peacekeepers arrive in 
the midst of fighting, our results show that military troops reduce violence quite substantially. In this 
sense, peacekeeping operations are effective tools of violence reduction, even when intervening in 
complex environments where conflict is ongoing. 
 



 
 

Hultmann ‘14 
Several studies show a beneficial effect of PKOs. However, by looking at individual effect pathways 
(intensity, duration, recurrence, diffusion) in isolation they underestimate the peacekeeping impact of 
PKOs. We propose a novel method to evaluate the combined impact across all pathways based on a 
statistical model of the efficacy of UN PKOs in preventing the onset, escalation, continuation, and 
recurrence of internal armed conflict. We run a set of simulations based on the statistical estimates to 
assess the impact of alternative UN policies for the 2001–13 period. If the UN had invested US 200 
billion in PKOs with strong mandates, major armed conflict would have been reduced by up to two 
thirds relative to a scenario without PKOs and 150,000 lives would have been saved over the 13- year 
period compared to a no-PKO scenario. UN peacekeeping is clearly a cost-effective way of increasing 
global security. 
 
 
 
 
Fanell ‘19 - PRC rapidly expanding in oceans 
 
SCMP / Dutton NWC - goal of establishing security periphery,  rooted in historical defeat 
 
Kuok ‘18 - South Asian countries capitulating without support of a major power 
 
Valente ‘18  - the US cannot take action unilaterally not econ sustainable or politically popular 
 
Emerson - Ch. knows US cant take action that’s what is emboldening them 
 
Stuenkel ‘10  - India prevented from taking action bc of pursuit for UNSC seat 
 
Krauthammer ‘10 - US india bound together for to curb china 
 
Valente ‘18  - India + US form multilateral coalition, COC 
 
 
W1: Legitimacy  
 
Mastro ‘18 - econ growth slowing down, loss is power loses legitimacy 
 
W2: Diplomatic Pressure 
 
Rajesh ‘17 - specifically within UNSC India could impose multilateral  diplomatic costs 
 
French Atlantic - in concert nations can stop china 
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Dutton NWC - want diplomatic connections, without any control worst fear comes true, reminiscent of 
past 
 
Prasad - multilateral pressure costs are too high China forced to give in 
 
 
 
!Regional Conflict: 
 
 
 
!Tense Trade: 
 
Teng Peking - tensions increase, trade decreases  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

Chandran 

Farnell ‘19 - PRC expansion is violent and authoritarian 
Fanell 19 (James, “Asia Rising: China’s Global Naval Strategy and Expanding Force Structure”, 
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=7871andcontext=nwc-review, BS 3-
24-2019) 
It is crucial to establish firmly and quickly why the PRC’s rapid, global, and very expensive naval 
expansion matters. The CCP is engaged in a total, protracted struggle for regional and global 
supremacy. This supremacy is at the heart of the “China Dream.” 3 China’s arsenal in this campaign 
for supremacy includes economic, informational, political, and military warfare. The campaign at its 
heart is opportunistic; we have witnessed already China’s expansion into the vacuum of a 
diminishing U.S. presence in East Asia. If one has not read Xi Jinping’s words and realized the 
supremacist nature of the China Dream and carefully watched the nature of China’s rise, then one 
innocently might ask the obvious question: Why does it matter that the PRC seeks regional, or even 
global, hegemony? That is, why does the world not simply abide a “rising China,” a seemingly 
benign term so often employed by Beijing’s propaganda organs and PRC supporters worldwide? 
After all, fewer would be concerned if, for instance, a “rising Brazil” or a “rising India” sought regional 
hegemony and proclaimed a desire to lead the world into the twenty-first century. The answer goes 
to the core of China’s leadership and how it behaves. Under the CCP, the PRC is an expansionist, 
coercive, hypernationalistic, militarily and economically powerful, brutally repressive, totalitarian 
state. The world has seen what happens when expansionist totalitarian regimes such as this are left 
unchallenged and unchecked. In a world under this type of hegemon, people are subjects—simply 
property—of the state, and ideals such as democracy, inalienable rights, limited government, and 
rule of law have no place. 
 

