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**No Impact**

No Middle East War

No Middle East war – self-interest prevents.

Ray Takeyh, Susan Cook, and Suzanne Maloney, Fellows at the Brookings Institution and Senior Fellow for Foreign Policy at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, June 28, 2007, International Herald Tribune, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0628iraq_maloney.aspx
Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq.  The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq.  Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict.
No escalation – No draw-in, US and Russia will manage conflict. 

Dr. Subhash Kapila, Consultant, Strategic Affairs with South Asia Analysis Group, June 5, 2008, “MIDDLE EAST: THE STRATEGIC POWER-PLAY BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND RESURGENT RUSSIA,” http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers28%5Cpaper2725.html
Strategic power-play does not necessarily imply military confrontation and armed conflict.  Power-play implies the use of political, economic and strategic leverages to get the appropriate results for ones national security interests in a region.  Even at the height of the Cold War and the wars in the Middle East, the United States and Russia used back channel diplomacy and consultations for conflict-escalation prevention.  One could say that there was some sort of “shared strategic management” of the Middle East.  Therefore, even today one can reasonably assert that despite the power-play in action between the United States and Russia in the Middle East, some significant strategic convergences exist between these two global players.
No Middle East War

No major Middle East conflict – no country will risk escalation.

Patrick Seale, leading British writer on the Middle East with a degree specializing in the Middle East from Oxford, April 25, 2008, “Will the Mideast Go Up in Flames this Summer?” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/?id=25553
These are dangerously unsettled times in the Middle East. There are so many bitter scores to settle, so much violent dissension, such implacable hatreds, that it would take only a spark to set the whole region alight. Or so it would seem. Many observers predict a hot and bloody summer.  What they have in mind is not only a continuation of the calamitous wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the possible extension of the Afghan conflict to the tribal areas of Pakistan, but rather a major war in the Levant.  The fear in the region is of another war breaking out between Israel and its neighbours, a war which would engulf Lebanon, Syria and the occupied Palestinian territories -- and even risk an intervention by Iran. In view of America’s close alliance with Israel, American interests would inevitably be affected.  In a new warning this week, the US State Department urged Americans to defer traveling to Lebanon and advised those in the country to "consider carefully the risk of remaining."  So how imminent is the threat of war?  Could the Arabs start a war? That must be judged highly unlikely. Hizbullah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza have the ability to provoke Israel with pinpricks, but whatever they might manage to do -- say, in the way of Qassam rockets or hit-and-run cross-border attacks -- the initiative to escalate the conflict into a major war would always lie with Israel.  Syria is the only one of Israel’s neighbours with any serious military capability. Might Syria then start a war? This, too, is highly implausible, because of the rumoured divisions within its top army cadres, but also because Israel is so much stronger. Israel has highly-developed military industries of its own and receives massive aid and advanced weaponry from the United States.  Indeed, Syria’s current stance would seem to be merely defensive. It failed, or was unable, to respond when the Israeli air force, in a surprise and unprovoked attack -- no doubt intended to intimidate Damascus -- destroyed a military installation in eastern Syria last September. Far from wanting war, Syria has on the contrary sought to defuse tensions by calling repeatedly for peace talks with Israel -- most recently in the message it conveyed last week through former US President Jimmy Carter.  Syria’s President Bashar al-Asad told Carter that he believed that about 85 percent of the issues between Syria and Israel had been resolved in negotiations in the 1990s, and that he was eager to conclude a deal as soon as possible.  The answer, therefore, to the question of whether war will break out this summer must lie with Israel. In particular, it will depend on whether Israel continues to choose to resolve some of its strategic dilemmas by force.  Three of these dilemmas seem particularly pressing. They relate to:  • the unprecedented rise of the Islamic Republic of Iran as a major regional power;  • the challenge posed by Hizballah and Hamas, two militant non-state actors on Israel’s borders; and,  • the possible changes which a new American president might make next year to America’s Middle East policy.  Iran has emerged as a regional rival, not only of Israel but also of the United States. Its influence is huge in Iraq, increasing in Syria and Lebanon, and is now reaching into the Palestinian Territories and the Gulf States. It poses a threat to the regional hegemony the United States has enjoyed since the collapse of the Soviet Union.  Foolishly, the United States did not foresee that by attacking and destroying Iraq -- with Israel’s eager encouragement -- it would create the conditions for Iran’s emergence. The United States and Israel must now live with the consequences of their strategic blunder.  Contrary to Israeli fears and propaganda, Iran’s nuclear programme poses no known "existential threat" to the Jewish state. But it could knock Israel off its perch as the Middle East’s most powerful nuclear and military state, thereby limiting its freedom of action against such local adversaries as Syria, Hizbullah and Hamas.  Will Israel -- with or without US help -- attack Iran’s nuclear facilities? In spite of the bellicose rhetoric of some Israeli leaders, this seems highly unlikely. The predictable consequences for the region of such an act, for Israel itself and for American interests, are too horrendous to contemplate. The United States and Israel will probably have to make do with containment and deterrence, while continuing their efforts to undermine Iran’s economy and to mobilize Arab states against it -- as US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice was attempting to do in Kuwait this week.  Israel would, of course, like to destroy both Hizbullah and Hamas. But this is no easy task, since the two movements are deeply implanted in the local populations and wage a form of asymmetric guerrilla warfare, with which a conventional and increasingly disenchanted army like Israel’s is ill-equipped to deal.  Israel tried -- and failed -- to smash Hizbullah in its costly Lebanon war of 2006. Only a very rash Israeli leader would try again in the present circumstances. Israel will no doubt have to live with a powerful Hizbullah, backed by Iran and Syria, dictating the political order in Lebanon.  Meanwhile, Israel continues to attempt to bring down the Hamas government by besieging, starving, and bombarding the 1.5 million inhabitants of Gaza. But this brutal policy shows no sign of success. For Hamas to accept the siege would eventually mean a slow death. It is, therefore, challenging the blockade by attacking Israeli crossing points when it can, much as it did last January when it brought down the fence on the Egyptian border, leading to a mass break-out of some 700,000 hungry Palestinians.  A further major worry on the Israeli horizon is that the next American president might not be as aggressively pro-Israeli as George W. Bush. The possibility of an American withdrawal from Iraq and of a US "grand bargain" with Iran must also be a source of great anxiety. It is not surprising that US-Israeli lobbyists, including the big guns of the Washington Institute, strongly support John McCain, smear Barack Obama and have mounted a venomous campaign against Jimmy Carter.  Has Israel got an alternative? Yes, the alternative is a comprehensive peace. But Israel is unwilling -- indeed unable -- to pay the price of such a peace, which would require a withdrawal to the 1967 borders. No Israeli leader has the political vision or the moral authority to contemplate such a move. Too many facts have been created on the ground on Palestinian territory. The messianic Israeli dream of controlling the whole of historic Palestine remains very much alive.  Nor can Israel consider accepting the terms proposed by Hamas, which are an exchange of prisoners, a lifting of the Gaza siege and a mutual ten-year truce. To accept such terms would mean accepting a form of mutual deterrence, something Israel has traditionally rejected.  The truth would seem to be that Israel can neither wage a full-scale war against its opponents nor make peace with them. It is therefore condemned to continue to rely on its present policies of besieging Gaza, intimidating its opponents by long-distance air and commando strikes, and decapitating hostile resistance movements by assassination.  Such skirmishes seem bound to continue, keeping the region in a high state of tension and taking a heavy toll on civilians, especially Palestinians. Barring a miscalculation by one side or another, this low-level warfare would, however, have the merit of sparing the region a major conflagration.  The summer may not, after all, be as bloody as some fear.
No North Korea war
No risk of North Korean War – Deterrence checks

