
Pranav and I negate. 
 
Our sole contention is the Indo-Pak Threat. 
 
An Indian permanent seat on the UNSC has the potential to cause a war between India and 
Pakistan for three reasons. 
 
The first is via Pakistan Economic Collapse.  
 
Khan 15 writes for the Monterey Naval Institute that Indian permanent membership would afford 
India the ability to block resolutions brought before the UNSC by Pakistan, allowing it to damage 
Pakistan’s economy in two ways. 
 

1. by blocking Pakistan’s access to financial institutions. Sarwar ‘11 at the ISSI finds that if 
India were a permanent member of the UNSC, it would gain massive influence over 
global financial Institutions like the World Bank and the IMF through increased voting 
power. Unfortunately. Khan 15 of the Monterey Naval Institute finds that if India were a 
permanent member, its power over key financial institutions would allow it to prevent 
Pakistan’s access to these institutions, crippling Pakistan’s already weak economy. The 
IMF is key to Pakistan’s economy, Rensch ‘19 of Public Finance International finds that 
Pakistan’s economy has been reliant on IMF money using their loans to bail themselves 
out 13 times since the 1980s. 

2.  Blocking Water Resources. If granted a permanent seat, India could withhold water flow 
from the Indus River system to Pakistan to damage their agricultural economy. However, 
their capacity to do so is limited in the status quo, as Gettleman 19 at the New York 
Times explains that the current Indus Waters Treaty substantially limits the amount of 
water that they can withhold from Pakistan. Tahir 19 at the Daily Times furthers that the 
primary reason why India adheres to the treaty is to maintain international legitimacy and 
secure a UNSC seat. The incentive to adhere to the treat would disappear once they 
received their seat. Unfortunately, Raza ‘18 of the Diplomat explains that 70 percent of 
Pakistan’s jobs are associated with the agricultural sector, which is why Khan concludes 
that pulling out of the IWT would permanently obliterate the agro-based economy of 
Pakistan.  

 
Pakistani economic collapse is problematic, as Royal 10 of the U.S. Department of Defense 
explains that economic collapse increases the probability of war, as leaders lash out to try to 
secure resources, increasing the probability of full scale escalation. 
 
 
The second is by feeding the hardline narrative. 
 
Filkins 19 finds that hardliners in the Pakistani military needs an enemy in order to justify their 
vast budgets and regular interventions that serve as the main impediment to a final peaceful 



solution. Unfortunately, an Indian permanent seat would feed the hardline narrative, as Kelly 06 
of the Seton Hall Law Review finds that an Indian permanent seat would exacerbate the climate 
of antagonism and rivalry which already exists between India and Pakistan. Ultimately, 
increasing rivalry and enmity between India and Pakistan would give Pakistani hardliners the 
narrative they need to continue escalating conflict in the region, which Filkins concludes would 
make a peaceful solution practically impossible between India and Pakistan. Hardliners 
specifically carry the threat of war between India and Pakistan, as Kazmin 19 of the Financial 
Times finds that hardliners created immense domestic political pressure to act quickly against 
regional opponents, the strengthening of hardline groups create a dangerous spiral of tensions 
that can escalate conflicts quickly. 
 
The third is by creating tensions in Kashmir. 
 
In the status quo, disputes in the Kashmir region are a tinderbox for global conflict. Kroon ‘18 of 
Leiden University finds that disputes in the Kashmir have kept tensions high between India and 
Pakistan, and make future nuclear conflict between India and Pakistan likely. In order to prevent 
full scale nuclear escalation, the Kashmir dispute must be resolved diplomatically. Curtiss ‘02 
at the Burkle Center For International Relations writes that the Kashmir conflict can only be 
solved by neutral 3rd party mediation, like the UN. Empirically, Gulati 14 of the South Asia 
Monitor finds that Pakistan has summoned the United Nations Military Observer Group in India 
and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) to mediate an end to the violence.  
 
Unfortunately, India would act on its opposition to UN mediation in the Kashmir with a 
permanent seat. 
 