Crabtree CNBC -  
Crabtree, Justina. “Why disruption in the South China Sea could have ‘gigantic’ consequences for global trade.” CNBC. 2016. 

https://www.cnbc.com/2016/07/18/why-disruption-in-the-south-china-sea-could-have-gigantic-consequences-for-global-trade.html 

 
With tension rising in recent years over territory in the South China Sea, analysts have explained to CNBC what conflict in the region could mean for global trade. "Should conflict arise … the 

consequences for global trade would be gigantic," Francois Godement, director of the Asia and China program at the European Council on Foreign Relations, told CNBC via telephone. Ratings 

agency Fitch supported the claim by warning in a report Wednesday that, "The potential economic implications (of geopolitical risks in 

Asia) could be severe in the event of a sudden escalation." The report came after a ruling by the Hague on Tuesday which rejected China's 

claims to almost all of the South China Sea, in a case raised by the Philippines. The present situation in the area is being watched closely by stakeholders in the region's annual $5 trillion 

shipping industry. 

 
 

Crabtree, Justina. “Why disruption in the South China Sea could have ‘gigantic’ consequences for global trade.” CNBC. 2016. 

https://www.cnbc.com/2016/07/18/why-disruption-in-the-south-china-sea-could-have-gigantic-consequences-for-global-trade.html 

The South China Sea is a vital trading passage for China, Japan and Korea, as well as other nations on the western rim of the Pacific, serving as 

their only bulk trading route with key markets in the Americas and Europe, amongst others. Over $5 trillion of annual 

shipping trade passes through the region, and, according to the Wall Street Journal, U.S.-only imports and 



 
 

exports make up $1.2 trillion of this. The waters allow domestic goods, oil and raw materials to transit to destinations 

around the world 

 

 

Council on Foreign Relations - 1.5 billion depend 
Xu, Beina. “South CHina Sea Tensions.” CFR. 2014. 
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/south-china-sea-tensions 
Annual fishing bans and arrests of fishermen are a convenient proxy for sovereignty claims since they can be presented as legitimate 
attempts to enforce marine resources protection, according to a report by the International Crisis Group. “This is an issue that doesn’t 

make big headlines, but 1.5 billion people live there and rely heavily on fisheries for food 
and jobs,” Rosenberg says. “That’s where most of the conflict goes on, and most of these 
have been dealt with on a routine conflict management basis.” 

Stuenkel ‘10 - India will better relations with China to get seat 
 
India seeks to alter some of the UNSC’s rules and decision-making procedures, but adheres to its 
principles, ultimately strengthening the UNSC. Its strategy is therefore not merely “revisionist”, as is 
often claimed,94 but it constitutes revisionist integration. The  fact that India is one of the few member 
states that has been elected six times to the body underlines the importance of the entity for the Indian 
government.95 The Indian government bemoans that governance structures, particularly in the UNSC, 
had not been able to keep up with contemporary realities. Indian politicians believe that India should 
have been granted a permanent seat on the UNSC in 1945.96 A+ er failing to obtain a seat in 2005, when 
India was part of the G-4 (together with Germany, Japan and Brazil), the Indian government is 
determined to continuously push for expanding the Council, even though short-term success is 
unlikely. China is seen as a crucial gate keeper in India’s attempt to advance in the UN Security 
Council, and this—together with an appreciation of China’s growing economic importance— is one of 
the reasons that India aims to improve relations with China, despite an ongoing border dispute in 
Arunchal Pradesh. In the future, India is more likely to team up with Brazil in its attempt to obtain a seat, 
as Germany and Japan weaken India’s claim that developing countries need to be better represented. 
 

Dabhade ‘17 - India would get international clout, equaliser to China 
Foremost in Indian calculus, however, lies the Indian aspiration of the institutionalised big power status 
the permanent seat in the Security Council would confer on India right away. Being a “pen holder” as 
the permanent member of the Security Council, India would similarly assume the mantle of 
international peace and security decision-making. India sees itself carrying the necessary abilities, actual 
and potential, which entitles it to a permanent seat at the Council. Further, the seat on the high table, 
at the UN’s premier, powerful body would provide it the much needed leverage to expand its global 