Kang 03 [David, associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the
Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College, “The Avoidable Crisis in North Korea”, Columbia University Press, 2003, ScienceDirect]

North Korea has not attacked South Korea for fifty years because deterrence works. Despite the tension that has existed on the peninsula, the armistice line has held. Neither side has attempted to mount a major military operation, nor has either side attempted to challenge deterrence on the peninsula. 6 Deterrence will continue to hold even if North Korea develops and deploys a nuclear weapon. Deterrence requires both sides to know that the other side can inflict unacceptable costs on it. Since 1953 North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military, and more important, U.S. military deployments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops and nuclear-tipped Lance missiles and even today include 38,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any conflict on the peninsula. The result has not been surprising: although tension is high, the balance of power has been stable. Far from being an unstable ‘‘powder keg,’’ for five decades both sides have moved cautiously and avoided major military mobilizations that could spiral out of control. The balance of power has held because any war on the peninsula would have disastrous consequences for both sides. The capitals of Seoul and Pyongyang are less than 150 miles apart—closer than New York and Baltimore. Seoul is 30 miles from the demilitarized zone that separates the North and the South (DMZ), and easily within reach of North Korea’s artillery tubes. U.S. General Gary Luck estimates that a war on the Korean peninsula would cost the US$1 trillion in economic damage and result in one million casualties, including 52,000 U.S. military casualties. The North, although it has numerically larger armed forces, faces much more highly trained and capable U.S.-South Korean armed forces. With the North growing continually weaker relative to the South, the chances for war become even slimmer. North Korea never had the material capabilities to be a serious contender to the U.S.-South Korean alliance, and it fell further behind early. So the real question has not been whether North Korea would engage in a preventive attack as South Korea caught up, but why North Korea might fight as it fell further and further behind.
North Korea does not want war – assumes their evidence 

Yokota 10 [Takashi, “No War With North Korea”, Newsweek. New York: Jun 7, 2010. Vol. 155, Iss. 23, proquest]
The two Koreas have seemed headed for a serious collision ever since international investigators confirmed that it was a North -Korean torpedo that sank the South's warship Cheonan on March 26. Last week Pyongyang's National Defense Commission threatened "all-out war" if Seoul is successful in its push for new international sanctions against the regime. And as South Korean President Lee Myung-bak cut off trade with the North and threatened to resume broadcasting propaganda across the demilitarized zone, four North Korean submarines abruptly left port, putting the South Korean Navy on high alert.  Still, this fracas may not be all it seems. In fact, North Korean leader Kim Jong-Il seems to be seeking a face-saving way out. Even as the North's fire-breathing generals vowed to resume the fight that began in 1950, a statement from the regime's political leadership eschewed talk of war, merely freezing relations and scrapping a nonaggression agreement. Western intelligence reported no signs that Pyongyang was mobilizing for an actual armed showdown. And the North's Foreign Ministry issued its own statement, mostly denouncing the United States, but ending with a renewed pledge to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula. Translation: the regime's softer side wants out of this mess.  Seoul, which wants to ease -tensions before hosting the G20 summit this fall, made sure to offer the North a way out: Lee demanded that Pyongyang "apologize and punish those responsible for the attack," laying down relatively easy terms for the North to resolve the conflict. Pyongyang may be preparing to comply. Even before the investigation concluded, the National Defense Commission dismissed Kim Il-Chol, its highest-ranking naval officer, citing his "old age." The naval chief is said to be in his late 70s, but so are many other commission members. Observers speculate that Pyongyang may use the dismissal to claim it has already punished the man responsible, perhaps setting the stage for an apology. Kenneth Quinones, a former State Department negotiator and Korea expert, says a "similar dynamic" guided North Korea's response when one of its submarines infiltrated South Korean territorial waters in 1996. Ultimately, moderate elements in Pyongyang persuaded the military hardliners to make an official apology. So far, history looks set to repeat itself.
North Korea Not Aggressive/Irrational

North Korea not aggressive or irrational - 
Bandow 10 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance: Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965, accessed July 19, 2010]
Even the North’s embryonic nuclear program does not directly threaten the United States. Nothing suggests that Kim is suicidal: he wants to live well in this life. It is unlikely he would strike at the United States, even if he had the means, because the U.S. arsenal virtually assures retaliatory annihilation. The prospect of proliferation is worrisome, but again, Kim likely understands, or could be made to understand, the enormous risks he would take selling materials to nonstate actors that might target the United States. 14 Washington still has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course. But the presence of U.S. conventional forces only complicates an effort already facing extraordinary obstacles. The deployment provides Kim Jong-il with thousands of convenient American nuclear hostages. It is far better for Washington to promote nonproliferation in the region from a distance and with greater emphasis on the roles of South Korea, Japan, and especially China. 15 In short, any renewed Korean conflict would be an enormous human tragedy but would have only limited impact on fundamental American security interests. Washington nevertheless is stuck in the center of Korean affairs today because of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which provides a security guarantee to South Korea with no corresponding benefit to the United States. Absent this relationship, there would be no U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula within range of North Korean attack, and no American promise to intervene in any war that might result from a provocation by Pyongyang or retaliation by the South.
North Korea is rational

Niman 03 [Michael, Ph.D. in American. Studies (Intercultural Studies), “Why we won’t go to war with North Korea”, http://www.coldtype.net/Assets/pdfs/1.Nim.Jan16.pdf]
But what about these North Koreans? Why are they suddenly rattling nuclear sabers? Conventional wisdom says they’re nuts, but their actions are actually quite predictable. It’s been one year since George W declared North Korea “evil.” During that year, the Bush administration announced that North Korea would be eligible to receive a “pre-emptive” nuclear first-strike from the U.S. Couple this with the Bush administration’s $60 billion “missile-defense” program, which they argue would be used in a war against North Korea, and we begin to see why the North Koreans are nervous. Bush also put the kabosh on South Korea ‘s reunification plans with the north, thus guaranteeing the continued existence of North Korea and the continuation of hostilities between that nation and ours. In light of all of this, North Korea‘s weapons program seems like a predictable and even rational response. They still claim that they are willing to stop the program, but only in exchange for a U.S. promise not to launch a first strike attack against their country. The Bush regime won’t make that commitment, reserving its right to attack any nation at any time, with or without provocation. In the case of North Korea, however, it’s more about keeping a paper war alive, even at the risk of a real nuclear war. 

