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Terrorism Frontline (1/2)
Nuclear Terrorism Impossible Multiple Warrants
1) It is impossible to get access the materials needed

2) Terrorists cannot build a weapon

3) Even if they build one, It would fail
Putnam 2002 
(Tonya L. Putnam, She is a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Political Science at Stanford University and aMacArthur Affiliate at CISAC, Center for International Security and Cooperation, October 2002,  iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20063/NuclearRisk.pdf//arjun)
This “high-consequence” scenario has a low probability of occurrence for two reasons. First, the primary challenge associated with building an improvised nuclear device is the difficulty of acquiring the materials needed for construction. Nuclear devices require either plutonium or highly enriched uranium (HEU) to achieve an explosive fission chain reaction. 6 In the construction of a nuclear device, these materials cannot be substituted with other, more readily available materials. Non-weapons-grade plutonium, which, theoretically, can be used in a weapon, is more prevalent, but generally also controlled (at least in the United States). Nevertheless, these materials may be more easily acquired elsewhere, for example in South Asia and3 Figure 1. Fallout from 10 KT Nuclear Explosion in the Soviet successor states, where vast quantities remain under conditions that are considerably less secure. A second barrier to carrying out a major nuclear terrorist attack is the difficulty of constructing an effective nuclear device. Opinions differ within the technical community regarding whether a terrorist group could construct an effective multiple kiloton nuclear device. Although the technical information required to construct a nuclear device is acknowledged to be publicly available, many workshop participants emphasized the difficulties of achieving an effective nuclear detonation. In the opinion of many experts, the most likely outcome of a4 terrorist attempt to detonate an improvised nuclear device would be a “fizzle”—an explosion with minimal nuclear yield resulting in no ground vaporization and no mushroom cloud. 7 To achieve even this level of effect would be relatively unlikely, even assuming access to materials of a reasonable quality, in the absence of equipment and expertise requiring the resources of a nation-state or groups supported by a nation-state. Again, however, these estimates involve probabilities and not certainties.
Any Terrorism Unlikely – All Media Hype 
Healy 2010
(Gene Healy is a vice president at the Cato Institute and the author of The Cult of the Presidency, CATO institute, "Terrorism Isn't an Existential Threat," 4-6-2010 pg online @ www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11660//arjun)
 [I]t's worth remembering that terrorism has always been a weapon of the weak — and it usually fails. Well, at the risk of sounding "negative," it's worth remembering that terrorism has always been a weapon of the weak — and it usually fails. As the analysts at the Human Security Report Project explain, "the overwhelming majority of terrorist campaigns fail to achieve their strategic objectives." And, despite media sensationalism, fatalities from terrorism have actually declined by some 40 percent in recent years. Terrorists bank on overreaction. As Osama bin Laden put it in 2004, "All that we have to do is to send two mujahedeen to the furthest point east to raise a piece of cloth on which is written al Qaeda, in order to make the generals race there to cause America to suffer human, economic, and political losses." Adam Gadahn, the U.S.-born al Qaeda spokesman, recently called for more "lone-wolf" strikes, because "even apparently unsuccessful attacks on Western mass transportation systems can bring major cities to a halt [and] cost the enemy billions." In the television show 24, Jack Bauer repeatedly battles terrorist masterminds with nuclear weapons. In real life, though, we're not facing TV-thriller supervillains. When the enemy's best recent shot involves lighting his pants on fire, we shouldn't torture ourselves with nightmarish visions of weapons of mass destruction. Such weapons are exceedingly hard to come by. As political scientist John Mueller notes in his recent book Atomic Obsession, "no state has ever given another state — even a close ally, much less a terrorist group — a nuclear weapon (or chemical, biological, or radiological one either)." And home-grown WMD tend to be ineffective. Gene Healy is a vice president at the Cato Institute and the author of The Cult of the Presidency. More by Gene Healy The Japanese cult Aum Shinrikyo had roughly a billion dollars devoted to developing chemical and biological weapons, the most sophisticated such program in the history of terrorism. But when it released sarin gas on the Tokyo subway in 1995, it only managed to kill 12 people. Building a nuclear weapon is even harder. Any group trying to do so faces "Herculean challenges," according to the Gilmore Commission, the advisory panel President Bush set up to assess terror threats in the wake of 9/11. There has been no known case, Mueller points out, of any appreciable amount of weapons-grade uranium disappearing. None of this should be taken as a counsel of complacency. 
Terrorism Frontline (2/2)

The low risk of terrorist WMD doesn't make guarding against it a waste of time. It makes sense, for example, to boost funding for international efforts to prevent nuclear smuggling, as the Obama administration has done. But when we overreact, we're doing terrorists' job for them. 
Terrorism Extensions

Terrorists cannot build Nuclear Weapons 

CISAC 2002
(Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC), Stanford University, 2002 "Nuclear Terrorism: Risks and Realities," pg online @ iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20770/Nuc_explosion_facts.pdf//Arjun)
Fortunately, the materials for making nuclear explosives -- plutonium and a rare isotope of uranium -- are difficult to obtain. Plutonium must be made in a nuclear reactor. Uranium must be highly enriched in the needed isotope in a highly specialized set of facilities. A number of countries have carried out these activities and more could, but it would be difficult or impossible for a terrorist group to carry out these activities, at least without host government support. Even with government support, such activities are likely to be detected from abroad. However, thousands of tons of plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) do exist in the U.S., Russia, and elsewhere. Effective protection, control and accountability over theseCenter for International Security and Cooperation Institute for International Studies, Stanford University http://cisac.stanford.edu/nuclearterrorism/index.html Nuclear Terrorism: Risks and Realities materials are possible but may not be tight enough in all countries. The public and media should become informed about what is being done and should insist on adequate funding of protection, control and accountability measures. Good public awareness of the problems in time is probably the best contribution the public can make to nuclear safety.

Terrorists can’t build Nuclear Weapons 

CISAC 2002
(Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC), Stanford University, 2002 "Nuclear Terrorism: Risks and Realities," pg online @ iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20770/Nuc_explosion_facts.pdf//Arjun)
How likely is a terrorist nuclear explosion? No one can say for sure, but it is generally believed to be unlikely. This is mainly because both the materials needed and the weapons themselves are very difficult to make. Even if terrorists are able to steal enough nuclear material, they still need time to put the material into an effective explosive. They must either design the explosive themselves or have a design that will work with the material they have. They will need specialized tools and facilities, and at least a few experienced technicians, engineers and scientists. Moreover, some of the materials needed are lethal if handled improperly. Nevertheless, it is not impossible for a small group to make a nuclear explosive if it has enough plutonium or highly enriched uranium. Stealing an actual nuclear weapon would be a difficult enterprise in any of the eight or so countries that have these weapons. Without cooperation from some part of the government concerned, it may be impossible. 
Terrorists Cannot Steal Nuclear Weapons

CISAC 2002
(Center for International Security and Cooperation (CISAC), Stanford University, 2002 "Nuclear Terrorism: Risks and Realities," pg online @ iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20770/Nuc_explosion_facts.pdf//Arjun)
How likely is a terrorist nuclear explosion? No one can say for sure, but it is generally believed to be unlikely. This is mainly because both the materials needed and the weapons themselves are very difficult to make. Even if terrorists are able to steal enough nuclear material, they still need time to put the material into an effective explosive. They must either design the explosive themselves or have a design that will work with the material they have. They will need specialized tools and facilities, and at least a few experienced technicians, engineers and scientists. Moreover, some of the materials needed are lethal if handled improperly. Nevertheless, it is not impossible for a small group to make a nuclear explosive if it has enough plutonium or highly enriched uranium. Stealing an actual nuclear weapon would be a difficult enterprise in any of the eight or so countries that have these weapons. Without cooperation from some part of the government concerned, it may be impossible. 