 
 

geo-political and geo-economic clout. It would serve as an equaliser to China, its rival and an emerging 
hegemon in Asia, and an ever increasing strategic and security concern in its immediate 
neighbourhood and beyond. India has always seen itself as a democratic alternative to the 
authoritarian China. India’s millennia old civilizational existence also demands it to be at the top of 
the international hierarchy of states. As India’s international profile and capabilities rise due to its 
ever expanding global and regional footprint in diverse areas such as politics, development, 
economics, culture and science and technology, India wishes to shift its international position from a 
rule taker (a constrained role) to a rule maker (a system shaping role). The Indian attempts at joining 
various regimes like the MTCR and the ongoing, high-pitched campaign to join the NSG amply indicate 
that India is no more satisfied with being either the target or a mere follower of various international 
norms and rules, and now wants to shape and align them to suit Indian ideas and interests. In 
conclusion, and most significantly, Indian hopes significantly rest on an acknowledgement by the UN 
itself of the need to expand the UNSC. In an interview to The Guardian (2015), former UN Secretary-
General Kofi Annan said that the Security Council must either reform or risk becoming increasingly 
irrelevant: “If we don’t change the council, we risk a situation where the primacy of the council may be 
challenged by some of the new emerging countries.”  
 
As India’s international profile and capabilities rise due to its ever expanding global and regional 
footprint in diverse areas such as, politics, development, economics, and culture and science and 
technology, India wishes to shift its international position from a rule taker (a constrained role) to a 
rule maker (a system shaping role). The Indian attempts at joining various regimes like the MTCR and 
the ongoing, high-pitched campaign to join the NSG amply indicate that India is no more satisfied with 
being either the target or a mere follower of various international norms and rules, and now wants to 
shape and align them to suit Indian ideas and interests. In conclusion, and most significantly, Indian 
hopes significantly rest on an acknowledgement by the UN itself of the need to expand the UNSC. In 
an interview to The Guardian (2015), former UN SecretaryGeneral Kofi Annan said that the Security 
Council must either reform or risk becoming increasingly irrelevant: “If we don’t change the council, we 
risk a situation where the primacy of the council may be challenged by some of the new emerging 
countries.” 
 

Valente ‘18 - US cooperation with India necessary to stop China 
Valente, Peter. Modern War Institute at West Point. 2018. //TP 
 
The United States cannot respond to this type of threat unilaterally; and beyond Japan and South 
Korea, US willingness to come to the defense of its other Asian allies is viewed as questionable. In 
many ways, India represents a natural counterbalance in a region where China’s strength, leadership, 
and boldness are increasing. While US strategy does not preclude the peaceful rise of China, the South 
China Sea sets a dangerous precedent, and cooperation with India may provide an opportunity to 
discourage this type of behavior in the future. This report provides an analysis of the spaces in which the United States may find success 



 
 

working with India to counterbalance China’s challenge to the status quo—as well as an assessment of the potential hurdles in attempts to do so—both in general 

and through an examination of specific lessons from the South China Sea. 

 

Falling back on institutions of international law—notably the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)—did to some extent serve the purpose of 

delegitimizing China’s claims, but this benefit was overshadowed when the Philippines agreed to treat the Scarborough Shoal issue bilaterally (effectively letting 

China off the hook) rather than sticking to the international body’s ruling. This is a prime example of the importance of building 
diplomatic ties to influence security realities and is an area where India’s participation could lend 
more strength than any of the Southeast Asian states could. A future Indo-Pacific COC concerning 
movement and interaction of military and civilian assets might be more effective in the Indian Ocean 
if it has the weight of India behind it. The weakness of the preexisting framework in Southeast Asia 
allowed China to deal with the Philippines in isolation and to neutralize the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN) as an organization by exerting economic influence over individual members 
like Cambodia and Laos. 
 
The rise of Indo-Pacific strategy in US policy reflects the reality that Asia is not only important as a 
continent, but the waterways surrounding Asia and the connectivity between the Pacific and Indian 
Oceans and Africa are increasingly important for American interests as well as those of China, India, 
ASEAN, and Japan. American economic and security interests are integrally connected with Indo-
Pacific security, so as China rises, it is in our interest to find and improve the means of balancing 
Beijing. The ability for the United States to project influence in Asia and balance China’s rise 
unilaterally is becoming less economically sustainable and less palatable politically. Demographic and 
economic realities in the United States coupled with an American electorate that demonstrated a 
skepticism of traditional multilateral engagement in Asia through its unwillingness to vote for candidates 
in support of the Trans-Pacific Partnership mean that Washington will need strong regional partnerships 
in order to balance a rising China. 
 