North Korean Nukes – No Impact

North Korea won’t get functioning nukes anytime soon

James Joyner, Ph.D. in national security affairs from the University of Alabama and B.A. and M.A. degrees in political science from Jacksonville State University, Atlantic Council, May 28, 2009,  “Jones: North Korea Nukes 'Not an Imminent Threat'”, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/jones-north-korea-nukes-not-imminent-threat, ngoetz
National Security Advisor Jim Jones declared in a speech to the Atlantic Council that the recent testing of a nuclear device and firing of Taepodong missiles by North Korea "are not an imminent threat" to the United States or the regions because "they have a long way to go" in perfecting the technology to weaponize their nukes. He added, however that "The imminent threat is the proliferation of that type of technology to other countries and potentially terrorist organizations and non-state actors." Naturally, this bold statement, especially coming after several days of hand-wringing in the media, was not going to go unchallenged. Blogger Rick Moran, writing at American Thinker, declares this "More Keystone Kops foreign policy from Obama." While noting that the administration has raised our military alert level, which "makes it clear that the North Korean threat is being taken very seriously by the White House," Moran wonders, "why go out of your way to downplay the threat by trotting out your national security advisor to state the obvious?" Similarly, Hot Air's Ed Morrissey wonders, "Has the Obama administration settled on a strategy of apathy? Does he think ignoring Kim will make him go away? I have to admit that no one has tried that strategy with North Korea, perhaps because no one has been crazy enough to think it will work." Interesting, Harvard IR scholar Stephen Walt suggests doing just that: North Korea's nuclear and missile tests are hardly good news, but they don’t justify going into full panic mode. We already knew that North Korea had a nuclear weapons capability, and though this latest test seems to have been slightly more powerful than the initial one, it doesn’t imply a qualitative shift in the strategic environment. North Korea's defiance is annoying, perhaps, but it’s not like the act of testing a nuclear weapon tells us something new about their regime. And let's not forget that the United States has tested a nuclear weapons 1030 times (plus another 24 joint tests with Great Britain), while Pyongyang has tested exactly twice. After noting that both Bill Clinton and George W. Bush failed to stop the DPRK's nuclear program because "our hands are largely tied," Walt concludes, So the best response is to remain calm, and stop talking as if this event is a test of Obama's resolve or a fundamental challenge to U.S. policy. In fact, the tests are just "business as usual" for North Korea, and it would better if the United States "under-reacts" rather than overreacts. Instead of giving Pyongyang the attention it wants, the United States should use this incident as an opportunity to build consensus among the main interested parties (China, Russia, South Korea, Japan) and let China take the lead in addressing it. Above all, the Obama administration should avoid making a lot of sweeping statements about how it will not "tolerate" a North Korean nuclear capability. The fact is that we've tolerated it for some time now, and since we don't have good options for dealing with it, that's precisely what we will continue to do.
Deterrence doesn’t depend in North Korea’s rationality

PATRICK M. MORGAN, Conflict Management and Peace Science vol. 23 no. 2 121-138, April 2006, “Deterrence and System Management:The Case of North Korea,” Accesses http://cmp.sagepub.com/content/23/2/121.full.pdf+html, ngoetz

There are concerns that the North may attack because its leaders could be irrational, not taking deterrence seriously and miscalculating the consequences of an attack. Cited is the way the North often seems cavalier about a war, threatening one over all sorts of provocations, such as UN sanctions. Does this call U.S.–ROK deterrence into question? First, it is possible the regime could be irrational. It has a history of serious miscalculations and irrationality cannot be ruled out. However, contrary to the standard view, the target’s rationality is not a prerequisite for successful deterrence. Deterrence theory was initially constructed by assuming actor rationality, but deterrence in practice does not require rationality in either party. All that is required is sufficient fear of the consequences from the threatened retaliation to lead the target to forgo what the threat seeks to prevent. That fear can have rational or irrational roots; the perceptions and judgments behind it may be rational, irrational, or some combination of the two. The same is true for judgments that deterrence threats can be ignored. Elaborate cost-benefit calculations are not needed to be afraid of being hurt and to seek to avoid it. Officials can be irrationally (excessively or for the wrong reasons) frightened or nonrationally frightened (frozen by stress, uncertainty, surprise, anxiety, or premonitions of disaster). Against such decision makers deterrence and compellence threats may work well. Moreover, some variants of irrationality can make a leader or government easier, not harder, to deter. In fact, since it is usually impossible to determine how rational leaders and governments are, even in retrospect, there is no uncontested evidence that rationality is crucial in deterrence success. The most sophisticated explanation of how mutual nuclear deterrence works relies on the parties being aware that they may not be consistently rational, so threats it would be foolish to carry out nevertheless work because governments are not guaranteed to act rationally—deterrers can benefit from being irrational or the possibility they might be, or be crippled by this in trying to deliver highly credible threats. In short, there is no fixed relationship between rationality and deterrence success or failure (Morgan, 2003, pp. 42–79). The crucial variable in deterrence situations is the will of the target government to attack and of the deterrer to respond militarily. Deterrence is meant to shrink the target’s will to attack, and though deterrence threats can have some effect, that will is shaped by other factors as well. As a result, deterrence may succeed, or fail, when it “shouldn’t”; that is, the other elements, rational and irrational, shaping the challenger’s decision may be compatible with or reinforce deterrence threats, or may serve to override them (Morgan 2003, pp. 164–165). In a serious crisis, how strong will the North’s determination to attack be?9 In fact, it is unlikely to be high. If it has nuclear weapons this will be particularly true; they will lead it to be more cautious, less provocative. Its military inferiority would be an important factor, as would the weakness of its economy and its dependence on outsiders. So would its lack of true allies that share its worldview or have a huge stake in the regime’s survival after it started a war. Most importantly, an attack on the ROK, Japan, or U.S. forces would put the regime’s survival at risk, and this is a regime long dedicated, above all, to survival. Attacking with weapons of mass destruction (WMD)would replay Japan’s mistake of 1941: seeking to get the US to settle for peace by using means that make it implaccable.
No India/Pakistan War – Deterrence

Deterrence prevents India/Pakistan conflict.