China Frontline (1/2)
Probability of Wars in Asia such as China-Taiwan and US-China Extremely Low
Desker 2008 
(Barry Desker,  He was Singapore’s Ambassador to Indonesia from 1986 to 1993. He retired from the foreign service in 1993 and was appointed the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of the Trade Development Board (1994-2000). He is currently the Co-Chair of the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP). The International Institute for Strategic Studies, Dean, S Rajaratnam School of Interational Studies, "Why War in Asia Remains Unlikely," June 2008 pg online @ www.iiss.org/conferences/global-strategic-challenges-as-played-out-in-asia/asias-strategic-challenges-in-search-of-a-common-agenda/conference-papers/fifth-session-conflict-in-asia/why-war-in-asia-remains-unlikely-barry-desker//arjun)
War in Asia is thinkable but it is unlikely. The Asia-Pacific region can, paradoxically, be regarded as a zone both of relative insecurity and of relative strategic stability. On the one hand, the region contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of resulting in a major war. The region is replete with border issues, the site of acts of terrorism (the Bali bombings, Manila superferry bombing, Kashmir, etc.), and it is an area of overlapping maritime claims (the Spratly Islands, Diaoyutai islands, etc). Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance, sitting astride key sea lines of communication (SLOCS) and important chokepoints. Nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region is more stable than one might believe. Separatism remains a challenge but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearization of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict (especially after the KMT victories in Taiwan). The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the nascent Six Party Talks forum and, in particular, ASEAN, and institutions such as the EAs, ASEAN + 3, ARF which ASEAN has conceived. Although the United States has been the hegemon in the Asia-Pacific since the end of World War II, it will probably not remain the dominant presence in the region over the next 25 years. A rising China will pose the critical foreign policy challenge, probably more difficult than the challenge posed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War. This development will lead to the most profound change in the strategic environment of the Asia-Pacific. On the other hand, the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is more likely. First, the emergence of a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China. Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully), through existing avenues and institutions of international relations. Second, when we look more closely at the Chinese military buildup, we find that there may be less than some might have us believe, and that the Chinese war machine is not quite as threatening – as some might argue. Instead of Washington perspectives shaping Asia-Pacific affairs, the rise of China is likely to see a new paradigm in international affairs – the “Beijing Consensus” – founded on the leadership role of the authoritarian party state, a technocratic approach to governance, the significance of social rights and obligations, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, coupled with support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions. The emphasis is on good governance. Japan fits easily in this paradigm. Just as Western dominance in the past century led to Western ideas shaping international institutions and global values, Asian leaders and Asian thinkers will increasingly participate in and shape the global discourse, whether it is on the role of international institutions, the rules governing international trade or the doctrines which under-gird responses to humanitarian crises. An emerging Beijing Consensus is not premised on the rise of the ‘East’ and decline of the ‘West’, as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier Asian values debate. I do not share the triumphalism of my friends Kishore Mahbubani and Tommy Koh. However, like the Asian values debate, this new debate reflects alternative philosophical traditions. The issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This debate will highlight the shared identity and shared values between China and the states in the region. I do not agree with those in the US who argue that Sino-US competition will result in “intense security competition with considerable potential for war” in which most of China’s neighbours “will join with the United States to contain China’s power.”[1] These shared values are likely to reduce the risk of conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation with China and the adoption of policies of engagement with China, rather than confrontation with an emerging China. China is increasingly economically inter-dependent, part of a network of over-lapping cooperative regional institutions. In Asia, the focus is on economic growth and facilitating China’s integration into regional and global affairs. An interesting feature is that in China’s interactions with states in the region, China is beginning to be interested in issues of proper governance, the development of domestic institutions and the strengthening of regional institutional mechanisms. Chinese policy is not unchanging, even on the issue of sovereignty. For example, there has been an evolution in Chinese thinking on the question of freedom of passage through the Straits of Malacca and Singapore. While China supported the claims of the littoral states to sovereign control over the Straits when the Law of the Sea Convention was concluded in 1982, China’s increasing 
China Frontline (2/2)

dependence on imported oil shipped through the Straits has led to a shift in favour of burden-sharing, the recognition of the rights of user states and the need for cooperation between littoral states and user states. Engagement as part of global and regional institutions has resulted in revisions to China’s earlier advocacy of strict non-intervention and non-interference. Recent Chinese support for global initiatives in peace-keeping, disaster relief, counter-terrorism, nuclear non-proliferation and anti-drug trafficking, its lack of resort to the use of its veto as a permanent member of the UN Security Council and its active role within the World Trade Organisation participation in global institutions can be influential in shaping perceptions of a rising China. Beijing has greatly lowered the tone and rhetoric of its strategic competition with the United States, actions which have gone a long way toward reassuring the countries of Southeast Asia of China’s sincerity in pursuing a non-confrontational foreign and security strategy. Beijing’s approach is significant as most Southeast Asian states prefer not to have to choose between alignment with the US and alignment with China and have adopted ‘hedging’ strategies in their relationships with the two powers. Beijing now adopts a more subtle approach towards the United States: not directly challenging US leadership in Asia, partnering with Washington where the two countries have shared interests, and, above all, promoting multilateral security processes that, in turn, constrain US power, influence and hegemony in the Asia-Pacific. 
China- Taiwan War Unlikely Even as China Rises 
Steketee 2008
(Mike Steketee, The Australian: The Heart of the Nation, National Affairs Editor, "China unlikely to go to war over Taiwan, says defense expert," August 19 2008 pg online @ www.theaustralian.com.au/news/china-wont-fight-over-taiwan-expert/story-e6frg6t6-1111117233275//arjun)

CHINA is unlikely to be a military threat and the chances of a conflict over Taiwan are diminishing, according to a US defence expert. Jonathan Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific studies at the US Naval War College, told The Australian that China would become a much more potent military force in the long run. "They see this as an inevitable and logical outgrowth of their economic emergence," Professor Pollack said. "For all the shiny new systems they are acquiring, China has not gone to war for 30 years. I don't see them as a kind of budding overlord of East Asia. I don't think that is the way they conceptualise these things." China has reported average real increases in military spending of 9.6per cent in the 15 years to 2005; outside estimates are much higher. The US Defence Department has been among those expressing concern about a military build-up that could put regional balances at risk. Professor Pollack, who has been visiting China for 30 years, said he could not preclude China becoming a military threat, but added: "I just don't see it as terribly likely." Professor Pollack is in Australia as a guest of the Centre for International Security Studies and the US Studies Centre, both at Sydney University. He recently visited Taiwan, whose Government, elected this year, comprised realists who knew they had to try to find a means of dealing with China. "They have to find a way to give China clear incentives to collaborate with them, hopefully in a transition to some longer-term accommodation, the terms of which they don't know yet," Professor Pollack said. "As long as you have a Government in Taipei that is going to work hard to not provoke the Chinese, I would see the probability (of China using military force against Taiwan) diminishing, not increasing, even as China becomes much more capable militarily."

China Frontline Extensions
US-China War will not break out 
China Daily 2009 
(China Daily, "China-US trade war unlikely," 11-14-2009 pg online @ www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/obamavisitchina/2009-11/14/content_8971627.htm//arjun)
Although trade friction between China and the United States will likely rise in the months ahead as the economic recovery of the US remains in limbo, there is little possibility that the two countries will become embroiled in a full-blown trade war, analysts said. Since US President Barack Obama issued a special duty on tire imports from China in September, the first and largest, such maneuver of his administration, trade conflicts between two of the world's most important economies have sharpened and have spread to other areas, particularly in recent days. On Nov 4, the US requested that the World Trade Organization (WTO) establish a dispute settlement panel to rule on China's restraints on exports of raw materials, which the Chinese government insists is consistent with WTO rules. That same day, the US Commerce Department slapped preliminary anti-dumping duties on Chinese steel pipe worth $2.6 billion. The move came after preliminary anti-subsidy duties were put on the pipe, which is used in oil and gas lines, in September. On Nov 5 the US International Trade Commission approved another two probes of imports from China: glossy magazine-quality paper and certain salts. The new levies were approved about one week ahead of Obama's trip to Asia. The trip includes a four-day visit to China, starting Sunday. China is regarded as one of his most important destinations during the trip. "As the unemployment rate is expected to remain high next year, the US will initiate more trade protectionist cases or/and measures against China," said He Weiwen, a senior expert on WTO and China-US trade relations. Related readings: Nation says no to trade protection China subject of 86 anti-dumping and trade protection probes US unlikely to abolish trade protection act China slams US trade protection measures "China, undoubtedly, is and will remain the major target of the US, and scapegoat of the low recruitment rate and sluggish economy, although the nation should not have been so," said He. Despite news that the US economy has posted positive growth during the third quarter of this year, the world's largest economy is still hamstrung by high unemployment. According to the US Department of Labor, the country's unemployment rate surged to 10.2 percent in October, the highest since 1983 and much higher than had been expected. Most economists predict the job situation will remain grim through 2010. Even Obama has conceded that more Americans will lose their jobs, even as the worst may be over for the economy as a whole. Obama is under great pressure from labor unions, particularly the United Steelworkers, the prime initiator of the recent trade remedy cases against China, including the special guarantee tire case and the steel pipe duties. "Unions have given Obama nice support during the presidential election, and therefore are winning his promise of returning the favor," said Zhang Yuqing, a panelist on the WTO Dispute Settlement Body. The healthcare reform package Obama has been pushing forward to expand medical treatment to most Americans also needs the support of unions, Zhang added. The US House of Representatives recently narrowly endorsed healthcare reform legislation, the largest in decades. The Senate, however, has shown signs of balking at the $1 trillion bill. No trade war However few believe a trade war of any kind will break out. "There is neither sign nor reason that China and the US will turn the conflicts into a war. It's not good for either party," He said.