For the United States, supporting India in creating a strong and clear COC in the Indian Ocean (similar 
to the framework COC between China and ASEAN in the South China Sea but ideally legally binding) 
would be a tangible step toward preempting any destabilizing actions in the region by China. In the 

arbitration of maritime disputes with Myanmar and India, Bangladesh has been able to negotiate somewhat amicably. The arbitrations relied on the International 

Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) and the Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA), respectively, but a less piecemeal and more comprehensive COC, with buy in 

from a wide range of regional players like Maldives, Sri-Lanka, and ASEAN, will be necessary to give such an agreement the strength it needs to withstand a 

challenge from China. Such a COC would establish a set of rules-based norms, engender trust and cooperation, 
ensure freedom of navigation, and set clear guidelines for arbitration in the case of any international 
disputes. While COC frameworks were created in the South China Sea, nothing was formalized, and notably nothing was ever made legally binding. India 
may be more amenable to establish a legally binding COC for the maritime spaces surrounding South 
Asia; and if so, this would be a boon for security and rule of law in the Indo-Pacific. 
 
India presents itself as a natural counterbalance to China for several reasons and is positioned 
uniquely to play this role. As the only major economy poised to outpace China’s economic and 
demographic growth and having relatively low levels of government debt compared to the United 
States and China, India is more capable than its neighbors of playing a sustained balancing role in Asia. 



 
 

India is positioned amid China’s BRI, and the Indian Ocean is central to several of China’s essential 
trade and investment routes. Thus, there are areas in which India holds geographical leverage that the 
United States does not. Unlike other influential regional players like Russia and Saudi Arabia, India is an 
attractive and realistic partner for Washington in balancing China, because India’s liberal democratic 
values create an alignment of interests (in areas such as counter piracy, counterterrorism, maritime 
domain awareness, and humanitarian assistance / disaster relief) as well as bureaucratic similarities 
(such as the coordination between the military and civilian ministries).3 
 
The upside of India’s nonalignment strategy is that smaller regional actors may be less wary of 
working with India because they don’t view such partnership as a diplomatic commitment to one 
camp or another. Fortunately, India was vocal in its support for freedom of navigation during the 
South China Sea disputes, and Delhi’s willingness to support Vietnam’s claims to disputed South China 
Sea territory indicates that there is potential in setting up clear, multilateral frameworks for other key 
ambiguous areas in the Indo-Pacific. The more gray area there is, the more room there is for China to 
push its own agenda, with the onus on others to push back 
 
 

Krauthammer ‘10 - UNSC seat would bind India and US 
Nor is this some far-off concern. China’s aggressive territorial claims on resource-rich waters claimed by 
Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Japan are already roiling the neighborhood. 
Traditionally, Japan has been the major regional counterbalance. But an aging, shrinking Japan cannot 
sustain that role. Symbolic of the dramatic shift in power balance between once-poor China and once-
dominant Japan was the resolution of their recent maritime crisis. Japan had detained a Chinese captain 
in a territorial-waters dispute. China imposed an embargo on rare-earth minerals. Japan capitulated. 
That makes the traditional U.S. role as offshore balancer all the more important. China’s neighbors, 
from South Korea all the way around to India, are in need of U.S. support of their own efforts at 
resisting Chinese dominion. 
And of all these countries, India, which has fought a border war with China, is the most natural anchor 
for such a U.S. partnership. It’s not just our inherent affinities — democratic, English-speaking, free-
market, dedicated to the rule of law. It is also the coincidence of our strategic imperatives: We both 
face the threat of radical Islam and the longer-term challenge of a rising China. 
Which is why Obama’s dramatic call for India to be made a permanent member of the Security Council 
was so important. However useless and obsolete the U.N. may be, a Security Council seat carries 
totemic significance. It would elevate India, while helping bind it to us as our most strategic and 
organic Third World ally. 
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One straightforward way would be to remind the PRC that it has engaged in multilateral talks in the not 
too distant past. In 2005, China, the Philippines and Vietnam signed a proposal to map seismic zones in 
the SCS. That the Chinese leadership has shown faith in multilateralism to explore the SCS provides 
much-needed ground to encourage further talks. And though more talks aimed at joint exploration 
alone might do little to resolve the thorny questions of sovereignty, they will provide a welcome 
opportunity for collective engagement and help build trust among the claimants. It would also be useful 
to highlight China’s own aspirations for ocean-related industrial economic activities to account for 13 
percent of its GDP by 2020. Being more open to multilateral negotiations could result in a more 
permissive maritime environment, making it easier for China to realize some of its economic goals in 
these waters. Finally, if claimants like Vietnam, Brunei and the Philippines who are more inclined to 
multilateral talks can come together to discuss a solution, it could hasten the process of settlement. 
More than bringing about resolution by itself, coming together would convey a sense of urgency and 
resolve, which could make Beijing more amenable to inclusive dialogue – especially considering that 
by remaining aloof, China would risk taking a significant portion of the blame for the failure of 
multilateralism in the SCS. 
 