Jonathan Tepperman, Deputy Editor at Newsweek Magazine and former Deputy Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs, September 14, 2009, Newsweek, September 14, 2009, Lexis Academic

The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and co-author of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders on each side did what they had to do to avoid it.
Nuclear deterrence will prevent an Indo-Pak war

Stephen Glover, columnist for the daily mail, April 22, 2010, Daily Mail, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/columnists/article-1267926/Kill-Trident-rate-nation-defend-itself.html
The Cold War was won by the West as a result of nuclear deterrence. Without it, the much more powerful red Army would probably have invaded Western Europe decades ago and we might all be driving around in Ladas and getting drunk on cheap vodka. No properly functioning nuclear State has ever been invaded. India and Pakistan are now unlikely to go to war against each other for the simple reason that both possess nuclear weapons. Deterrence has worked between states, though all bets are off if a group of deranged terrorists should get hold of a 'dirty bomb'. The Soviet Union may no longer pose much of a threat, but there may be other nuclear states that will threaten us in 30 years' time. China? Iran? North Korea? No one knows. We can only know that nuclear weapons provide the ultimate insurance. 
No India/Pakistan War – Dialogue Now

No Indo-Pak war—peace talks have resolved their differences and diffused the terrorist situation

Elizabeth Roche 06/16/2010 (McClatchy - Tribune Business News, “India, Pakistan  foreign ministers' talks end positively, set to continue”, LexisNexis, accessed 7/20/10 )

The foreign ministers of India and Pakistan ended day-long talks in Islamabad on Thursday on a positive note, preparing the ground for the resumption of peace talks that were derailed by the 2008 Mumbai attacks. The talks between Pakistan's foreign minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi and his Indian counterpart S.M. Krishna were the third high-level contact between the two South Asian nations since April. "We agreed this process is valuable and we will continue to meet in the future as well. It was a useful meeting and we agreed to continue this engagement in the days to come," Qureshi told reporters in Islamabad at a joint press conference at the end of the talks, late on Thursday. "We were very frank and we had a discussion on all issues." Both sides identified terrorism as an issue of mutual concern, he added. Krishna said that he has invited Qureshi to visit India to continue talks. Pakistan told India that it will do everything in its power to ensure that its soil would not be used for terrorist activities, Krishna said. Pakistan will pursue "vigorously" the evidence that has been given to it by India on the Mumbai attacks and the trial of the seven accused in the conspiracy will be concluded speedily, Krishna said. "The bottom line is that it was a good and constructive discussion and I look forward to my continued discussion on these issues" with the Pakistani foreign minister, he said. "I think our talks have enabled us to gain a better understanding." The talks bode well for a thaw in ties, said Uday Bhaskar, strategic analyst and head of the National Maritime Foundation think-tank. "The fact that they have decided to stay in touch is reasonably positive," Bhaskar said. "If they had called off the talks it would have been different." Thursday's talks follow a directive from the prime ministers of India and Pakistan who met in April on the sidelines of a regional summit in Bhutan. It was billed as an attempt to bridge the trust deficit between the two sides after the 2008 Mumbai attacks during which 10 Islamist gunmen shot dead 166 people. Krishna said on his arrival in Pakistan on Wednesday that he had come with a message of "peace and friendship", while calling on Islamabad to act decisively against terrorism. "Pakistan must realise that India harbours no ill-will against it and the cancer of terrorism needs to be rooted out completely," Krishna had said. "There can be no selective efforts against this scourge." A Pakistani court has charged seven suspects in connection with the Mumbai assault, including alleged mastermind Zakiur Rehman Lakhvi and alleged Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) operative Zarar Shah. Islamabad says it needs more evidence to book LeT chief Hafiz Saeed who New Delhi says is the main plotter of the attacks. 
War is unlikely between Pakistan and India—they prefer peace and are engaged in diplomacy, including a resolution of the water conflict

The Statesman 02/12/2010 (“Pak shows readiness for talks on 25 Feb”, LexisNexis, accessed 7/20/10)

Pakistan has indicated its readiness for the foreign secretary-level talks on 25 February, saying the two sides needed to move forward but insisted on resumption of composite dialogue covering Kashmir and other outstanding issues that is meaningful and result-oriented. Responding to the two sets of dates proposed by India for the talks, Pakistan foreign minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi said that 25 February was not a bad date for the talks.Mr Qureshi's words follow Prime Minister Mr Yousuf Raza Gilani's statement that Pakistan had always favored dialogue with India to a war who appreciated India's "intention" to resume talks. Reiterating Pakistan's stance on resumption of dialogue, Mr Gilani said "politicians make bridges not walls", APP news agency reported. "I appreciate India's intention to resume talks," he said. "There is an intention that we say that there will be no war. But intentions can change anytime. There is a threat perception, that's why we want dialogue," Mr Gilani said in interview with a private television channel telecast last night.Foreign secretary Mrs Nirupama Rao had proposed 18 and 25 February as dates for talks with her Pakistani counterpart Mr Salman Bashir. The composite dialogue between the two sides was suspended in the wake of the 26/11 Mumbai terror attacks. I believe we should move forward. Common sense states that talks should be held as soon as possible, Mr Qureshi said.What is important is that we start talking. Of course we feel that these talks should be the re-start of the composite dialogue and take it up from where we left off. After all, all the issues that both sides want to raise are included in the composite dialogue, he said in separate interviews to Geo news channel and the News daily. We have many outstanding issues on our agenda, like the Kashmir issue that India recognises. There is the waters issue on which there should be talks, he said. If you do not hold talks on these issues, the talks will not be beneficial. Do you want progress or just talks? We want progress and not talks for the sake of talks. We want meaningful and result-oriented talks, he said. Mr Qureshi was replying to a question on whether India would be willing to include issues like Kashmir in the upcoming parleys. It was really not that important where the parleys are held, he said, adding Pakistan would approach the talks with an open mind. Referring to the Kashmir, Qureshi pointed out that even India had started quiet diplomacy with the Kashmiris. At the same time, he said, the sharing of river waters was important because Pakistan is an agriculture-based country and 90 per cent of our water is needed for agriculture. Water talks India and Pakistan have agreed on a roadmap for resolving differences over the sharing of river waters in the next six months, a senior Pakistani official has said. Pakistan's Indus Waters commissioner Mr Jamaat Ali Shah informed the media about the roadmap and said both sides had decided to hold two additional meetings one at the end of March and another in June for dispute resolution. Both meetings will be in addition to the mandatory one scheduled for May, he said. Briefing journalists at the conclusion of a five-day visit by a team led by his Indian counterpart Mr G Ranganathan, Mr Shah claimed the Indian side had agreed to Pakistan's demand that all water disputes should be settled within an agreed timeframe.
India/Pakistan War Not Cause Extinction

India/Pakistan nuclear war doesn’t cause extinction.