US-China war unlikely 
Foulkes 2010
(Arthur Foulkes, The Tribune-Star, "US China war for Korea unlikely says ISU professor," December 1 2010 pg online @ tribstar.com/news/x1894461173/U-S-China-war-for-Korea-unlikely-says-ISU-professor//arjun)
TERRE HAUTE — War between the United States and China over North and South Korea is “unlikely,” said an Asian Pacific expert at Indiana State University. Last week, North Korea, China’s ally, shelled an island off the west coast of the Korean peninsula killing four South Koreans. The incident took place just ahead of joint South Korean/U.S. naval exercises in the area. “Neither the U.S. nor China would want [war],” said Mike Chambers, chairman of the political science department at ISU and an expert on Chinese foreign relations. Both sides “would work very hard to try and prevent it.”

Hegemony Sustainable Frontline 

American leadership will continue

Goldberg 11 [ January 28 2011 “America's China Syndrome” AEIPPR American Enterprise Institute For Public Policy Research http://www.aei.org/article/103022
It's true that from the early 1990s until around now, America has been essentially alone at the top of the world heap. But that hasn't meant as much as a lot of folks claim. During this pax Americana, a nasty war broke out in Europe, genocide materialized in Africa and the United States was harassed and wounded by stateless Islamic terrorism. We also fought a war in Iraq that ended in a bloody armistice, requiring constant policing for more than a decade. And now we're in another expensive war. Meanwhile, our trade deficit only gets worse and our industrial base has been outsourced to Mexico, Vietnam and, of course, China. Next, we're told, one of the consequences of the new multipolar world will be that we won't be able to do things unilaterally anymore. Anymore? What movie were they watching? When we were supposedly cock of the walk, under Democratic and Republican presidents alike, anti-Americanism flourished. The United Nations refused to authorize the use of force to stop ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Sure, we didn't take no for an answer, but we didn't go it alone. We joined with our NATO allies to put an end to the bloodshed. During the Persian Gulf War, America had that "grand coalition" that Sen. John F. Kerry talked about. During the second Iraq war, the "coalition of the willing" was smaller, but we were hardly flying solo. U.S. leaders decried unilateralism, an odd sentiment for the undisputed global hegemon. Another reigning cliche is that the sun is setting on us as it did on the British Empire. But what does that mean? China isn't remotely powerful, influential or rich enough to play the leading role of America, and we aren't nearly so weak, ignorable or poor to deserve the supporting gig as 1950s Britain. Besides, although China clearly wants its moment in the sun, it doesn't seem particularly eager or able to lead. "When was the last time Beijing offered its own peace plan for the Arab-Israeli conflict, for instance?" asks Jonathan Eyal, Europe correspondent for the Straits Times in Singapore. "Other emerging powers are no better," he adds. "What is India's contribution to, say, solving the crisis in Sudan? Or Russia's plan for dealing with the North Korean nuclear problem?" In other words, American leadership is still the global norm. Then there are China's very real problems. China has 700 billion very poor people. By 2050, it will have 400 million very old people. It will "get old before it gets rich," as conservative writer Mark Steyn likes to say. The country is shot through with corruption, bogus accounting practices that make subprime mortgage bundles look like gold bullion, and a political elite that remains terrified of democracy. A confident government doesn't banish its Nobel Peace Prize winners. Even with its copycat stealth fighter, China is certainly less of a military threat to the United States than the Soviet Union was. It's more of an economic challenger, but that's a good problem to have, right? Currency wars are better than nuclear ones. The most important point is that China's rise doesn't reflect some grand failure of American foreign policy but its success. Drawing China into the global economic and political system has been a bipartisan foreign policy goal for generations. That creates new problems but better ones. China is still governed by a fundamentally evil system. Hu has blood on his hands--he ordered the slaughter of hundreds of unarmed Tibetan protestors in 1989. But it's less evil than when it kept a billion people in poverty and killed 65 million of its own citizens. That's progress. For the last century, America was the good-guy lead on the international stage. In that role, we relied on a broad arsenal, literally and figuratively, to help move the world to democracy and prosperity. Contrary to a lot of nostalgic nonsense about the simplicity of the Cold War and the ease of our "unipolar moment," that effort was hard, complicated and punctuated with surprising successes and unpredicted failures. In that sense, the new normal looks a lot like the old normal
Alliances and superior ideology make American leadership resilient 

Lawrence Freedman, professor of war studies at King’s College London and the author of A Choice of Enemies: America Confronts the Middle East andwinner of the 2009 Lionel Gelber Prize, May 7, 2009 “A Subversive on a Hill” http://nationalinterest.org/article/a-subversive-on-a-hill-3096
DESPITE REGULAR reports of terminal decline, the United States continues to hold on to its preeminent international position. It has been able to do this because of two features which distinguish it from the dominant great powers of the past: American power is based on alliances rather than colonies and is associated with an ideology that is flexible, potentially universal and inherently subversive of alternative ideological forms. Together they provide a core of relationships and values to which America can return even after it has overextended itself in a particular area or decided that intervention in a particular conflict was imprudent and that withdrawal is necessary.  What sort of power, then, is the United States? It entered the Second World War as a great power and finished it as a superpower. In the 1990s it was spoken of as a “hyper power,” in a class of its own. More recently there have been concerns that it was too much of a hard power, over reliant on military strength, and not enough of a soft power, one that would win friends and gain influence through the appeal of its culture and the sensitivity of its diplomacy. Now there seems to be a compromise view that the United States can combine hard and soft elements of power as appropriate, and strive above all to be a smart power. And who can object to that?
Hegemony Sustainable Frontline

Hegemony is sustainable – rivals don’t matter

CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER  is an American Pulitzer Prize–winning syndicated columnist, political commentator, and physician. His weekly column appears in The Washington Post and is syndicated to more than 200 newspapers and media outlets. April 29 2011 National Review Online “The Obama Doctrine: Leading from Behind” http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/265933/obama-doctrine-leading-behind-charles-krauthammer

A foreign policy of hesitation, delay, and indecision. Obama may be moving toward something resembling a doctrine. One of his advisers described the president’s actions in Libya as “leading from behind.” To be precise, leading from behind is a style, not a doctrine. Doctrines involve ideas, but since there are no discernible ones that make sense of Obama’s foreign policy — Lizza’s painstaking two-year chronicle shows it to be as ad hoc, erratic, and confused as it appears — this will have to do. And it surely is an accurate description, from President Obama’s shocking passivity during Iran’s 2009 Green Revolution to his dithering on Libya — acting at the very last moment, then handing off to a bickering coalition, yielding the current bloody stalemate. It’s been a foreign policy of hesitation, delay, and indecision, marked by plaintive appeals to the (fictional) “international community” to do what only America can. But underlying that style, assures this Obama adviser, there really are ideas. Indeed, “two unspoken beliefs,” explains Lizza. “That the relative power of the U.S. is declining, as rivals like China rise, and that the U.S. is reviled in many parts of the world.” Amazing. This is why Obama is deliberately diminishing American presence, standing, and leadership in the world? Take proposition one: We must “lead from behind” because U.S. relative power is declining. Even if you accept the premise, it’s a complete non sequitur. What does China’s rising GDP have to do with American buck-passing on Libya, misjudging Iran, appeasing Syria? True, China is rising. But first, it is the only power of any significance rising militarily relative to us. Russia is recovering from levels of military strength so low that it barely registers globally. And European power is in true decline (see their performance — except for the British — in Afghanistan and their current misadventures in Libya). And second, the challenge of a rising Chinese military is still exclusively regional. It would affect a war over Taiwan. It has zero effect on anything significantly beyond China’s coast. China has no blue-water navy. It has no foreign bases. It cannot project power globally. It might in the future — but by what logic should that paralyze us today? Proposition two: We must lead from behind because we are reviled. Pray tell, when were we not? During Vietnam? Or earlier, under Eisenhower? When his vice president was sent on a good-will trip to Latin America, he was spat upon and so threatened by the crowds that he had to cut short his trip. Or maybe later, under the blessed Reagan? The Reagan years were marked by vast demonstrations in the capitals of our closest allies denouncing America as a warmongering menace taking the world into nuclear winter. “Obama came of age politically,” explains Lizza, “during the post–Cold War era, a time when America’s unmatched power created widespread resentment.” But the world did not begin with the coming to consciousness of Barack Obama. Cold War resentments ran just as deep. It is the fate of any assertive superpower to be envied, denounced, and blamed for everything under the sun. Nothing has changed. Moreover, for a country so deeply reviled, why during the massive unrest in Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain, Yemen, Jordan, and Syria have anti-American demonstrations been such a rarity? Who truly reviles America the hegemon? The world that Obama lived in and that shaped him intellectually: the elite universities; his Hyde Park milieu (including his not-to-be-mentioned friends, William Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn); the church he attended for two decades, ringing with sermons more virulently anti-American than anything heard in today’s full-throated uprising of the Arab Street. It is the liberal elites who revile the American colossus and devoutly wish to see it cut down to size. Leading from behind — diminishing America’s global standing and assertiveness — is a reaction to their view of America, not the world’s. Other presidents take anti-Americanism as a given, rather than evidence of American malignancy, believing — as do most Americans — in the rightness of our cause and the nobility of our intentions. Obama thinks anti-Americanism is a verdict on America’s fitness for leadership. I would suggest that “leading from behind” is a verdict on Obama’s fitness for leadership. Leading from behind is not leading. It is abdicating. It is also an oxymoron. Yet a sympathetic journalist, channeling an Obama adviser, elevates it to a doctrine. The president is no doubt flattered. The rest of us are merely stunned.