Kuok ’18 – solvency exists: Beijing responds to coordinated pressure 
Kuok, Lynn. “Countering China’s Actions in the South China Sea.” Aug. 2018. Lawfare Magazine. 
https://www.lawfareblog.com/countering-chinas-actions-south-china-sea //RJ 
At present, such control is not complete: The United States continues to assert maritime rights in the 
South China Sea and, in a positive development, other maritime powers—Australia, France and the 
United Kingdom—have also asserted such rights. These operations send the important message that 
countries apart from the United States care about maintaining an open South China Sea and that rules 
matter. However, the Trump administration’s failure to express support for Vietnam or to condemn 
China’s threats suggests that while smaller countries on China’s periphery are expected to support 
maritime powers’ defense of navigation, overflight and other freedoms of the seas, the United States 
and others are quite willing to hang these countries out to dry when it comes to defending their 
economic rights—a matter that directly impacts their interests. It also feeds into the narrative that 
support for the United States’ “America First” agenda is effectively a one-way street: all for one and one 
for none. As countries make their strategic calculations, this will hurt U.S. interests. Holding Beijing 
accountable requires action. A comparison of Beijing’s behavior in the first and second year after the 
tribunal ruling suggests that it responds to coordinated pressure to abide by the rule of law and, 
conversely, takes advantage of times when the world looks away. As a major power, the United States 
must organize a regional and international effort to insist that Beijing abide by international law. What 
should this entail? First, coastal states must be supported in standing up to any incursions into their 
exclusive economic zones, including through legal action initiated by coastal states. Second, there must 
be renewed calls to abide by the tribunal’s ruling. Washington went quiet on this partly because of 
Manila’s own reticence but also because of the ruling’s implications for U.S. claims to EEZs from small, 
uninhabited features in the Pacific. The United States should not miss out on the opportunity to 



 
 

demonstrate consistency in supporting the rule of law both within and outside of the South China Sea. 
In this vein, the United States should finally accede to UNCLOS. The United States has already 
committed itself to abiding by the convention; acceding to it, as Adm. Davidson points out, “would give 
the United States greater credibility when calling on other states to adhere to the same rules.” Many 
observers note the double standard when the United States calls on other states to abide by the U.N. 
Convention on the Law of the Sea and comply with decisions of courts and tribunals regarding its 
interpretation when the United States itself has not acceded to the convention. 
 

Valencia  
 
The US has already increased the frequency and aggressiveness of its FONOPs there. To Chinese 
military leaders, it appears that some of the US actions are “illegal” threats to use force. To 
them, the US is flaunting its superior military power and daring China to take the political and 
military risk of confrontation and possible conflict. Reinforcing the notion of a “US threat”, the 
US has markedly stepped up its nuclear capable B52 over flights of the East and South China 
Seas as well as its naval transits of the Taiwan Straits. To China, these are not expressions of 
“legality” but clear threats. The recent near collision between a Chinese warship and the 
Decatur that Gershaneck and Fanell hype as “attempted murder” may have been China’s 
response to this latest constellation of provocations. 
 
In the article’s scenario, the initiating act of WWIII is a miscalculation by a Chinese warship.  
Regardless of who is to “blame” for the situation getting to this point, the authors know that 
this is indeed quite possible because the US Navy is better trained and more disciplined.   
Knowing this, why are they essentially advocating continued provocations by the US — unless 
they want war? Perhaps they are militarists who believe a state should use its military capability 
aggressively to achieve its national interests. For such, the solution is always more power and 
provocations. Compromise and power sharing are anathema. 
 