Khan 15 writes for the Monterey Naval Institute that because India believes it can extract a 
favorable outcome in the Kashmir region unilaterally, it would weaponize a seat on the UNSC to 
block any attempt at a Kashmir resolution. Ultimately, Garrie ‘19 of Eurasia Future concludes 
that if India were a permanent member of the security council, it would effectively mean that the 
Kashmir crisis could never be solved. 
 
 
The overall terminal impact is nuclear war.  
 
Nuclear war would be devastating, as Helfand ‘12 of the Nuclear Weapons Abolition Committee 
finds that a nuclear war between India and Pakistan would set off a global famine that could kill 
two billion people and effectively end human civilization by wreaking havoc in the atmosphere 
and devastating crop yields, with the effects multiplied as global food markets went into turmoil. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kroon 18 (Steven Kroon, 01-11-2018 "Enduring Tensions: Explaining Conflict Occurrence 
between India and Pakistan beyond Deterrence Theory", Leiden University, 
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/58485/Kroon%2C%20Steven-s1019651
-MA%20Thesis%20POWE-2018.pdf?sequence=1) //PSR 4-27-2019 
 
 At the same time, the Kashmir conflict has kept tensions high between India and Pakistan 
(Ibid.). This makes future nuclear conflict between India and Pakistan likely (Ibid.). 
According to Sagan, the 1999 Kargil War is disturbing, as it shows that nuclear-armed states 
can fight wars – disproving Waltz’ (1981) conception that they do not – making future conflict in 
South Asia more likely (Ibid. 144- 5). 
 
 
Kazmin 19 (Amy Kazmin, 2-27-2019 "Domestic pressures blunt hopes of India-Pakistan 
de-escalation", Financial Times, 
https://www.ft.com/content/eb818b0e-3aa6-11e9-b72b-2c7f526ca5d0)//PSR 4-28-2019 
 
Analysts warned that the conflict risked spiralling out of control, propelled by the domestic 
political pressures on both Mr Khan and Mr Modi, and the clamour by hardliners in both 
countries for tougher action on longtime rivals. Alyssa Ayres, an expert on South Asia at the 
Council for Foreign Relations, a Washington think-tank, said: “You can imagine a very 
dangerous escalation spiral here. The world has not really focused on how this could 
escalate very quickly.”  
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Gulati 14 (Monish Gulati, 10-13-2014 "India-Pakistan tensions: Making sense of current 
transgression",South Asia Monitor, 
https://southasiamonitor.org/news/india-pakistan-tensions-making-sense-of-current-transgressio
n/infocus/9204) //PSR 4-27-2019 
 
Amid this simmering tension, the United Nations has asked the two countries to resolve all 
issues diplomatically through meaningful dialogue and UN chief Ban Ki-moon has expressed 
grave concern over the rising tension between the two sides. Pakistan, in the meanwhile, has 
summoned the United Nations Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) 
to mediate an end to the violence, alleging that its efforts to secure peace, tranquillity on 
the Line of Control and the Working Boundary have elicited no cooperation from the Indian 
side. 
 
Filkins 19 (Dexter Filkins, 2-28-2019 "Why the War Between India and Pakistan for Kashmir 
Burns On", New Yorker, 
https://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/why-the-war-between-india-and-pakistan-for-kash
mir-burns-on) //PSR 4-27-2019 
 
Where does it end? To me, the main impediment to a final peace has always been the 
Pakistani military. Not only have Pakistan’s generals fuelled the insurgency, and sheltered 
and abetted terrorist groups such as Jaish-e-Mohammed and Lashkar-e-Taiba, but, by 
smothering Pakistani democracy, they have also made reconciliation between the two 
countries all but impossible. The Pakistani military needs an enemy in order to justify its 
vast budgets and regular interventions in domestic politics. In a televised address this week, 
Imran Khan, Pakistan’s Prime Minister (who came to power with the military’s support), 
appealed to India’s leaders in a way that seemed designed to break the impasse. “With the 
weapons you have and the weapons we have, can we afford miscalculation?” Khan asked. 
 