Bruce Lieberman, Copley News Service, June 10, 2002, “Fallout from nuclear war in South Asia seen as unlikely to reach U.S,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/org/news/2002/020610-indopak1.htm
The horror of a nuclear war between India and Pakistan could decimate South Asia's largest cities, killing up to 12 million people and bringing misery to countless others.  But a war, if limited to those two nations and the nuclear arsenals they are thought to possess, poses little danger of radioactive fallout reaching North America, physicists and atmospheric scientists say.  There are fundamental reasons.  First, India and Pakistan are believed armed with less potent weapons, probably no larger than the equivalent of 15,000 tons of TNT, about the same size as the bombs the United States dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. In contrast, the typical nuclear weapon in the U.S. stockpile today is 10 to 20 times more powerful than the weapons held by India and Pakistan, according to GlobalSecurity.org.  Second, the two countries are thought to have no more than 200 warheads between them - not enough, scientists believe, to endanger populations far beyond South Asia.  More than 31,000 nuclear weapons, by contrast, are maintained by eight known nuclear powers, and 95 percent are in the United States and Russia, according to the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, which monitors nuclear proliferation.  Third, the approaching summer in the Northern Hemisphere will mean an absence of fast-moving winter storms that could carry nuclear fallout quickly across the globe. Further, South Asia's monsoon season, which begins this month and extends into October, could wash nuclear fallout back to Earth, confining the worst environmental damage to that part of the world.  "Of course, there will be some radiation reaching globally, but the amounts will be small compared to the levels that would produce health effects," said Charles Shapiro, a physicist at San Francisco State University, who co-authored a 1985 study on the environmental effects of nuclear war.  Irradiated particles blasted into the atmosphere from a nuclear war between India and Pakistan, carried aloft by the jet stream, would eventually reach every part of the globe and rain back down to Earth as fallout, scientists say.  Atmospheric studies conducted by scientists at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography in La Jolla, Calif., have found that particulate from pollution in South Asia can reach the West Coast of the United States in as few as six days.  However, those studies focused on the migration of haze in South Asia that covers thousands of square kilometers - a much greater area than that affected by a nuclear explosion, said V. Ramanathan, an atmospheric scientist at Scripps.  "It's very risky to extrapolate" data from the pollution study, he said.  Ramanathan's study found that particulates larger than 10 microns in diameter fell to Earth before reaching North America, so it's unclear how much radioactive fallout might reach the West Coast, or how dispersed it would be, he said.  "I think East Asia has more to worry about, as well as Europe," Ramanathan said.  Larry Riddle, a climatologist at Scripps, said the levels of radiation reaching the United States probably would not be any higher than background radiation.  Humans are exposed every day to radiation from space, from deep in the Earth, and from man-made sources such as medical X-rays and other consumer products.  "Essentially, it would have no effect," Riddle said.  How much radiation might disperse around the globe depends on several factors, scientists say.  An atomic bomb detonated above ground creates a large fireball but very little fallout because it does not hit the ground and blast irradiated particles and other debris into the air.  A bomb that explodes on the ground or near the ground, however, would gouge a massive crater and hurl dust and debris high into the atmosphere. Airborne particles irradiated by the blast would rain down to Earth as fallout over a wide area.  Radioactive debris rising no more than about 50,000 feet, the upper reaches of the troposphere, would return to Earth much more rapidly than if it rises into the stratosphere, above that altitude.  "Fallout from a weapon ... decays extremely rapidly, so if it comes down to Earth quickly, it's much more potent and potentially damaging than if it stays up for a long while," Shapiro said.  Nuclear bombs detonated by India or Pakistan, if they are the size of the bomb the United States dropped on Hiroshima, might send a mushroom cloud 20,000 feet into the atmosphere.  In that case, South Asia's torrential monsoon season could make a horrific situation worse for those who live there.  In the 2001 book "Out of the Nuclear Shadow," a group of physicists and environmental experts speculated about the results of a single Hiroshima-sized nuclear bomb detonated nearly 2,000 feet over Bombay, India.  They gave the following scenario, based on the damage documented at Hiroshima and current conditions in Bombay:  The initial blast, brighter than 1,000 suns and suffused with intense nuclear radiation, would set fire to everything combustible for one to two miles around ground zero.  The blast would be followed by a shock wave creating winds 70 miles per hour or more, destroying everything within a radius of nearly a mile. Many of the buildings in Bombay, made from raw materials and poorly constructed, would not survive.  Firestorms, covering up to 1.2 miles from ground zero, would create winds 30 to 50 miles per hour. Temperatures in the fire zone, fueled by liquid gas cylinders in many Bombay homes and a high concentration of cars, scooters and buses, would reach several hundred degrees.  Radioactive fallout, intensified by Bombay's high humidity, probably would be fatal for 15 to 62 square miles around ground zero.  In all, nearly 478,000 people in Bombay would be killed after a single nuclear explosion, and an additional 229,000 would be severely injured, the authors estimated. The U.S. Defense Department based its estimate of 12 million dead in an India-Pakistan nuclear war from the most recent assessments of the nuclear capabilities of both countries.
No Central Asia Conflict – No Escalation
No escalation – US/Russia/China don’t want conflict in Central Asia.

Elizabeth Wishnick, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Montclair State University and a Research Associate at the Weatherhead East Asian Institute at Columbia University, February 2009, RUSSIA, CHINA, AND THE UNITED STATES IN CENTRAL ASIA: PROSPECTS FOR GREAT POWER COMPETITION AND COOPERATION IN THE SHADOW OF THE GEORGIAN CRISIS, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubid=907
Nonetheless, the Russia-China partnership should not be seen as an anti-U.S. bloc, nor should the SCO be viewed as entirely cohesive. Thus in assessing U.S.-Russia-China competition, it is important to note that the United States is not necessarily squaring off against Russia and China together. To the contrary, there are areas where Russia and China are in competition with one another, particularly in the economic realm, which provide opportunities for U.S. policies. Moreover, the lack of consensus between Beijing and Moscow over economic integration within the SCO has weakened the organization’s cohesiveness, while leaving room for projects to integrate Central Asia economically with South Asia, East Asia, and Europe, as well as for other diplomatic initiatives to engage Central Asian states on transnational issues of common concern. The tendency to view U.S.-Russia-China competition in the region with 19th century lenses, as some sort of “new great game” obscures the impact of globalization and the common interests the great powers share in addressing transnational problems. The United States, Russia, and China all have an interest in ad-dressing narcotics trafficking, human trafficking, and illegal arms trade in the region. They also have a common stake in achieving stability in Afghanistan and routing Al-Qaeda from the region. To the extent that Russia, China, and the SCO as an organization share these goals, the United States will face opportunities to expand region-wide as well as for bilateral cooperation with Russia and China on transnational problems.
Empirically denied-instability does not lead to escalation

Martha Brill Olcott has a B.A., SUNY-Buffalo; M.A., Ph.D., University of Chicago. 7/12/08 “Turmoil in Central Asia” Wall Street Journal http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=20376 accessed: 7/22/10
The region is also suffering through a cyclical drought. Water levels in Central Asia's reservoirs are at record lows, with upstream providers (Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan) holding back supplies to downstream users (Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan). Electricity cutbacks for fall and winter have already been announced. Hard-hit farmers, many of whom lost their food and seed stores during the winter, must now pay record prices for fuel and for seed. Many simply refused to plant and this summer's hot and dry summer means lower yields for those who did.  All of this carries regional implications. In 1989 and 1990, disputes over water and land led to fighting between Uzbeks and Kyrgyz in southern Kyrgyzstan, and between Tajiks and Kyrgyz along their border during the waning days of the Soviet Union. The Kazakhs and Uzbeks are long-standing rivals, as are the Uzbeks and Tajiks. Tensions between the latter came close to boiling over during the Tajik civil war, when flights between the two national capitals, and the border between the two countries is still largely closed by Uzbekistan. 

No China War - General
No China war – domestic economic focus.