Most observers think that China’s naval and air force capabilities are still considerably inferior 
to those of the US and that both China and the US well know this. This diminishes the possibility 
of any WWIII — at least for the near future. But if the US keeps pushing, the Gershaneck-Fanell 
scenario of a miscalculation is an increasing possibility. 
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Extra Evidence 
 
Rajesh ‘17  - regional balancing India doesnt need the US 
 
There are multiple advantages to such a regional balancing approach. First, it would allow India to 
balance China without the disadvantage of aligning with another great power such as the United 
States. There tends to be little domestic political controversy about enhancing India’s ties with 
countries in Southeast and East Asia. Indeed, there is multipartisan consensus in India over the need 
to do this. If anything, any criticism of expanding ties with other Asian countries has been about the lack 
of delivery on initiatives like Look East and Act East. 
Second, a regional balancing strategy would circumvent worries in some corners about a new wave of 
U.S. isolationism and the prospect of U.S. unwillingness to balance against China. There has been 
increasing concern in the United States about the cost of the country’s global commitments. Some 
U.S. strategists have argued that these commitments are unnecessary and wasteful, calling for 
Washington to adopt a more restrained strategy.38 These concerns became an important issue in the 
2016 U.S. presidential campaign, though they predate it. Under U.S. President Donald Trump’s 
administration, other countries’ concern about American dependability has only increased. If India were 
to emphasize building strategic partnerships with other Asia Pacific powers, regional balancing could 
also provide an alternative route if the United States should prove to be an unfaithful partner. 
Moreover, a regional alignment could conceivably supplement other forms of balancing, such as 
building up India’s indigenous defense capabilities or partnering with the United States. 
Third, unlike an alignment with another great power, India would likely be the more powerful partner in 
the relationships that would form a regional alignment in Asia, where only Japan is of comparable 
power. This would likely reduce potential concerns in New Delhi that other great powers may seek to 
use India as a pawn in their great power games. India’s greater power relative to most neighboring 
countries should make New Delhi the more indispensable partner in such regional partnerships. 
Fourth, this strategy has an inherent legitimacy. Traditionally, India has objected to great power politics 
that are played out in the territories of small, weak countries for the benefit of others. But a regional 
balancing strategy involves defending small powers against a local hegemon, which is an eminently 
justifiable and legitimate task. Moreover, India is part of the Indo-Pacific region, not an interloper that is 
exploiting the region for its own benefit. 

 
Rajesh ‘17 - India and US both powers that have interest in stopping China 
For the United States, China is not (yet) as direct a military threat, but China’s potential domination of 
the Asia Pacific is an unprecedented challenge to U.S. global dominance.61 The United States will have 
to balance China not only because China seeks hegemony in Asia but also because none of the other 
Asian powers are likely to be strong enough to balance China.62 This small difference in rationale is 



 
 

likely unimportant in practical terms because what matters is that both India and the United States 
have sufficient incentive to counter China’s power. This common interest was the basis of both the 
U.S.-India joint statements at the conclusion of Modi’s summit with former U.S. president Barack 
Obama in 2015 and the end of the summit with President Trump in 2017.63 
 
Rajesh ‘17 - the US has chosen external balancing strategy trying to form alliances 
 
In addition, the United States appears willing to align with others to balance China. Though the 
enormous power the United States wields means that it could conceivably afford an internal 
balancing strategy, it has chosen an external balancing strategy by building or reinforcing alliances 
with China’s neighbors who are even more worried than the United States about China’s power and 
behavior. This is a sensible strategy for the United States because such alliances reduce its burden. 
There are admittedly voices within the U.S. strategic community that suggest that Washington should 
adopt an offshore balancing strategy, conserving U.S. strength until a serious challenger emerges, but 
even proponents of such a strategy concede that the United States might have to step in to balance 
against Beijing because China is simply too strong to be balanced by other Asian states.64 
If the United States were to decide to adopt a purely internal balancing strategy or an isolationist foreign 
policy, Washington would no longer be an attractive strategic partner for India. This is not a concern yet, 
however, because the United States so far has seemed committed to an external balancing strategy. 
Even though there have been some concerns that President Trump does not share the traditional U.S. 
interest in alliances, he has reaffirmed the United States’ commitment to alliances such as NATO, and 
senior officials in the administration have done the same for U.S. alliances in Asia.65 As the U.S.-China 
power differential narrows, the American imperative for balancing China is likely to increase, as is 
Washington’s need for allies. 
 