 
Rajghatta 10 (Chidanand Rajghatta, 9-29-2010 "Obama's pitch: Fix Kashmir for UN Security 
Council seat", Economic Times, 
https://m.economictimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/obamas-pitch-fix-kashmir-for-un-security-
council-seat/articleshow/6649088.cms) //PSR 4-27-2019 
 
"Why can't we have straightforward talks with India on why a stable Pakistan is crucial?" Obama 
is reported as musing at one meeting. "India is moving toward a higher place in its global 
posture. A stable Pakistan would help." Implicit in the rumination is the idea that settling Kashmir 
would mollify Pakistan, where, US officials say, hardliners are using the unresolved issue as 
an excuse to breed an army of terrorists aimed at bleeding India. But that is easier said than 
done, according to Bruce Riedel, author of the Obama administration's Af-Pak strategy, who has 
canvassed the centrality of the Kashmir issue to peace and stability in the region. The spoiler 
to any settlement is the hardline Pakistani military and its jihadist proxies for whom 
attrition and confrontation with India is an article of faith. 
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Chan-Wahn, Kim. (Head of the Department of Indian and ASEAN Studies, Hankuk University of 
Foreign Studies) “India’s quiet diplomacy seeking a permanent UN Security Council seat” 
POSRI Chindia Quarterly, Winter 2012. //PSR 
https://www.posri.re.kr/files/file_pdf/71/273/2881/71_273_2881_file_pdf_1201-06_03_Issue.pdf 
 
Quiet diplomacy is also seen in India’s relations with Pakistan. Pakistan has invaded India 
as many as four times. It has directly or indirectly supported militant groups that constantly 
conduct terrorist activities against India, primarily in Kashmir. A series of terrorist attacks in 
Mumbai were allegedly conducted by Pakistan-based terrorist groups. India took a harsh 
stance immediately after the attacks, but returned to its usual soft stance over time. 
India’s primary reasons for maintaining appeasement policies toward Pakistan are 
national security and peace-building in South Asia, but Pakistan’s continuing opposition to 
India’s bid for a permanent seat on the UNSC was another reason. In order to ease 
Pakistan’s opposition, India tried to address issues quietly rather than amplifying conflicts 
with Pakistan. 
 
Associated Press 19 (AP, 3-9-2019 "India-Pakistan tensions: All the latest updates", Al Jazeera, 
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2019/02/india-pakistan-tensions-latest-updates-190227063414
443.html) //PSR 3-28-2019 
 
India has said that it was returning a key diplomat to Pakistan's capital amid an easing of 
tensions between the nuclear neighbours, but also demanded that its archrival take concrete 
steps against armed fighters operating from its territory. India's high commissioner to Pakistan 
was to return to Islamabad on Saturday, Indian External Affairs Ministry spokesman Raveesh 
Kumar said in a statement. Pakistan had announced earlier in the week that its high 
commissioner to India was returning to New Delhi. The moves come after the two countries 
recalled their diplomats for consultations as tensions flared after a February 14 suicide attack on 
a convoy of Indian paramilitary soldiers in Pulwama in India-administered Kashmir that at least 
killed 40 soldiers. 
 
 
Roy ‘19 ( 3-1-2019 "Kashmir Is Potentially The Flashpoint For A Future Nuclear War", Common 
Dreams, 
https://www.commondreams.org/views/2019/03/01/kashmir-potentially-flashpoint-future-nuclear-
war-0) //PSR 3-31-2019 
 