Transition Reduces Conflict Frontline
Transition reduces conflict

Sapolsky, Friedman, Gholz Fall 2009 Harvey M. Sapolsky is a professor of public policy and organization at MIT. Benjamin H. Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at Cato Institute. Eugene Gholz is an associate professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin. Daryl G. Press is an associate professor of government at Dartmouth College. Daryl G. Press World Affairs “Restraining Order: For Strategic Modesty”

http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2009-Fall/full-Sapolsky-etal-Fall-2009.html
Restraint also rejects the idea that fixing failed states is a good way to protect America. Failed states are rarely hospitable sanctuaries for terrorists—they inevitably get dragged into local fighting. The Afghanistan example is often deployed to warn of the danger of failed states, but al-Qaeda was a guest of the country’s leaders, the Taliban. The problem was not state failure, but state support. Equally important, failed states are usually produced by deep political cleavages, which the United States cannot easily fix with a military intervention. Rather than try to solve the problem of state failure—which needlessly ensnares the United States in faraway disputes—Washington should act against terrorist groups who plan to attack Americans. A more preventive approach will simply produce hostility and run up bills. A common objection to the strategy of restraint is that the absence of U.S. security guarantees and troops abroad will impel more nations to fend for themselves and therefore build nuclear weapons, heightening proliferation. What this view misses is that U.S. military hegemony is as likely to encourage nuclear proliferation, as states balance against us, as to prevent it. In addition, this objection exaggerates the dangers of proliferation. The spread of nuclear weapons does not necessarily threaten the United States. Indeed, the acquisition of nuclear forces by some of our friends will enhance their security and dampen their desire for American guarantees. Even the spread of nuclear weapons to so-called rogue states is not overly threatening because we can deter them. America’s non-proliferation efforts should focus on terrorists, whom we doubt can be reliably deterred. Fortunately, developing nuclear weapons is not easy for a terrorist group. They face financial constraints, major technical challenges (Pyongyang’s experience refutes the canard that it is simple to build an A-bomb), and trouble hiding their activities from intelligence and police surveillance. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to exploit these difficulties—launching sting operations to catch rogue states or individuals who seek to pass nuclear material to terror groups and direct action against terrorists who demonstrate an interest in obtaining such weapons.   ach of the two main strategic alternatives to restraint, primacy and global engagement, suffers from major flaws. Primacists seek to contain peer- competitors to America, especially China. They hope to dissuade Beijing from building a military to match its growing economic power. Some even want to destabilize the Beijing government by accelerating China’s liberalization in ways that would make modernization difficult to control, or by trying to embarrass the government (militarily or otherwise) in a way that would cause decades of political and economic disarray. Such an anti-China strategy is unwise. First, it is far from guaranteed that China will continue its economic rise or successfully manage the social strains that its government already faces. And a policy of active containment (let alone a policy of destabilization) may even make it easy for leaders in Beijing to rally nationalist sentiment against the United States and distract attention from their own failings. This sort of anti-China strategy accomplishes only one thing for sure: it turns tomorrow’s potential adversary into today’s certain one. A second strategic alternative to restraint is to continue America’s muddled approach to international politics: global engagement, often mistakenly called “selective engagement.” Advocates of this policy seek to protect the U.S. economy, as well as other overseas interests, by enhancing international law and order. In this telling, the United States is the sheriff, working with locals to keep the outlaws at bay while institutions for global governance take root. This strategy vastly overstates America’s ability to engineer the global system. We lack the expertise to manage distant corners of the world, and our efforts too often fan nationalist and tribal opposition. Ordering the world according to our liking involves picking winners and losers. The losers will blame us for their problems, the winners will resent our role in their success, and both sides will blame us when things go awry. Global activism costs us in two other crucial ways. First, it forces us to violate our values when local stability requires tactical alliances with unsavory regimes. Second, it discourages our friends from becoming self-reliant, leaving us with weaker partners when we truly need them. Restraint better protects American interests.

Hegemony Declining Frontline

American leadership will inevitably decline

Jeremy Warner July 29 2011, The Telegraph “A US debt deal will be done, but it will offer only temporary respite” http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/jeremywarner/100011220/a-us-debt-deal-will-be-done-but-it-will-offer-only-temporary-respite/
It’s conceivable that the Federal Reserve could act to monetise the deficit by printing dollars to finance it, or simply cancel the government debt it already has on its balance sheet, but many would think that a default in all but name. These are nuclear options. The fallout would be extreme. Once default is viewed as inevitable, the interbank lending market would freeze anew, prompting a second, global credit crunch on top of the violent contraction going on in the core of the US economy. It would be the 1930s all over again. All this makes it pretty much unconscionable that a borrowing freeze will be allowed to happen. Somehow or other, a way will be found to raise the debt ceiling. It may not be by much, but it will buy a little time. A sticking plaster solution is better than no solution at all, but it won’t address the US’s underlying fiscal problem and if the political stalemate continues in the meantime, we’ll only be back at the same point in six months to a year’s time. A credit downgrade already looks pretty much a done deal. Uncertainty feeds economic stagnation, and so long as nothing is done to reach a lasting solution, decisions on whether to build that new factory, take on extra workers, or purchase the new automobile won’t get taken. Dollar hegemony has been under threat for a long time now, but whatever the outcome of this latest political charade, it will come to be seen as a watershed moment when America finally lost the plot and condemned herself to lasting decline. Can a country that puts political bickering before the interests of economic and financial stability really be trusted with the world’s major reserve currency. I think not. The spell is broken. The age of the mighty dollar is over. According to Winston Churchill, the US can in the end always be relied on to do the right thing, but only after all other possibilities have been exhausted. I wish we could be sure it was still true.

Hegemony Declining Extensions
Heg declining now

PROF. BÜLENT GÖKAY June 30 2011, Keele University, Turkish Review, Crisis exposes irresistible shift of economic power eastwards, http://www.turkishreview.org/tr/newsDetail_getNewsById.action?newsId=223105
All indicators suggest the current financial crisis and economic downturn will confirm, and possibly accelerate, another major shift in economic power; this time to emerging economies, China and India in particular. The acceleration of the global economic power shift toward emerging economies is one of the most interesting results of the global economic crisis. The economies to watch now are the so-called Emerging Seven (E-7): China, India, Brazil, Russia, Mexico, Indonesia and Turkey. One could also add South Korea, South Africa, Vietnam and Nigeria to this group. According to a PwC forecast, the combined GDP of the E-7 (corrected for purchasing power parity, or PPP) could overtake that of the G-7 countries by 2020. But they will not stop there; due to their much stronger growth potential, the E-7 economies are forecast to then draw further ahead of the G-7, with combined E-7 GDP, again corrected for PPP, projected by PwC as being around 30 percent higher by 2030 than total G-7 GDP. The IMF predicts that despite the emerging economies’ cooling momentum, they will still provide a source of resilience well into the future, benefiting from strong growth in productivity and improved policy frameworks. In its November 2008 report, “Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World,” the US National Intelligence Council stated: “The international system – as constructed following the Second World War – will be almost unrecognizable by 2025 owing to the rise of emerging powers, a globalizing economy, an historic transfer of relative wealth and economic power from West to East, and the growing influence of nonstate actors.” At the conclusion of his widely popular 1987 study of the global political economy, “The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers,” English-born and Oxford-trained Yale historian Paul Kennedy observed: “The task facing American statesmen over the next decades […] is to recognize that broad trends are under way, and that there is a need to ‘manage’ affairs so that the relative erosion of the United States’ position takes place slowly and smoothly” (“The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000,” 1989). In chronicling the decline of the US as a global power, Kennedy compared measures of US economic health, such as its levels of industrialization and growth of real GNP, against those of Europe, Russia and Japan. What he found was a shift in the global political economy over the last 50 years, generated by underlying structural changes in the organization of its financial and trading systems. Kennedy’s theory about a structural decline in US power is shared by other critical thinkers, who similarly view global political economy through a historic lens. Andre Gunder Frank (“ReOrient,” 1998), Emmanuel Todd (“After the Empire: The Breakdown of the American Order,” 2002), Giovanni Arrighi (“Adam Smith in Beijing: Lineages of the Twenty-First Century,” 2007), Niall Ferguson (“The Ascent of Money,” 2008), and Fareed Zakaria (“The Post-American World,” 2008) all used history to argue that US power is declining in parallel to a rise of regional powers, particularly China. In their view, this decline is not the consequence of “bad behavior,” even if bad behavior has occurred, but is the function of structural changes that have occurred as the global economy attempts to adapt to changing historical circumstances.