Lin Chong-Pin, professor in the Graduate Institute of International Affairs and Strategic Studies at Tamkang University, Taiwan, January 25, 2007, Interview published in Newsweek online, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/16809379/site/newsweek/
Could China be calculating that the United States might stay out of a Taiwan conflict?

That doesn’t seem to be the case. China’s new grand strategy is to squeeze out the leading influence of the United States in East Asia without war, but with economy and culture. The rapidly modernizing military capabilities of [China’s People’s Liberation Army] will serve as a backbone of Beijing’s extra-military instruments, like diplomacy.  There’s a very strong consensus among the leaders in Beijing [that] the most important thing for China now is to seize this window of opportunity, which has not occurred in centuries: “There’s no serious threat outside China, this is the time when we can make economic growth.” So they want to have a peaceful environment and achieve economic growth first.
No shot of US-China conflict or nuclear escalation.

Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS, October 18, 2006, Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html
The last few years have witnessed growing concern over China's nuclear weapons posture. A succession of United States government reports[1] have expressed alarm over the evolving Chinese nuclear doctrine, as well as the modernization of nuclear forces. This interest has been paralleled by a vibrant discussion in the media, particularly within the United States. Prominent in this discussion have been concerns over the increasing capabilities of China's nuclear weapons, and possible revisions to China's long-standing pledge not conduct a first strike using nuclear weapons[2] (the so-called "No First Use" doctrine or bu shouxian shiyong).  Despite the tumult, there is broad consensus among experts that the concerns generated in this discussion are exaggerated. The size of the Chinese nuclear arsenal is small, estimated at around 200 warheads;[3] Jeffrey Lewis, a prominent arms control expert, claims that 80 is a realistic number of deployed warheads.[4] In contrast, the United States has upwards of 10,000 warheads, some 5,700 of which are operationally deployed.[5]  Even with projected improvements and the introduction of a new long-range Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, the DF-31A China's nuclear posture is likely to remain one of "minimum deterrence."[6] Similarly, despite concern to the contrary, there is every indication that China is extremely unlikely to abandon its No First Use (NFU) pledge.[7] The Chinese government has continued to deny any change to the NFU policy, a claim substantiated by many Chinese academic observers.[8] In sum, then, fears over China's current nuclear posture seem somewhat exaggerated.  This document, therefore, does not attempt to discuss whether China's nuclear posture poses a probable, general threat to the United States; most signs indicate that even in the longer term, it does not. Rather, it seeks to analyze the most likely scenarios for nuclear conflict. Two such possible scenarios are identified in particular: a declaration of independence by Taiwan that is supported by the United States, and the acquisition by Japan of a nuclear weapons capability.  Use of nuclear weapons by China would require a dramatic policy reversal within the policymaking apparatus, and it is with an analysis of this potential that this brief begins. Such a reversal would also likely require crises as catalysts, and it is to such scenarios, involving Taiwan and Japan, that this brief progresses. It closes with a discussion of the future of Sino-American nuclear relations.  The Chinese Policymaking Apparatus and the Nuclear Option  China's leadership has today achieved broad consensus that the nation's interests are best served by a stable and peaceful international environment.[9] This has given rise to the strategy of "peaceful development" (heping fazhan) often emphasized by Chinese officials. Given the consensus towards moderation in foreign and security policy, and its embodiment in overarching national policy, there is much to suggest that the use of nuclear weapons against the United States, in whatever situation, would be anathema to China's decision makers. The new generation of Chinese leaders, which has risen to power in the aftermath of the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident (liu si), has tended to consist of moderate technocrats,[10] who are unlikely to support radical policy reversals, such as the use of nuclear weapons. Chinese politics in general have also evolved into a "more pragmatic, risk-adverse" form.[11] This process was initiated by the rise of "interest group politics" during the tenure of President Jiang Zemin.[12]
No China War – Taiwan Specific

China doesn’t want a war over Taiwan – attempting non-violent integration.
Lin Chong-Pin, professor in the Graduate Institute of International Affairs and Strategic Studies at Tamkang University, Taiwan, January 25, 2007, Interview published in Newsweek online, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/16809379/site/newsweek/
Less and less likely. Beijing’s highest priority on Taiwan is what I would call absorption without war. Beijing has an increasing number of instruments to do that, including economy, cultural exchanges, manipulation of media, strangulation of Taiwan’s international space and psychological warfare.  Additionally, if there was a war, Beijing would face the result of bloodshed in Taiwan and the damage to the economic infrastructure. After a conquest, Beijing would have to face a rebellious population … The military option is the last option. And even the military option has never been to strike the U.S. and destroy Taiwan. Rather, it’s to deter the U.S. from coming in, and to seize Taiwan—like grabbing a beautiful, smiling bride into your embrace. That’s the idea.
No shot that Taiwan war would go nuclear.

John Pike, Director of GlobalSecurity.org, 02-01-2006 , “China's Options in the Taiwan Confrontation,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/taiwan-prc.htm
China would almost certainly not contemplate a nuclear strike against Taiwan, nor would Beijing embark on a course of action that posed significant risks of the use of nuclear weapons. The mainland's long term goal is to liberate Taiwan, not to obliterate it, and any use of nuclear weapons by China would run a substantial risk of the use of nuclear weapons by the United States. An inability to control escalation beyond "demonstrative" detonations would cause utterly disproportionate destruction.
Economic focus prevents conflict.

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, January 23, 2003, “Is Chinese Military Modernization a Threat to the United States?” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa465.pdf
Hostile behavior toward Taiwan could disturb China’s increasing economic linkage with the rest of the world—especially growing commercial links with Taiwan. Because China’s highest priority is economic growth, the disruption of such economic relationships is a disincentive for aggressive Chinese actions vis-à-vis Taiwan. Any attack short of invasion (using missiles or instituting a naval blockade) would likely harm the Taiwanese economy and disrupt Chinese trade and financial contacts with Taiwan and other developed nations without getting China what it most wants—control of Taiwan. An amphibious invasion—in the unlikely event that it succeeded—would provide such control but would cause even greater disruption in China’s commercial links to developed nations.
No Russia War – General