Kashmir is the most densely militarized zone in the world, with an estimated half a million 
Indian soldiers posted there. In addition to the Intelligence Bureau, the Research and 
Analysis Wing and the National Intelligence Agency, the uniformed forces  – the Army, the 
Border Security Force, the Central Reserve Police Force (and of course the Jammu and 
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Kashmir Police) each does its own intelligence gathering. People live in terror of informers, 
double agents and triple agents who could be anybody from old school friends to family 
members. Under these circumstances, an attack on the scale of what happened in Pulwama is 
more than just shocking. As one pithy Twitter commentator put it, (she was referring to the 
increasingly popular Hindu vigilante practice in North India, of tracking down and lynching 
Muslims accused of killing cows), how is it that the BJP “can trace 3 kg of beef but cannot trace 
350 kg of RDX”? 
... 
The war that we are in the middle of, is not a war between India and Pakistan. It is a war that is 
being fought in Kashmir which expanded into the beginnings of yet another war between India 
and Pakistan. Kashmir is the real theatre of unspeakable violence and moral corrosion that 
can spin us into violence and nuclear war at any moment. To prevent that from 
happening, the conflict in Kashmir has to be addressed and resolved. That can only be 
done if Kashmiris are given a chance to freely and fearlessly tell the world what they are fighting 
for and what they really want. 
 

 
Curtiss 02 (Richard H. Curtiss, April 2002 "Solving the Kashmir Conflict: India and Pakistan: 
The World’s Most Dangerous Place", Ronald W. Burkle Center For International Relations, 
https://www.wrmea.org/002-august/solving-the-kashmir-conflict-india-and-pakistan-the-worlds-m
ost-dangerous-place.html) //PSR 3-31-2019 
The people of Kashmir have an inalienable right to progress and develop alongside the other 
free nations of the world. The people of Kashmir want to get on and build a healthy democratic 
society in Kashmir. They want to live in harmony and peace with their neighbors.But there are 
real obstacles to achieving peace in Kashmir. And, as noted above, to avoid in South Asia 
an untenable situation like that in the Middle East, the dispute over Kashmir, the world’s 
most dangerous conflict, must and can only be resolved with third-party mediation. 
 
 
Gent, S. E., & Shannon, M. (2010). The Effectiveness of International Arbitration and 
Adjudication: Getting Into a Bind. The Journal of Politics, 72(2), 366–380. 
www.sci-hub.tw/10.1017/s0022381609990788 
 
Using the ICOW dataset, we identify whether each settlement attempt successfully ends a 
territorial claim.8 According to the ICOW codebook, an attempt ends a claim if it results in the 
end of contention over the entire territory covered by the claim. Our dependent variable is a 
dichotomous variable that indicates whether a settlement attempt resulted in an agreement that 
ended the territorial claim in question.9 Overall, settlement attempts successfully end territorial 
claims about 21% of the time. However, effectiveness varies across the different types of 
attempts. Binding third-party attempts, which end claims in 63% of cases, are much more 
effective than either bilateral or nonbinding third party negotiations (17% and 18%, 
respectively). We turn to a multivariate analysis to examine whether the relationship holds after 
controlling for other factors that may influence the effectiveness of settlement attempts 
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Khan 2015 (Aamir Hussain Khan, has masters in Strategic Studies from Naval Postgraduate 
School, “UNSC’S EXPANSION: PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 
REGIONS AND THE WORLD”, Naval Postgraduate School, December 2015, 
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a632266.pdf DOA: March 7th 2019) 
 
India has been able to draw out the issue of Kashmir for over 68 years, intending to wait for 
the opportune moment to accrue maximum benefit. The permanent seat at the Council is one 
such moment through which India can extract a favorable outcome. The UNSC Resolution 
38219 is the oldest resolution of the UNSC, which is still waiting for its final and just disposal. 
India has rejected the role of the international community and considers the Kashmir dispute to 
be a bilateral issue between India and Pakistan. Unfortunately, however, the bilateralism has 
failed because of India’s brinkmanship and failure to accept Kashmir as a disputed 
territory. 
 
Modi of all people should know that power doesn’t come by begging for it. Instead there is a time and tide in the affairs of nations 
that catapult them to greatness. The time is not ripe as yet for India. All the carping about contributing to UN peace keeping missions 
does not help. Pakistan, and even Bangladesh, too have contributed enough forces. Should they too get a perma-seat on that 

basis? There is also a view, fostered of course by Pakistan, that if India gets a perma-seat with veto power, it 
will block any resolution on Kashmir. India has not been able to dispel this thinking. Of all the countries that have 
a chance of making it, it is not anyone of the aforementioned, but Germany. Germany is the anchor of Europe and no big powers 
oppose its bid. Were Germany to enter the security council, the council will become even whiter, and even more European, than it 
already is, but real-politik for the P-5 is not adequate representation for brown or black nations, but entry for one who they believe is 
like-minded, powerful, and non-controversial. 