Global Warming Frontline (1/5)
1) No global warming crisis
Wall Street Journal (By Garth George) 10/8/9. “Copenhagen blabfest is a load of hot air” LexisNexis. http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/
There is no global warming crisis. The world is just emerging from the Little Ice Age, so naturally temperatures will be above those of last century. There is nothing unusual about today's temperature levels or their trends. There were several periods since the Big Ice Age ended that had temperatures above the present. Man's emissions of CO2 are beneficial, not dangerous. And today's levels of CO2 are low by historical standards. All life would benefit from an increase in CO2 content. Extreme weather events are a permanent feature of the world's climate. Weather extremes occur at any time and in all climate phases. All we can do is be prepared. Humans cannot control the climate or the weather. They must learn to adapt to whatever the future holds, or disappear and be listed among many species extinguished by climate change. "Climate change" is the natural condition on Earth - climate and weather are never still. If we have anything to fear from "climate change" it is not warming, whose effects are almost wholly beneficial. What we need to fear is a return of the cold, dry, hungry ice ages. It is clear that the theory that CO2 causes dangerous global warming is false. It predicted increasing warming as the CO2 content rose. But temperatures fell, twice in the past 100 years. Now, in another fraudulent about face, they will try to say that man's CO2 is now causing the cooling. In other words, no matter what happens, they will adjust the theory to claim it proves their failed thesis. This is pseudo-science. An alternative theory that phases in climate change are affected by solar cycles has been proved to largely agree with observations. Those forecasts came before the event, suggesting that the theory may be correct. There is no need whatsoever for an economically dangerous and scientifically discredited emissions trading scheme with its taxes, bureaucracy and disruptions. And as for the Copenhagen talkfest, even Helen Clark is downplaying the likelihood that it will be the final step in negotiating a successor to the Kyoto Protocol. The UN development chief told London's Financial Times: "Copenhagen has to be viewed as a very important step. Would it be overoptimistic to say that it would be the final one? Of course. "If there's no deal as such, it won't be a failure," she said. "I think the conference will be positive but it won't dot every i and cross every t." What a disgraceful waste of time, resources and money this whole business is. 
2) Global Warming threats are exaggerated
Thomas Fuller (SF Environmental Policy Examiner). 2010. http://www.climatechangefraud.com/climate-reports/6518-global-warming-is-real-but-effects-have-been-exaggerated-and-we-dont-know-the-future

The current warming began around 1880 (give or take a decade) upon the conclusion of the Little Ice Age. The warming has not been even or steady--it accelerates and decelerates for reasons we don't really understand.  Those who cry for political action to combat global warming have described some effects of it that they claim have already occurred. In almost every case, their claims have proven to be exaggerated.  The 'poster children' for global warming have been polar bears, Himalayan glaciers, African agriculture, increased damage and destruction due to hurricanes and floods, Amazonian rainforests and Arctic ice.  Polar bears face an uncertain future. Climate change is just one of many factors that are changing for them. Other factors include human encroachment on their habitat, the response of other wildlife to changes, and most importantly, hunting. Some of the sub-populations of polar bears are decreasing. Some are increasing and some are staying the same. The single most important contribution we could make to helping the population of polar bears increase is to stop shooting them. If we were serious about preserving large numbers of polar bears, we would limit the expansion of human activities throughout their habitat, which would make polar bears less of a threat to people and remove one of the reasons for our killing them. Polar bears have lived through periods of higher temperatures than now, including periods of zero Arctic ice cover. They can swim 200 miles without resting, and Arctic ice loss in and of itself is not a threat to polar bears.  Arctic ice comes and goes. We're not sure exactly why, and we're not sure exactly of the cycles that govern its increase and decrease. The most recent decrease was dramatic, but only because it was the first decrease we were able to photograph from satellites. We now know that much of the reason for the 2007 low point of ice cover was that winds and currents pushed Arctic ice out of the Arctic to warmer parts of the Atlantic, where it then melted normally. It has since recovered dramatically.  Himalayan glaciers increase and decrease, and always have, just like glaciers all over the world. Claims in the IPCC report that they will disappear by 2035 are flat out wrong. The error was caused because for years the area of Himalayan glaciers were measured in November, when snow cover made them look bigger. When the time of measurement was switched to September, they amazingly looked smaller. Although Indian scientists understood this, the journalists whose comments were hijacked for the IPCC report did not.  The Amazonian rain forest can be compared to polar bears. The biggest threat it faces is encroachment of humans on its territory. The Amazon is being torn down for 
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firewood, hardwood furniture and living space. It is being burned for slash and burn agriculture--some of that to grow biofuels to combat global warming. Like all forests, it is vulnerable to drought--being rainforest, it is more vulnerable than some other forests. If global warming produces drought in the Amazon, it will have an impact. However, the computer models that project scenarios of global warming cannot produce sufficient detail to say whether global warming will bring drought to the Amazon. The most that models can say is that overall precipitation worldwide should increase by 5%.  Hurricanes and floods cause damage. Loss of life due to them has been reduced by between 95% and 99%, due to better weather predictions, but damage has increased. But none of the increase is attributable to climate change. Rather, a host of papers have shown that all of the increased damages due to hurricanes and floods is easily explained by richer people building more expensive property in areas vulnerable to storms and floods.  African agriculture is, like agriculture anywhere, vulnerable to drought--just like the Amazon rainforest. However, a single report examining the possible effects of drought on cereal production on irrigated farms in 3 African countries was taken by the IPCC and reported as the probable future for all agricultural production throughout all the continent. The report was incorrect. African agricultural production is increasing and is expected to increase in the future. The rate of temperature rise has slowed, from about 2 degrees C per century (1975-19998) to about 1.2 degrees C per century (1995-2009). However, the recent slowdown is over too short a period to be statistically significant. Nonetheless, this is quite different from projections of accelerating temperature rises. This is what Phil Jones, director at CRU and a staunch advocate of the global warming establishment, said in an interview last week.  Flaws in recent scientific studies have been found which make it distinctly possible that the temperature rises we have experienced are not unique--not even unusual. Keith Briffa, a member of the CRU team and a staunch advocate of the global warming establishment, said that he thought temperatures had been warmer than today 1,000 years ago in an email that was part of the Climategate release of emails and documents.  Arctic ice has recovered about 25% of the ice it lost in 2007.  Hurricanes are predicted to be less frequent in future--although it is possible that some will be stronger.  The Amazon and polar bears both need our help and attention--but the current threats to them are from sources other than climate change, and we can easily make both strong enough to resist climate change if we change our current bad habits of shooting polar bears and burning down forests.  Global warming is predicted to provide net benefits to many parts of the world, especially in the first few decades of this century. Generally speaking, cold kills more people than heat (although this is not a straightforward issue), CO2 is often good for many crops (but not all, and it's good for weeds as well), and the natural progress of economic development will strenghten the communities of people who are currently very poor enough that, like the Amazon and the polar bear, they will be better able to resist the effects of climate change after 2050.  A generation of politicians supported by a cadre of scientists have consistently exaggerated the extent of the effects of past and projected climate change due to human contributions of CO2. This has distorted the debate, caused enormous expenditures of taxpayers' money on green projects that will have little or no effect on global warming and led to scientific misbehaviour that threatens public confidence in the best way we have for understanding the world around us.  The scientists and politicians who have performed this disservice need to be held accountable for this. It has badly distracted us from doing the right things at the right times to take better care of each other and the planet we live on. 

Global Warming Frontline (3/5)
3) No extinction

Idso, Idso and Idso 3 (Sherwood, Craig and Keith, Keith, Vice Pres. Ctr Study CO2 and Global Change, Ph.D. in Botany @ ASU, won several top awards while instructing students in biological and botanical laboratories and lectures at ASU, and Craig, Chrmn Brd of Ctr for Study CO2 & Global Change, Ph.D. in Geog. ASU, “The Spector of Species Extinction: Will Global Warming Decimate Earth’s Biosphere?”, Marshal Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/150.pdf//umich-mp)