No shot of US-Russia war – four reasons.
Leon Aron, Director of Russia studies at the American Enterprise Institute, September 2006, Russia in Global Affairs, http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/print/number/n_6866
Yet, a head-on confrontation and a new Cold War are highly unlikely, at least for four reasons.  First, despite their erosion, the aforementioned geo-strategic “assets” are far from being depleted and continue to serve as a kind of frame outlining the basic relations between the two countries.  Second, the objectives of Russia’s foreign and defense policies, set in 1992-1993, remain unchanged. They are: Russia as a regional superpower; Russia as a global nuclear superpower; and, most importantly for America, Russia as one of great powers (but not a superpower that would politically compete with the United States worldwide). Although these objectives may irritate Washington now and again, they will hardly evoke its deep anxiety about America’s vital interests.  Third, despite the Kremlin’s inclination to flex its muscles, Russia, unlike the Soviet Union and contemporary China, is not a “revisionist” power that constantly seeks to change the global balance of forces in its own favor. Such efforts require an ideology and, as a result, a system of priorities, which Moscow does not have today and will hardly have in the future. What ideology can we speak of when Russia, while passionately defending Iran’s right to the “peaceful development of nuclear energy” and a resistance to “pressure through force,” simultaneously launches a rocket from its Far Eastern space launch site Svobodny that is carrying an Israeli spy satellite intended to monitor Iran’s efforts to develop a nuclear bomb!  The share of the GDP spent by Russia, now rolling in petrodollars, on defense (3 percent) is even less than it did in 1992-1997, after the Russian Federation had inherited an absolutely empty treasury from the Soviet Union, and at least ten times less than the Soviet Union did in 1985. On the basis of its purchasing power parity (in absolute figures estimated for 2005), Russia’s defense spending ($47.77 billion) is more than eleven times less than the outlays on defense in the U.S. ($522 billion).  Yet, the most important factor of counteraction to a new Cold War is the one that the Kremlin strategists have long dismissed with contempt – namely, public opinion. Neither Americans nor Russians will support any confrontation plans of their elites, as they will not view them as necessary.
No Nuclear Escalation - General
De-escalation solve their nuclear war impact – neither side will retaliate.

Michael Quinlan, former Director of the Ditchley Foundation and Permanent Under-Secretary of State in the UK, 2009, “Thinking about nuclear weapons: principles, problems, prospects,” pp.63-4

Even if initial nuclear use did not quickly end the fighting, the supposition of inexorable momentum in a developing exchange, with each side rushing to overreaction amid confusion and uncertainty, is implausible.  It fails to consider what the situation of the decision-makers would really be.  Neither side could want escalation.  Both would be appalled at what was going on.  Both would be desperately looking for signs that the other was ready to call a halt.  Both, given the capacity for evasion or concealment which modern delivery platforms and vehicles can possess, could have in reserve significant forces invulnerable enough not to entail use-or-lose pressures.  (It may be more open to question, as noted earlier, whether newer nuclear-weapon possessors can be immediately in that position; but it is within reach of any substantial state with advanced technological capabilities, and attaining it is certain to be a high priority in the development of forces.)  As a result, neither side can have any predisposition to suppose, in an ambiguous situation of fearful risk, that the right course when in doubt is to go on copiously launching weapons.  And none of this analysis rests on any presumption of highly subtle or pre-concerted rationality.  The rationality required is plain.  
**Yes Impact**

AT: No Great Power Conflict

Great power conflict still possible – could go nuclear.

Harald Muller, director of the Peace Research Institute Frankfurt in Gerniany and a profcssor

of international relations at Frankfurt University, Spring 2008, Washington Quarterly, p.68

A power transition creates dangerous times.’ Most challenges to a hegemon in world history, whether successful or not, have precipitated war or a series of wars. Today’s interdependence will surely serve to make great powers cautious about armed conflict, but it cannot completely guarantee such a conflict will not occur. Bones of contention exist, notably between the United States and China: Taiwan, the South China Sea, and the competition for Persian Gulf and Central Asian energy resources. Although there exists a naive belief that great-power war has been eliminated as a possibility in world politics, exaggerated complacency could become extremely dangerous. Interdependence itself and advanced weaponry, nuclear weapons included, would mean that a violent contest among the big powers would be an unmitigated catastrophe. The relationships among those powers must be carefully managed if a clash is to be avoided, and nuclear weapons reductions are an essential contribution to this management.
Middle East Conflict Impact

Middle East conflict causes global nuclear conflict.
E.M. Primakov, academician of the Russian Academy of Science and former Russian Prime Minister, 2009, Scientific Session of the General Meeting of the Russian Academy of Sciences, http://www.springerlink.com/content/5472021trx076374/fulltext.pdf

After the end of the Cold War, some researchers and political observers came to the conclusion that the real threat of Arab–Israeli conflict escalation beyond the regional boundaries had expired. However, this conclusion is hardly sound in the 21st century. The US military operation in Iraq changed the balance of forces in the Middle East. After the disappearance of the Iraqi counterbalance, Iran has become a regional power that is potentially capable of direct participation in various Middle East processes. I am not among those who believe that Iran has already made a political decision to create nuclear weapons. However, it looks like Tehran is aiming to attain a technological level that would allow it to make this decision quickly if the circumstances are unfavorable (“the model” of Japan). Israel is known to possess nuclear weapons and means to deliver them. If the Middle East conflict remains unsettled, the threat of a nuclear confrontation in the Middle East will be very high, which will lead to catastrophic consequences for the whole world.

Middle East conflict escalates – their indicts don’t assume changing regional dynamics.

Martin Kramer, Senior Fellow at the Shalem Center in Jerusalem, Wexler-Fromer Fellow at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, and National Security Studies Program Visiting Scholar at Harvard University, June 12, 2008, “The Myth of Linkage,” http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2008/06/the_myth_of_linkage/
I still believe Middle East is less integrated than Europe, but it does share one feature with early 20th-century Europe. Until now, the Middle East has had more geography than military power. States have been unable to project power very far beyond their borders. But the spread of missiles and, possibly, nuclear weapons, could change that, leaving states with too little geography and too much power. In these conditions, conflicts that have been localized could become regionalized. In this case, it would not be the Israeli-Palestinian conflict that would occupy the place of France and Germany. It would be the conflict between Iran and Israel, and between Iran and the moderate Arab states. Such a conflict could configure the Middle East as one region, collapse the distance between the Levant and the Gulf, produce arms races, spur nuclear proliferation and proxy wars, create tightly-integrated alliances—in short, make the Middle East very much like Europe in its darkest days.  Whether the United States will act to affirm the pax Americana, by checking Iran’s rise, remains to be seen. Whether or not it does, but especially if it does not, the common understanding of “the Middle East conflict” seems destined to shift again. We may then look back with nostalgia to a time when the grandiose title of “the Middle East conflict” belonged to Israelis and Palestinians. The next Middle East conflict could be very different.  
Asian Conflict Likely

Asian war uniquely likely – their evidence doesn’t assume changing structural conditions.

Hugh White, Visiting Fellow at the Lowy Institute for International Policy and Professor of Strategic Studies at the Australian National University, December 2008, Survival, InformaWorld Online 