 
 
Garrie ‘19 (Adam Garrie, Geopolitical Expert at Eurasia Future, a global policy and analysis think tank, 03-02-2019, 
"India's Aggression Against Pakistan Has Held Back The Prospect of UN Reform", Eurasia 
Future, 
https://eurasiafuture.com/2019/03/02/indias-aggression-against-pakistan-has-held-back-the-pro
spect-of-un-reform/) //PSR 4-5-2019 
An India veto at the UN’s highest security body would effectively mean that the Kashmir 
crisis could never be solved as clearly, the civilians of Indian occupied Kashmir do not want to 
be ruled by New Delhi. And yet, by giving India a permanent seat Security Council, India’s 
Ambassador could simply veto any motion put forward calling for peace, justice and 
calm in Kashmir. If certain and generally well-meaning proponents of UN reform had their way, 
this is just what would happen as due to its size, India is typically considered as a potential 
permanent member of a reformed Security Council, far more often than Pakistan is mentioned 
in such a context. 
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Khan 2015 (Aamir Hussain Khan, has masters in Strategic Studies from Naval Postgraduate 
School, “UNSC’S EXPANSION: PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 
REGIONS AND THE WORLD”, Naval Postgraduate School, December 2015, 
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a632266.pdf DOA: March 7th 2019) 
 
Without resolution of the Kashmir dispute, India does not qualify to be a member of the UNSC. 
India has refused to implement the resolutions of the UNSC over settlement of the Kashmir 
dispute. It would be unjust to award membership of the council to a country that has violated its 
resolution. As a permanent member of the UNSC, India can influence favorable decisions 
at the UNSC over Kashmir. Furthermore, India, due to its strong conventional military, can 
resort to the use of force on the pretext of pre-emption or hot pursuit to coerce Pakistan to 
change its stance on Kashmir in favor of India. India has been able to draw out the issue of 
Kashmir for over 68 years, intending to wait for the opportune moment to accrue maximum 
benefit. The permanent seat at the Council is one such moment through which India can 
extract a favorable outcome. The UNSC Resolution 38219 is the oldest resolution of the 
UNSC, which is still waiting for its final and just disposal. India has rejected the role of the 
international community and considers the Kashmir dispute to be a bilateral issue between India 
and Pakistan. Unfortunately, however, the bilateralism has failed because of India’s 
brinkmanship and failure to accept Kashmir as a disputed territory. 
 
Sarwar N. Expansion of the United Nations Security Council. Strategic Studies. 2011 Sep 
30;31(3). http://issi.org.pk/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/1328593104_35074620.pdf 
 
Besides, as a permanent member of the Security Council, India will have a great say in 
global financial Institutions like the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF). The current IMF chief has already acknowledged that countries like China and India 
“deserve increased IMF voting power commensurate with their growing economic clout, and a 
fair shot at the emergency lending institution‟s top decision-making posts.” 23 So, a 
permanent seat for India in the Council would increase its influence on the United 
System, including the Bretton Woods institutions (IMF and IBRD). And Pakistan, whose 
economy is already in a far from healthy state, could face problem in getting loans from 
these global financial institutions due to Indian influence. 
 
 
Khan 2015 (Aamir Hussain Khan, has masters in Strategic Studies from Naval Postgraduate 
School, “UNSC’S EXPANSION: PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 
REGIONS AND THE WORLD”, Naval Postgraduate School, December 2015, 
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a632266.pdf DOA: March 7th 2019) 
 
The economic power of India backed by strong diplomatic weight could be devastating for 
Pakistan’s economy. India could destroy Pakistan’s economy by making Pakistan run dry 
by stopping the flow of western rivers, guaranteed to Pakistan under bilateral treaty 
between India and Pakistan—the Indus Water treaty (IWT). By disregarding the international 
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binding of the World Bank as Guarantor in the IWT, India could obliterate the agro-based 
economy of Pakistan, which is a mainstay of Pakistan’s economy. The permanent 
membership would afford India an enormous advantage to block resolutions brought 
before the UNSC by Pakistan. Furthermore, as a permanent member of the UNSC, India 
could use its influence over international financial institutions, such as the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank to prevent Pakistan’s access to these 
institutions; this would greatly damage Pakistan’s already weak economy.220 Likewise, all 
permanent members are represented on various committees. 
 