The CO2-induced global warming extinction hypothesis claims that as the world warms in response to the ongoing rise in the air’s CO2 content, many species of plants and animals will not be able to migrate either poleward in latitude or upward in elevation fast enough to avoid extinction as they try to escape the stress imposed by the rising temperature. With respect to plants, however, we have shown that as long as the atmosphere’s CO2 concentration rises in tandem with its temperature, most of them will not “feel the heat,” as their physiology will change in ways that make them better adapted to warmer conditions. Hence, although earth’s plants will likely spread poleward and upward at the cold-limited boundaries of their ranges in response to a warming-induced opportunity to do so, their heat-limited boundaries will probably remain pretty much as they are now or shift only slightly. Consequently, in a world of rising atmospheric CO2 concentration, the ranges of most of earth’s plants will likely expand if the planet continues to warm, making plant extinctions even less likely than they are currently. Animals should react much the same way. In response to concurrent increases in atmospheric temperature and CO2 concentration, they will likely migrate poleward and upward, where cold temperatures prevented them from going in the past, as they follow earth’s plants. Also as with earth’s plants, the heat-limited boundaries of their ranges should in many cases be little affected, as has been observed in several of the real-world studies that have been wrongly cited as providing evidence for impending species extinctions, or their entire ranges may simply shift with the rising temperature, as has been observed in many real-world studies of marine ecosystems. To summarize, both theory and observation paint the same picture. A goodly portion of earth’s plants and animals should actually expand their ranges and gain a stronger foothold on the planet as the atmosphere’s temperature and CO2 concentration continue to rise. If the air’s CO2 content were suddenly to stop increasing, however, the biosphere could find itself facing a significant challenge, as the world’s plants would cease acquiring the extra physiological protection against heat stress that is afforded them by rising atmospheric CO2 concentrations. Consequently, the end result of curtailing anthropogenic CO2 emissions might well be just the opposite of what many people are hoping to accomplish by encouraging that policy, i.e., many species might actually be driven to extinction, rather than being saved from such a fate. 
4) Climate predictions fail – our modeling software is empirically flawed and can’t predict future climate – they fail to distinguish between feedback and forcing 

Roy Spencer, Former Senior Scientist for Climate Studies at NASA, and Danny Braswell, Team leader for NASA’s qua satellite, Principal Research Scientists at the Earth System Science Center at the University of Alabama, 7/25/11 “On the Misdiagnosis of Surface Temperature Feedbacks from Variations in Earth’s Radiant Energy Balance”, Remote Sensing vol 3, og 1603-1613 *This study was funded entirely by the U.S. Department of Energy, not an oil company

Abstract: The sensitivity of the climate system to an imposed radiative imbalance remains the largest source of uncertainty in projections of future anthropogenic climate change. Here we present further evidence that this uncertainty from an observational perspective is largely due to the masking of the radiative feedback signal by internal radiative forcing, probably due to natural cloud variations. That these internal radiative forcings exist and likely corrupt feedback diagnosis is demonstrated with lag regression analysis of satellite and coupled climate model data, interpreted with a simple forcing-feedback model. While the satellite-based metrics for the period 2000–2010 depart substantially in the direction of lower climate sensitivity from those similarly computed from coupled climate models, we find that, with traditional methods, it is not possible to accurately quantify this discrepancy in terms of the feedbacks which determine climate sensitivity. It is concluded that atmospheric feedback diagnosis of the climate system remains an unsolved problem, due primarily to the inability to distinguish between radiative forcing and radiative feedback in satellite radiative budget observations. The magnitude of the surface temperature response of the climate system to an imposed radiative energy imbalance remains just as uncertain today as it was decades ago [1]. Over 20 coupled ocean-atmosphere climate models tracked by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) produce a wide range of warming estimates in response to the infrared radiative forcing theoretically expected from anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions [2]. From a modeling standpoint, this lack of progress is evidence of the complexity of the myriad atmospheric processes that combine to determine the sign and magnitude of feedbacks. It is also due to our inability to quantify feedbacks in the real climate system, a contentious issue with a wide range of published feedback diagnoses [1] and disagreements over the ability of existing methods to diagnose 
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feedback [3,4]. Spencer and Braswell ([5] hereafter SB10) discussed what they believed to be the primary difficulty in diagnosing feedback from variations in the Earth’s radiative energy balance between absorbed shortwave (SW) solar radiation and thermally emitted longwave (LW) infrared (IR) radiation. SB10 attributed the difficulty to the contamination of the feedback signature by unknown levels of time-varying, internally generated radiative forcing; for example, ‘unforced’ natural variations in cloud cover. In simple terms, radiative changes resulting from temperature change (feedback) cannot be easily disentangled from those causing a temperature change (forcing). Much can be learned about the interaction between radiative forcing and feedback through a simple time dependent forcing-feedback model of temperature variations away from a state of energy equilibrium, Cp dΔT/dt = S(t) + N(t) − λΔT (1) Equation (1) states that time-varying sources of non-radiative forcing S and radiative forcing N cause a climate system with bulk heat capacity Cp to undergo a temperature change with time away from its equilibrium state (dΔT/dt), but with a net radiative feedback ‘restoring force’ (−λΔT) acting to stabilize the system. For the interannual temperature climate variability we will address here, the heat capacity Cp in Equation (1) is assumed to represent the oceanic mixed layer. (Note that if Cp is put inside the time differential term, the equation then becomes one for changes in the heat content of the system with time. While it is possible that feedback can be more accurately diagnosed by analyzing changes in the heat content of the ocean over time [6], our intent here is to examine the problems inherent in diagnosing feedback based upon surface temperature changes.) Radiative forcings (N) of temperature change could arise, for example, from natural fluctuations in cloud cover which are not the direct or indirect result of a temperature change (that is, not due to feedback) [7]. Examples of non-radiative forcing (S) would be fluctuations in the heat exchange between the mixed layer and deep ocean, or between the mixed layer and the overlying atmosphere. Importantly, satellite radiative budget instruments measure the combined influence of radiative forcing (N) and radiative feedback (−λΔT) in unknown proportions. Although not usually considered a feedback per se, the most fundamental component of the net feedback parameter λ is the direct dependence of the rate of IR emission on temperature, estimated to be about 3.3 W m−2 K−1 in the global average [8]. This ‘Planck’ or ‘Stefan-Boltzmann’ response stabilizes the climate system against runaway temperature changes, and represents a baseline from which feedbacks are traditionally referenced. Positive feedbacks in the climate system reduce the net feedback parameter below 3.3, while negative feedbacks increase it above 3.3. Here we will deal with the net feedback parameter exclusively, as it includes the combined influence of all climate feedbacks, as well as the Planck effect. The larger the net feedback parameter λ, the smaller the temperature response to an imposed energy imbalance N will be; the smaller λ is, the greater the temperature response will be. A negative value for λ would indicate a climate system whose temperature is unstable to radiative forcing. The coupled ocean-atmosphere climate models tracked by the IPCC have diagnosed long-term net feedback parameters ranging from λ = 0.89 for the most sensitive model, MIROC-Hires, to λ = 1.89 for the least sensitive model, FGOALS [8]. Since this range is below the Planck response of 3.3 W m−2 K−1, all of the IPCC models therefore exhibit net positive feedbacks. Also, since all climate models have net feedback parameters greater than zero, none of the climate models are inherently unstable to perturbations. It is worth reiterating that satellite radiative budget instruments measure the combined effect of the radiative terms on the RHS of Equation (1), that is, the radiative forcing term N and the feedback term (− λΔT). That the presence of N can have a profound impact on feedback diagnosis is easily demonstrated with a simple time dependent model based upon Equation (1). If we assume Cp consistent with a 25 m deep oceanic mixed layer, a net feedback parameter λ = 3, and a sinusoidal forcing with period of one year, the temperature response shown in Figure 1 will result. Figure 1. Simple forcing-feedback model demonstration that satellite radiative budget instrument measurements of Net radiative flux (forcing + feedback) are very different from what is needed to diagnose the net feedback parameter (feedback only). In response to radiative forcing, the model ocean warms, which in turn causes a net radiative feedback response. Significant to our goal of diagnosing feedback, the net feedback response to a temperature change is always smaller than the radiative forcing which caused it, owing to the heat capacity of the system, until radiative equilibrium is once again restored. At that point the radiative feedback equals the radiative forcing. Unfortunately, in the real climate system radiative forcings are continually changing, which means the feedback response will in general be smaller than the radiative forcing. The presence of this radiative forcing tends to confound the accurate determination of feedback. If the only source of radiative variability was feedback, then regression of the time series (−λΔT) against the temperature time series (ΔT) in Figure 1 would yield an accurate feedback diagnosis with the regression slope λ = 3 W m−2 K−1. But the presence of time varying radiative forcing in Figure 1 has a very different signature than that of feedback, yet it is the sum of the two which the satellite measures. As shown by SB10, the presence of any time-varying radiative forcing decorrelates the co-variations between radiative flux and temperature. Low correlations lead to regression-diagnosed feedback parameters biased toward zero, which corresponds to a borderline unstable climate system. We believe that the low correlations associated with previous feedback diagnoses with satellite data are themselves prima facie evidence of the presence of radiative forcing in the data. In the real climate system, it is likely there is almost always a time-varying 
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radiative forcing present, as various internally-generated changes in clouds and water vapor oscillate between positive and negative values faster than the resulting temperature changes can restore the system to radiative equilibrium. This means that feedback diagnosis will, in general, be contaminated by an unknown amount of time-varying internal radiative forcing N. If those forcings were known, they could have been subtracted from the measured radiative flux variations before diagnosing feedback, e.g., as has been done for the feedback response of the coupled climate models to transient carbon dioxide forcing [8]. Central to the difficulty of feedback diagnosis is the very different time-dependent relationships which exist between forcing and temperature, versus between feedback and temperature. While there is a substantial time lag between forcing and the temperature response due to the heat capacity of the ocean, the radiative feedback response to temperature is nearly simultaneous with the temperature change. This near-simultaneity is due to a combination of the instantaneous temperature effect on the LW portion of λ (the Planck response of 3.3 W m−2 K−1), and the relatively rapid convective coupling of the surface to the atmosphere, which causes surface temperature-dependent changes in water vapor, clouds, and the vertical profile of temperature. While SB10 provided evidence that such radiatively-induced temperature changes do exist, and in general lead to an underestimate of the net feedback parameter, this view has been challenged ([9] hereafter D10) with estimated cloud feedback from satellite observed variations in Earth’s radiative energy balance during 2000–2010. D10 used the usual regression approach. Further, D10 assumed that the temperature changes during 2000–2010 were not radiatively forced by the atmosphere, but non-radiatively forced through changes in ocean circulation associated with the El Niño/Southern Oscillation (ENSO) [10] phenomenon. If D10 is correct that radiative forcing can be neglected (N(t) ≈ 0), then satellite observed radiative variations would be dominated by feedback rather than forcing, and one should be able to diagnose feedback through regression of radiative variations against temperature variations. Here we will provide evidence that those temperature changes instead had a strong component of radiative forcing, with radiative accumulation preceding, and radiative loss following temperature maxima. While SB10 used phase space analysis to demonstrate the presence of radiative forcing, here we will use lag regression analysis. By examining regression coefficients between temperature and radiative flux at a variety of leads and lags, rather than at just zero time lag, we can identify behaviors of the climate system that otherwise cannot be discerned.
Global Warming theories incorrect- Climate satellite data proves