Rajesh ‘17 -  US wants to ally with India to balance China 
 
Finally, over the last decade, the United States has also demonstrated an implicit willingness to align 
with India to balance China. For instance, the 2015 Joint Vision Statement after the Obama-Modi 
summit mentions the need for ensuring freedom of navigation and overflight and also opposes the 
threat or use of force to settle territorial or maritime disputes—an apparent reference to China’s 
attempts to take control of features in the South China Sea.66In addition, the United States has sought 
to bolster India’s naval capacities, both through military exercises such as the MALABAR series and by 
supplying India with advanced maritime reconnaissance technology, such as the P-81 Poseidon 
aircraft.67 The United States could have decided otherwise: it has plenty of strategic partners already, 
including relatively strong ones such as Japan. But Washington likely recognizes that New Delhi brings 
substantial capacities to the table and that balancing China would be easier with India in the mix. 
Building a partnership with the United States would be difficult, or at the least more expensive, if the 
United States were reluctant to form such a partnership with India. The value of having a willing ally 
should not be underestimated, especially considering that India might not be able to count on Russia 
much because of deepening Russian dependence on China. U.S. willingness to ally with India is often 



 
 

seen by Indian commentators as an indication that Washington needs New Delhi more than India needs 
the United States. This is a mistake: the United States has other choices, but India does not. 
Thus, the greatest benefit of aligning with the United States is that such a partnership can help India 
in balancing China, as a combined result of U.S. capacity, self-interest, external balancing strategy, and 
willingness to partner with India. Though they pale in comparison, a few other advantages of aligning 
with the United States are also worth mentioning. 
 
 
Rajesh ‘17 - India could impose diplomatic costs within the UNSC 
 
The third strategic tool at India’s disposal is multilateral diplomacy. India could potentially use 
multilateral institutions such as the United Nations to undermine the legitimacy of and constrain any 
aggressive Chinese behavior in the international arena. In addition, although India is not a permanent 
UNSC member, New Delhi could conceivably garner support on issues it deems important from other 
states, especially more powerful ones like the United States, and, in so doing, attempt to isolate 
Beijing and deter China from acting against India’s interests. Admittedly, China could opt to veto such 
proceedings in the UNSC, but it would likely pay a diplomatic cost for doing so, and such veto power 
does not extend to the UN General Assembly. Meanwhile, in some situations, New Delhi could also 
conceivably partner with Beijing in such venues, in order to give China an incentive to be more 
accommodating of India’s interests. 
 
Mojan ‘15 Carnegie - India views Chinese expansion as a threat 
 
Mainstream strategic thought in India perceives China as hostile to India’s interests with no real 
compromise possible on the contentious issues between them, especially the boundary dispute. For all 
the efforts to manage the dispute, the balance of military power on the SinoIndian boundary has 
steadily shifted in favor of Beijing. India’s efforts to match Chinese capabilities have resulted in frequent 
military tensions on the border.72 Further, China’s rise is squeezing India’s freedom of action within its 
own neighborhood and the broader IndoPacific region.73 Despite the intellectual dominance of the left-
liberals, third worldists, and Asianists in the foreign policy discourse of India, few in its national elite 
have reason to welcome China’s dominance over Asia. While the Indian political leaders are willing to 
join their Chinese counterparts in welcoming a “multipolar world,” New Delhi fundamentally differs with 
Beijing in its quest for a “multipolar Asia.”74 
 
Today, India’s current anxieties are entirely centered on the expanding Chinese influence in the 
subcontinent. The rapid rise of China has dramatically elevated Beijing’s position in South Asia. India’s 
concern is no longer limited to China’s relationship with Pakistan, but now is concentrated on the steady 
expansion of Chinese economic and strategic influence across the contested border in the Himalayas in 
the north and the island states of the Indian Ocean to the south. India cannot keep the world’s second-
largest economy—measured by exchange rates—out of the subcontinent through a mere political fiat or 
claims of primacy. Nor can New Delhi ask its neighbors not to deepen trade ties with Beijing at a time 
when its own economic cooperation with China is expanding. Therefore, the logic of securing India’s 



 
 

primacy in the neighborhood must involve a strong economic strategy that promotes regional 
integration under the Indian leadership.  
 