 
Helfand ‘12 (citing Ira Helfand and the Nobel Peace Prize-winning International Physicians for 
the Prevention of Nuclear War and Physicians for Social Responsibility, India-Pakistan nuclear 
war could 'end human civilisation', 10 December 2013, 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/10507342/India-Pakistan-nuclear-war
-could-end-human-civilisation.html // PSR 
 
 
A nuclear war between India and Pakistan would set off a global famine that could kill 
two billion people and effectively end human civilization, a study said Tuesday. Even if 
limited in scope, a conflict with nuclear weapons would wreak havoc in the atmosphere 
and devastate crop yields, with the effects multiplied as global food markets went into 
turmoil, the report said. The Nobel Peace Prize-winning International Physicians for the 
Prevention of Nuclear War and Physicians for Social Responsibility released an initial 
peer-reviewed study in April 2012 that predicted a nuclear famine could kill more than a 
billion people. In a second edition, the groups said they widely underestimated the impact in 
China and calculated that the world's most populous country would face severe food insecurity. 
"A billion people dead in the developing world is obviously a catastrophe unparalleled in human 
history. But then if you add to that the possibility of another 1.3 billion people in China being at 
risk, we are entering something that is clearly the end of civilization," said Ira Helfand, the 
report's author. `  said that the study looked at India and Pakistan due to the 
longstanding tensions between the nuclear-armed states, which have fought three 
full-fledged wars since independence and partition in 1947. 

 

Global war – diversionary theory’s true 

ROYAL, 10 – Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense (Jedediah, 

“Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War 

and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215) 

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. 
Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic 
decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has 
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been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on 
the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle 
theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a 
pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, 
exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also 
Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation 
(Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a 
permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power 
(Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with 
parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, 
although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and 
security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of 
trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding 
economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely 
to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. 
However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as 
energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain 
access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations 
either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others 
have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. 
Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict , 
particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and 
external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn 
internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to 
amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & 
Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism 
(Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to 
external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. 
“Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting 
governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around 
the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find 
supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. 
Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards 
diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that 
democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of 
domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic 
performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an 
increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic 
integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship 
links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied 
connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the 
economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other 
perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, 
such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic 
interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of 
and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered 
ancillary to those views. 
 
Deutsche Welle (Www.Dw xx (Deutsche Welle (Www.Dw, xx-xx-xxxx "How could the UN help 
resolve the Kashmir dispute?", DW, 



https://www.dw.com/en/how-could-the-un-help-resolve-the-kashmir-dispute/a-18120254) //PSR 
3-31-2019 
 
The UN could play the role of a truly neutral mediator. This is a role that the US has sometimes  
sought to play, but with little success - particularly because there is mistrust in its relationship 
with both Islamabad and New Delhi. There really is no country that could be taken seriously as 
a credible mediator, given that few countries have deep, trusted relationships with both India 
and Pakistan. 
 
 
http://archive.wilsonquarterly.com/sites/default/files/articles/WQ_VOL24_SU_2000_Article_03.p
df 
Nehru’s successors continue to challenge the world order, proposing schemes for nuclear disarmament and the radical restructuring 
of the UN Security Council. India emerged from World War II as the world’s fourth largest industrial power and second most 
populous state, but it was not considered for a Security Council seat, nor did the Indian leadership, swamped with the politics of 
partition and independence, press for one. (Nehru rejected an American proposal that India take China’s seat on the Security 

Council, believing that China would eventually be grateful for this gesture.) Now India seeks a seat both for the 
status it would confer and the voice (and veto) it would provide on major global issues. Not 
incidentally, a veto would also allow Delhi to keep the United Nations out of the Kashmir 
conflict. 
 