National Review 7/30/11. http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/273239/nasa-study-shatters-climate-alarmists-assumptions-mario-loyola “NASA Study Shatters Climate Alarmists’ Assumptions”
Still, I assumed that at least the climate scientists had some firm idea of how much heat a certain amount of carbon dioxide would trap directly and indirectly through increased humidity and cloud cover. Well now it turns out that even on this most essential assumption of all their claims, they didn’t know what they were talking about.  An explosive study based on NASA satellite data collected over the past decade shows that the planet’s atmosphere traps far less heat than any of the most frequently cited models presumed. The study, by Dr. Roy Spencer and Dr. William Braswell of the University of Alabama, was published in the peer-reviewed journal Remote Sensing. This is from the press release:  “The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show,” Spencer said. “There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans.”  Not only does the atmosphere release more energy than previously thought, it starts releasing it earlier in a warming cycle. The models forecast that the climate should continue to absorb solar energy until a warming event peaks.  Instead, the satellite data shows the climate system starting to shed energy more than three months before the typical warming event reaches its peak.  “At the peak, satellites show energy being lost while climate models show energy still being gained,” Spencer said.  This is the first time scientists have looked at radiative balances during the months before and after these transient temperature peaks.  Applied to long-term climate change, the research might indicate that the climate is less sensitive to warming due to increased carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere than climate modelers have theorized. A major underpinning of global warming theory is that the slight warming caused by enhanced greenhouse gases should change cloud cover in ways that cause additional warming, which would be a positive feedback cycle. 
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No global warming threat- exaggerated by religious fanatics

Catholic News Agency. 2/19/7. http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/global_warming_threats_exaggerated_says_cardinal_pell/ “Global warming threats exaggerated, says Cardinal Pell”

Cardinal George Pell is calling for caution regarding exaggerated claims of severe global warming and says he’s “deeply skeptical about man-made catastrophic global warming, but still open to further evidence.”  In his weekly Sunday Telegraph column, the cardinal-archbishop of Sydney said people have been “subjected to a lot of nonsense about climate disasters as some zealots have been painting extreme scenarios to frighten us.”  He called those who make claims about ice caps melting and ocean levels rising spectacularly “doomsdayers” and “scaremongers.”  He also called to account journalists who have called for Nuremberg-style trials for global warming skeptics and who have compared skeptics with “Holocaust deniers.” The media during the last 100 years, he also noted, has flip-flopped between promoting fears of a coming Ice Age and fears of global warming.  “What we were seeing from the doomsdayers was an induced dose of mild hysteria, semi-religious if you like, but dangerously close to superstition,” he said. “I would be surprised if industrial pollution, and carbon emissions, had no ill effect at all. But enough is enough.”  The cardinal acknowledged that enormous climate changes have occurred in world history, such as the Ice Ages and Noah’s flood. Long and terrible droughts are not infrequent in Australian history either, he pointed out.  He cited some scientific evidence to try to make sense of it and noted that the evidence on warming is, in fact, mixed.   He noted that:  •    Global warming has been increasing constantly since 1975 at the rate of less than one-fifth of a degree centigrade per decade. •    The concentration of carbon dioxide increased surface temperatures more in winter than in summer and especially in mid and high latitudes over land, while there was a global cooling of the stratosphere. •    The East Anglia University climate research unit found that global temperatures did not increase between 1998 and 2005.  •    A recent NASA satellite found that the Southern Hemisphere has not warmed in the past 25 years.   “The science is more complicated than the propaganda!” he concluded. 

CO2 emissions studies misguided- no global warming threat

David Lawson 2002. http://www.davidlawson.co.uk/Files/BCO_052.htm  “Global warming threat ‘exaggerated’
Bjorn Lomborg, a controversial scientist who dismisses doom-mongering over global warming has come under fire from former UK planning minister Tim Yeo for using ‘seductive but dangerous’ arguments based on flimsy evidence.   Lomborg told  the British Council for Offices conference in Edinburgh he accepted warming was happening but the threats had been exaggerated and efforts to reduce CO2 emissions misguided.    The Kyoto agreement would postpone a critical average temperature rise by only six years but at a vast cost of $350bn a year. ‘This is equivalent to the total aid to third world counties – the very ones we are trying to protect.’   The money would be better spent giving everyone in those countries clean water and better sanitation. ‘That would save 2m lives in a year,’ said Lomborg.     He also attacked fears about increased air pollution, pesticide dangers and diminishing natural resources. Air was cleaner than since medieval times, alcohol killed more people than pesticides and renewable fuels were replacing oil – which in any case continued to flow despite claims going back to the 1920s that it was about to run out.    These arguments, first aired in the statistics teacher’s book The Skeptical Environmentalist,  made him an overnight hate figure for environmentalists but won applause from the Bush  administration, which withdrew from the Kyoto agreement. But leading Conservative Yeo, now a frontbench spokesman on culture,  accused Lomborg of using flimsy evidence and muddled arguments.  ‘Many people in the developed world will take comfort from Lomborg’s claims,’ he said.  ‘It is not rich western countries that will suffer if the threats to sustainability are ignored.’     Many improvements Lomborg cited came from government intervention, such as laws on air pollution, rather than leaving everything to market forces. He  questioned whether the upward trend in world population would suddenly be reversed in a couple of generations or that alternative fuels would be any cheaper.   ‘Only the most reckless and short-sighted policy makers would now deny the need for a response to the growing accumulation of evidence.’ 

Global Warming Threats exaggerated

Fox News 2/25/9. http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,500327,00.html “Scientist: Global Warming Evidence, Claims Exaggerated”

Claims about the allegedly dire effects of global warming may be exaggerated, Patrick Michaels, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, a libertarian think tank, said during a Thursday lecture at the Rockefeller Center at Dartmouth College in Hanover, N.H. Michaels, who is also a state climatologist and professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, discussed the research published in his new book, "Climate of Extremes: Global Warming Science They Don't Want You to Know." "The discussion surrounding global warming has become wildly extreme," he told a packed auditorium. "You 
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either believe it's the end of the world unless we do something about it right now, or you're a denier." Michaels criticized scientists' widespread acceptance of the computer climate change models, saying that the models have projected higher temperatures than have actually occurred in recent years. "[There is a] systematic failure of computer models," he said. "What warming there is, is at or below the lower limits of computer models."  Prevalent claims that global warming is occurring at an ever increasing rate are troubling, Michaels said. Charts of recent temperatures show constant, linear warming, he said. Scientific literature, which Michaels said should present an equal distribution of positive and negative conclusions about climate change trends, is overwhelmingly pessimistic, Michaels said. This phenomenon can be partially attributed to the "small inbred community" of scientists who peer review global warming research, he said. There is also evidence that individuals, societies and economies can adapt to warmer temperatures, Michaels said. Agricultural adaptations may allow corn to grow at higher temperatures, he said, while crops like soybeans and sugar cane thrive in a hotter climate. When heat waves occur with higher and higher frequency, there are fewer deaths during subsequent bouts of high temperature, he added. Current means of addressing warming may exacerbate the extent of the climate problem, Michaels said. Cap-and-trade systems and energy taxes take money out of the hands of investors and drain capital from companies that could produce innovative technologies, he said. "I will leave you with one observation: the future belongs to the efficient," he said. "You need capital to reach that future." As Michaels fielded questions from the audience, arguments broke out among various Dartmouth students. Matthew Dahlhausen '11, a member of the Environmental Conservation Organization, encouraged student environmentalists to attend the event in a campus-wide e-mail, he said. Before the lecture began, Dahlhausen handed out sheets criticizing some of Michaels's key points. The handout encouraged audience members to "shake [Michaels] up a bit." Dahlhausen engaged in a lively debate with Michaels after the formal question-and-answer session, highlighting alternative evidence and theories about climate change. "[Michaels is] often thought to hold equal ground with climate scientists, but he doesn't," Dahlhausen said. "He's really an outsider." Michaels's theories are not widely supported, Stephen Schneider, professor of biology and co-director or the Center for Environmental Science and Policy at Stanford University, said in an interview with The Dartmouth. Schneider compared Michaels and the other climatologists who share his views to the tobacco industry, saying that they seek to alter the trajectory of political and scientific progress. "It is completely illegitimate for somebody like Pat Michaels to [look at] speculative evidence with competing explanations and say it's not proved," he said. "Science isn't bipolar. Science deals with degrees of truth." Michaels, in an interview with The Dartmouth after his lecture, acknowledged such criticism, saying, "that's the usual reception I get at universities." Michaels' visit to campus was sponsored by the College Libertarians and was funded by the Charles G. Koch Foundation and the Rockefeller Center. Peter Osorio '12, vice executive of the College Libertarians and organizer of the event, said he wanted to bring Michaels to campus to discuss solutions to global warming. "We need the most efficient means to [solve global warming], which is through free market spending," he said. "Government spending won't help." 