The logic of U.S.-Indian strategic coordination in Asia must have an economic component. India has 
deepened commercial ties with ASEAN, Japan, and South Korea through trade liberalization agreements 
and has joined the negotiations on the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership, a proposed free-
trade agreement between ASEAN and six countries including China.  
 
Mojan ‘15 - India knows it cant challenge China alone 
 
As it confronts rising Chinese economic and military power, India has a huge problem—the growing 
strategic gap with China. From a rough parity twenty-five years ago, India’s GDP and defense 
expenditure are now about a fourth of those of China. New Delhi is aware that India cannot bridge the 
gap with China using only internal resources. The case then for an external balancing in collaboration 
with the United States inevitably presents itself.  
 
 

Lynch ‘11 Foreign Policy - India pulled out Congo 
https://foreignpolicy.com/2011/06/14/india-threatens-to-pull-plug-on-peacekeeping/ 
India is preparing to withdraw its four remaining Mi-35 attack helicopters from the U.N. 
mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo early next month, ending years of Indian 
air superiority in the war-wracked Central African nation, and depriving the U.N. of its 
most vital military asset as the country heads into a landmark presidential election. 
The Indian drawdown will deal a blow to the U.N. mission, known by its French acronym 
MONUSCO, which has depended on Indian troops and aircraft to ensure it can protect 
civilians and conduct humanitarian operations in a sprawling nation the size of Western 
Europe, and one with few roads. 
But it also points to a growing reluctance by states to supply complex U.N. peacekeeping 
missions in places like Congo and Sudan with necessary and costly combat aircraft and 
other advanced logistical and communications equipment . 
As the United States and other Western powers have retreated from U.N. peacekeeping over the past 
decade, India and a handful of other developing and emerging powers have filled the gap, supplying the 
U.N. with the bulk of its more than 100,000 peacekeepers needed to run the world’s second-largest 
expeditionary force, after the U.S. military. India, however, has stood apart from other developing 
countries because of its capacity to deploy combat helicopters and other advanced military gear in Africa 
and the political will to use them. 
India’s decision to scale back its military commitment in Congo comes as France is preparing to introduce 
a Security Council resolution calling on the U.N. peacekeeping mission there to play a greater role in 
ensuring the protection of civilians in the months leading up to the election. But the absence of combat 
helicopters will limit the mission’s ability to carry out such responsibilities, and may even force the U.N. 
to close some of its more remote outposts in eastern Congo, according to human rights activists and U.N. 
officials. 
 



 
 

 

PKOS 
https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/india-and-un-peacekeeping-declining-interest-with-grave-
implications?fbclid=IwAR0NeTHIb7v7WiW_nMvy52PiqJBiFeKPdWQsjq7rWUa-unXW757MTuhkLGo 
 
UNPKOs, however, now come with lowered expectations. Expecting a permanent seat as a 
transactional reward was overly optimistic and Indian planners now recognize the host of other 
obstacles affect India’s bid – opposition from China, the Kashmir dispute, the Indian nuclear program 
etc. – and a growing body now favors alternative alignments outside the UN. The ‘African soft power’ 
argument too is not entirely convincing. Africa is important to the Indian strategic interest – the East 
African coastline is within India’s ‘near abroad,’ Africa accounts for about a fifth of Indian oil imports, 
and trade ties are rapidly expanding, but regional challenges in Pakistan, Afghanistan, the Indian 
Ocean, and southeast Asia – all more core to the Indian strategic interest – are growing ever more 
pressing. In net terms, UNPKOs are but one component of Indian defense diplomacy with Africa, 
which in turn is a small component of India’s total economic and political outreach. That too must be 
seen in comparative terms; in FY2009-2010, India’s Rs400bn of aid to Afghanistan was almost 
twenty times the size of its aid to the entire African continent – giving some indication of priorities.[9] 
 
 