But if the present order in East Asia makes war unthinkable today, the question of whether war in Asia will remain unthinkable in the future depends on the answer to a somewhat deeper question: can East Asia preserve the order it has enjoyed during the past few decades? If it can, Asia's future will be assured and Immanuel Kant's vision of perpetual peace1 will have come a long way towards fulfilment. If not, major war among great powers could again become not just thinkable, but frighteningly possible, or even probable.  Whether one is optimistic that the order of recent decades will be sustained, or pessimistic that it may collapse, depends in part on how one explains the recent decades of peace. Many believe that Asia's peace is the product of inexorable forces of history, which are moving international society away from a world dominated by nation-states towards a system in which non-state actors are the most important players, and pose the most significant risks.2 In this new world, the threat of traditional, major conflict seems to be permanently reduced. This view has a Whiggish, even faintly Marxist flavour, with its faith in inexorable historical processes. Its supporters tend to see Asia's peaceful order as a durable fact, believing that individuals and even major states have little or no control over the deep historical processes that have produced it. They confidently expect that it will last for a long time to come, regardless of the actions of individuals or the policies of nations.  The more pessimistic view is characteristically conservative in the old-fashioned, Burkean sense. Its supporters see no fundamental transformation of international society, and attribute the peace of recent decades to a fortunate, contingent and potentially fragile conjunction of events and circumstances. In other words, they believe it to be the product of good luck, helped by the sensible decisions of national leaders. They acknowledge the distinct possibility that bad luck and unwise decisions could reverse this good fortune and destroy the peace. They therefore do not assume that the recent peace in Asia will last; on the contrary, they believe that, without hard work, wise judgement and good luck, it is as likely as not to disappear.  On balance, the second view is more persuasive: the evidence suggests that it is becoming more difficult to preserve the order that has nurtured the peace of recent decades. Economic growth is eroding the foundations of the regional order, and the work of building a new order, one that better reflects the economic realities of the 'Asian century', has not begun. When it does, it will become clear that building a stable new order in Asia will require significant concessions by all of the region's major powers. It is far from clear that they will be willing and able to make these concessions, and they certainly will not do so unless and until they understand more clearly how much is at stake. If they are not willing to think in new ways about Asia's order and their place in it, war - systemic, catastrophic war - will become distinctly possible.
High Risk of India/Pakistan Nuclear Conflict

Large risk of India/Pakistan nuclear conflict – deterrence postures unstable now.

Vipin Narang, Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard University and a research fellow at Harvard's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Winter 2009/2010, International Security, Lexis Academic

Of the three nuclear postures adopted in South Asia since the late 1980s, only Pakistan's asymmetric escalation posture has been able to directly deter both conventional aggression and nuclear coercion. There is little evidence to suggest that India was deterred by Pakistan's catalytic nuclear posture, but U.S. intervention, prompted by concerns over Pakistani nuclear movements, helped to prevent escalation. After Pakistan's adoption of an asymmetric escalation nuclear posture in 1998, however, Indian leaders have been deterred several times from authorizing significant conventional retaliatory operations against Pakistan--even as the United States intensely pressured Pakistan to back down. On the flip side, although India's assured retaliation posture may deter Pakistani use of nuclear weapons against India's major cities, it has not deterred Pakistani attacks--both at the subconventional and conventional levels--which can now be achieved without fear of Indian reprisal. Indeed, the current configuration--a limitedly revisionist Pakistan, with an asymmetric escalation nuclear posture that blunts India's conventional power and renders India's assured retaliation posture mostly irrelevant--is acutely unstable. It was not simply Pakistan's acquisition of nuclear capabilities that caused this state of affairs, given that Pakistan has had limited revisionist intentions and nuclear weapons since 1986, but its adoption of the asymmetric escalation nuclear posture in 1998.  The theoretical contribution of this article is to suggest that the acquisition of nuclear weapons alone may not produce a uniform deterrent effect across states. The selection of a particular nuclear posture--how a state operationalizes its nuclear capabilities--does indeed have differential effects on deterrence and dispute dynamics. The empirical pattern in South Asia suggests that nuclear posture may therefore be an important omitted variable in explaining conflict dynamics in the region, and that it may set scope conditions for when interactions are more or less stable at both the conventional and nuclear levels. In addition, the general pattern--that different postures can have variable deterrence effects--may have substantial external validity for other regional nuclear powers, because the differential deterrent power of nuclear postures at various levels and intensities of conflict derives from a logic that should be valid across other midsize nuclear powers such as China, Israel, and potentially Iran. One natural question that arises from this finding is why states select the postures they do. This is a question I explore elsewhere in an effort to develop a rigorous theoretical and empirical understanding of the sources and consequences of regional power nuclear postures. 144  At the policy level, this article highlights critical deterrence/management trade-offs generated by the asymmetric escalation posture and identifies a source of deep instability in the India-Pakistan dyad. Although Pakistan's asymmetric escalation posture may deter conventional attacks, it also enables Pakistan to more aggressively pursue revisionist aims against India with little fear of retaliation, more frequently triggering precisely the crisis scenarios that magnify the risks of intentional or inadvertent use of nuclear weapons. These challenges will only be intensified if India--to redress its current perceived paralysis against persistent Pakistani provocations--progresses toward a Cold Start conventional posture, which might then push the Pakistan Army toward a ready deterrent on effectively hair-trigger alert. Such a combination could spawn intolerable risks of accidental or unauthorized nuclear use.  Given the proximity and dynamic instability between India and Pakistan, these two nations and the international community should awaken to the danger that their conventional and nuclear postures are barreling toward increasing instability, especially when coupled with Pakistan's growing domestic political volatility, which may further amplify its support for subconventional attacks against India. India and Pakistan should take appropriate measures to establish clear lines of communication, signaling procedures, confidence-building measures, and technical safeguards to mitigate the risk that small misperceptions and miscalculations could spiral to the intentional or unintentional use of nuclear weapons. Although nuclear weapons on the subcontinent are now an irreversible reality, nuclear posture is a malleable variable. The United States and the international community can take steps to help make Pakistan's operationalization of its asymmetric escalation posture safer--making the management of the arsenal more secure without sacrificing deterrent power--and lean on both India and Pakistan to walk away from the dynamic instability induced by their choice of conventional and nuclear postures.

High Risk of India/Pakistan Nuclear Conflict

India/Pakistan conflict goes nuclear – high risk of miscalculation and escalation.

Richard Weitz, director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis and a Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute , July 12, 2010, “South Asia’s Nuclear War Risk,” The Diplomat, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/07/12/south-asia%E2%80%99s-nuclear-war-risk/4/
Yet even setting aside the question of nuclear weapons falling into terrorist hands, nuclear competition between India and Pakistan is especially dangerous. Active (and ongoing) political disputes between the two countries have resulted in three past wars as well as numerous proxy conflicts. Pakistani leaders in particular have concluded that their nuclear arsenal has deterred India from again using its conventional forces to attack Pakistani territory. As a result, Pakistan’s implicit nuclear doctrine presumes the possible first use of nuclear weapons.  The risks of such tensions are compounded by the physical proximity of the two countries, as well as their reliance on ballistic missiles as delivery vehicles, which means that early warning times might be as little as five to ten minutes.  Although it remains unclear whether India or Pakistan have combined its nuclear warheads with their assigned delivery systems, such a precarious stance would increase the risks of both accidental and catalytic war (a nuclear conflict between both governments precipitated by a third party, such as a terrorist group).  Throw China into the mix, with Pakistan at risk of viewing its own nuclear programme as increasingly inadequate as India seeks to achieve mutual deterrence with China, and the picture becomes more complicated. And add in the risk of widespread political disorder in either India or Pakistan, which could see a dangerous political adventurism as political leaders look to rally domestic support, and the peculiar challenges posed by the region become clearer.  The fact is South Asia is particularly prone to a destabilizing arms race. And perhaps nuclear war.
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