Rensch 19 (Simone Rensch, 2-1-2019 "IMF 'stands ready to support Pakistan'", Public Finance 
International, 
https://www.publicfinanceinternational.org/news/2019/02/imf-stands-ready-support-pakistan1) 
//PSR 3-31-2019 
 
The IMF has asked Pakistan to carry out reforms in order to secure its 13th bailout from the 
Washington-based lender since the 1980s. Khan, who was elected last year, has blamed the 
economic situation in Pakistan on the previous government. The Pakistani rupee has declined 
by 20% in the past year and the country’s reserves are running out. He has been reluctant to 
ask the IMF for support, as a bailout is likely to include conditions that will curb government 
spending and could threaten his campaign promise to build a stronger economy. Khan and 
Lagarde met during the World Government Summit, hosted by the United Arab Emirates in 
Dubai. The IMF chief said after their meeting that the IMF “stands ready to support Pakistan”. 
She added: “I also highlighted that decisive policies and a strong package of economic reforms 
would enable Pakistan to restore the resilience of its economy and lay the foundations for 
stronger and more inclusive growth. “As emphasised in the new government’s policy agenda, 
protecting the poor and strengthening governance are key priorities to improve people’s living 
standards in a sustainable manner.” This would be the country’s second bailout package in 
six years. According to Tim Jones, economist at the Jubilee Debt Campaign, Pakistan has 
been reliant on IMF money for 33 of the past 46 years. 
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Gettleman 19 (Jeffrey, South Asia Bureau Chief for the New York Times, 2/21/19,  “India 
Threatens a New Weapon Against Pakistan: Water”)  BC 3/29/19  
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/02/21/world/asia/india-pakistan-water-kashmir.html 
 
India vowed Thursday to cut back on water flowing through its rivers to arid Pakistan, a threat it 
has made before but now seems more determined to carry out in the wake of a suicide bomb 
attack last week for which India has blamed Pakistan. Nitin Gadkari, India’s transport minister, 
said in a Twitter message that “Our Govt. has decided to stop our share of water which used to 
flow to Pakistan. We will divert water from Eastern rivers and supply it to our people in Jammu 
and Kashmir and Punjab.” Some analysts said this was the strongest threat India has made yet 
since the attack in which a suicide bomber killed more than 40 Indian troops in the disputed 
region of Kashmir. A full-blown water war could be catastrophic to the hundreds of millions of 
people in India and Pakistan who depend on river water. But this latest threat was not 
accompanied by details on when or how India might act to divert more water from Pakistan 
downstream or how large, in reality, such diversions would be. Under a longstanding treaty 
governing the use of the Indus River and its tributaries, Pakistan still controls most of the 
water and India has not challenged that. 
 
Tahir 19 (Ali, 2-26-2019, "Can India really stop Pakistan’s water?", Daily Times, 
https://dailytimes.com.pk/358757/can-india-really-stop-pakistans-water/, BS 3-29-2019) 
 
First, blocking Pakistan’s water would result in a blow to the image that India is trying to 
maintain as the saner state at the global level, one that has already been dented by the 
Kulbhushan Yadav case and unfounded allegations on Pakistan post the Pulwama attack. In 
case, India does block Pakistan’s water, it would only be to Pakistan’s benefit, where it would be 
seen as the more legitimate state suffering from the hands of a self-assumed regional hegemon. 
It would have diplomatic consequences, and with India continuing to try to isolate Pakistan 
diplomatically, asking for a permanent position at the UN Security Council and the Nuclear 
Suppliers Group, India’s aim would be inordinately compromised. 
 
Raza 18, (Muhammad Mohsin, Reporter for the Diplomat, 6-19-18, “Thirsty Days Ahead: 
Pakistan’s Looming Water Crisis”)  BC 3/29/19 
https://thediplomat.com/2018/06/thirsty-days-ahead-pakistans-looming-water-crisis/ 
 
Pakistan is running out of fresh water at an alarming rate, and authorities anticipate that it is 
likely to suffer a shortage of 31 million acre-feet (MAF) of water by 2025. The shortfall will be 
devastating for a country with an agriculture-based economy. Nearly 70 percent of the 
Pakistan’s population is directly or indirectly associated with agriculture, which accounts 
for 26 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP). Farmers are likely to feel the pinch in 
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the form of in-season water shortages, which in turn, will affect their crop growth and delay 
harvesting, resulting in reduced production. 
 
 
 
 
Pierson 11 (Pierson, Charles, 2-7-2011 "The war through Pakistani eyes.", American 
Diplomacy, https://www.thefreelibrary.com/The+war+through+Pakistani+eyes-a0249390924) 
//PSR 4-18-2019 
The United States has time and again ignored Pakistan's security concerns and courts India because of India's bigger economy and 
so that India will act as a counterweight to China. President Obama's proposal, during his trip to India in November, that India be 
admitted as a permanent member of the UN Security council infuriated and frightened Pakistanis who feel acutely the sting of this 
partisan treatment of the two countries. Pakistani soldiers and civilians are dying in a war that Pakistan believes (as clearly 
conveyed to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton during her latest visit to Pakistan) to be a U.S. war imposed on Pakistan through 

threats. Meanwhile, India is offered the plum of Security Council membership as a reward 
for defying the Council's resolutions on Kashmir. While innocent Pakistanis are killed in 

U.S. drone attacks, India is to be rewarded despite its atrocious record in Kashmir of official 
rape, torture, extrajudicial executions, and disappearances. What offends Pakistanis 
most is that a permanent Indian presence on the Security Council would doom Kashmir's 
only hope for an impartial resolution of its nightmarish situation.  
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C2: Peacekeeping 
In the status quo Indian Peacekeeping commitment is reducing. Singh 08 for India Express 
writes that Indian peacekeepers are being vetted for future missions and some will not be 
allowed to continue. Lynch 11 for Foreign Policy says that India has withdrawn peacekeeping 
units from Africa 
 
Affirming increases the number of Indian UN peacekeepers. Mukherjee 15 for Brookings writes 
that  India’s claim to a permanent membership of the United Nations Security Council rests on 
its contribution to UN peacekeeping operations. Mukherjee continues that because the only way 
India can legitimize itself as a permanent member is by increasing troop commitments, India has 
already created a plan to increase blue helmets. 
 
At best peacekeeping fails. Boot 2k for CFR writes that empirically,the U.N. has a complete 
record of failure in its peacekeeping missions. Problematically, Ogwyn 05 at TomorrowWorld 
writes that peacekeepers perpetrate sexual violence and rape. He continues that the problem is 
systemic and inherent to the peacekeeping structure. There are two impacts 

1. Rape Itself. Baker 15 writes at Times that rape is an impact worse than death because 
after rape the victim appears to the community like someone who is cursed. After rape, 
no one will talk to you it's akin to a living death 

2. Extinction. Nhanenge 07 writes at the University of South Africa that rape is a 
dehumanizing process. Problematically, Berube 97 at the University of South Carolina 
concludes that dehumanization condones all atrocities including nuclear extinction. 

Blocking Water Resources. If granted a permanent seat, India could withhold water flow from 
the Indus River system to Pakistan to damage their agricultural economy. However, their 
capacity to do so is limited in the status quo, as Gettleman 19 at the New York Times explains 
that the current Indus Waters Treaty substantially limits the amount of water that they can 
withhold from Pakistan. Tahir 19 at the Daily Times furthers that the primary reason why India 
adheres to the treaty is to maintain international legitimacy and secure a UNSC seat. The 
incentive to adhere to the treat would disappear once they received their seat. Unfortunately, 
Raza ‘18 of the Diplomat explains that 70 percent of Pakistan’s jobs are associated with the 
agricultural sector, which is why Khan concludes that pulling out of the IWT would permanently 
obliterate the agro-based economy of Pakistan.   



 
 