Warming wont cause total extinction 

CAS 10 (California Academy of Sciences, “Warming & Mammal Biodiverstiy”, May 24, Science Today Beyond the Headlines, http://www.calacademy.org/sciencetoday/warming-mammal-biodiversity///umich-mp) 

Global warming probably won’t cause the total extinction of life, but scientists are worried that it will affect the loss of biodiversity– certain species in certain areas.  Often we try and gather clues from extinction events to get hints about our future, but perhaps we’ve been missing the forest for the trees. Now, a team of researchers from Stanford and UC Berkeley are looking at past biodiversity loss for clues.  “If we only focus on extinction, we are not getting the whole story,” said Jessica Blois, PhD, lead author of a study published online in Nature yesterday.  Focusing on the last major warming event about 12,000 years ago, Blois and her Stanford colleague Elizabeth Hadly searched the Samwell Cave near Mt. Shasta for small mammal fossils. They also sampled the modern small mammal community by doing some live trapping in the area of the cave. (Jenny McGuire, a graduate student at the UC Berkeley, did the radiocarbon dating of the samples.)  They found big changes in the small mammal population. “In the Pleistocene, there were about as many gophers as there were voles as there were deer mice,” Hadly said. “But as you move into the warming event, there is a really rapid reduction in how evenly these animals are distributed.” As some species such as deer mice flourished, many other species declined.  Deer mice are considered a “weedy” species and, like the plants, don’t have a strong habitat preference—they are generalists that will move in wherever there is an opening. When they replace other small-mammal species, the effects ripple through the ecosystem.  “Small mammals are so common, we often take them for granted,” Blois said. “But they play important roles within ecosystems, in soil aeration and seed dispersal, for 
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example, and as prey for larger animals.” And different small mammals play those roles differently. What’s more, “Even though all of the species survived, small mammal communities as a whole lost a substantial amount of diversity, which may make them less resilient to future change,” Blois said.  And according to Hadly, an extraordinarily rapid change is looming.  “The temperature change over the next hundred years is expected to be greater than the temperature that most of the mammals that are on the landscape have yet witnessed as a species,” she said.  

CO2 doesn’t trap heat and heat is escaping into the atmosphere – climate data proves

James M. Taylor, Senior fellow for environmental policy at The Heartland Institute and managing editor of Environment & Climate News, 7/27/11, “New NASA Data Blow Gaping Hole In Global Warming Alarmism” http://blogs.forbes.com/jamestaylor/2011/07/27/new-nasa-data-blow-gaping-hold-in-global-warming-alarmism/

NASA satellite data from the years 2000 through 2011 show the Earth’s atmosphere is allowing far more heat to be released into space than alarmist computer models have predicted, reports a new study in the peer-reviewed science journal Remote Sensing. The study indicates far less future global warming will occur than United Nations computer models have predicted, and supports prior studies indicating increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide trap far less heat than alarmists have claimed. Study co-author Dr. Roy Spencer, a principal research scientist at the University of Alabama in Huntsville and U.S. Science Team Leader for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer flying on NASA’s Aqua satellite, reports that real-world data from NASA’s Terra satellite contradict multiple assumptions fed into alarmist computer models. “The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show,” Spencer said in a July 26 University of Alabama press release. “There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans.” In addition to finding that far less heat is being trapped than alarmist computer models have predicted, the NASA satellite data show the atmosphere begins shedding heat into space long before United Nations computer models predicted. The new findings are extremely important and should dramatically alter the global warming debate. Scientists on all sides of the global warming debate are in general agreement about how much heat is being directly trapped by human emissions of carbon dioxide (the answer is “not much”). However, the single most important issue in the global warming debate is whether carbon dioxide emissions will indirectly trap far more heat by causing large increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds. Alarmist computer models assume human carbon dioxide emissions indirectly cause substantial increases in atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds (each of which are very effective at trapping heat), but real-world data have long shown that carbon dioxide emissions are not causing as much atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds as the alarmist computer models have predicted. The new NASA Terra satellite data are consistent with long-term NOAA and NASA data indicating atmospheric humidity and cirrus clouds are not increasing in the manner predicted by alarmist computer models. The Terra satellite data also support data collected by NASA’s ERBS satellite showing far more longwave radiation (and thus, heat) escaped into space between 1985 and 1999 than alarmist computer models had predicted. Together, the NASA ERBS and Terra satellite data show that for 25 years and counting, carbon dioxide emissions have directly and indirectly trapped far less heat than alarmist computer models have predicted. In short, the central premise of alarmist global warming theory is that carbon dioxide emissions should be directly and indirectly trapping a certain amount of heat in the earth’s atmosphere and preventing it from escaping into space. Real-world measurements, however, show far less heat is being trapped in the earth’s atmosphere than the alarmist computer models predict, and far more heat is escaping into space than the alarmist computer models predict. When objective NASA satellite data, reported in a peer-reviewed scientific journal, show a “huge discrepancy” between alarmist climate models and real-world facts, climate scientists, the media and our elected officials would be wise to take notice. Whether or not they do so will tell us a great deal about how honest the purveyors of global warming alarmism truly are.
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Global Warming is a hoax

Ashely Featherman. 7/31/11. http://greenanswers.com/news/254346/flaws-found-global-warming-hoax-hypothesis  “Flaws Found in Global Warming Hoax Hypothesis”

The majority of the scientific community along with several respected media outlets have managed to discredit recently publicized conclusions by a NASA scientist that global warming theory is a hoax.  Dr. Roy Spencer, climate change scientist and a team leader for NASA’s Aqua satellite, recently publicized his findings, which indicate that the earth is releasing more heat into space than it is retaining.  His conclusions prompted headlines such as, “Global Warming a Hoax? NASA Reveals Earth Releasing Heat into Space,” which ran in the San Fransisco International Business Times.  Forbes Magazine ran the Op/Ed headline, “New NASA Data Blow Gaping Hole in Global Warming Alarmism.”  The study’s results would point to a fundamental flaw in the UN model for global warming and lend public credence to the idea that climate change theory is overly “alarmist.”  Spencer reportedly studied a decade’s worth of data collected from NASA’s Terra satellite.  He claims that new satellite findings indicate a higher efficiency of releasing heat from the atmosphere than previously thought.  Spencer explained, “The satellite observations suggest there is much more energy lost to space during and after warming than the climate models show...There is a huge discrepancy between the data and the forecasts that is especially big over the oceans.”  Published in the journal Remote Sensing, his hypothesis further “indicates far less future global warming will occur than United Nations computer models have predicted, and supports prior studies indicating increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide trap far less heat than alarmists have claimed.” 

Korean War Frontline

1) It’s over – North Korea wants a peace treaty and is insisting on denuclearization

Bernama, A Malaysian News Company, 7/27/11 http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsgeneral.php?id=604114

North Korea called Wednesday for a peace treaty with the United States to officially end the Korean War decades after the fighting ceased, describing it as a first step toward the peninsula's denuclearization. The move comes as a senior North Korean official arrived in New York for rare talks with U.S. officials on how to resume stalled six-nation negotiations on ending the North's nuclear programs. Pyongyang has long yearned to sign a peace treaty with Washington as a way to improve their relations after decades of enmity following the 1950-53 Korean War, which ended in a cease-fire, not a peace treaty The U.S. led the U.N. forces to repel the Chinese-backed North Korean troops, and still keeps some 28,500 troops in South Korea to deter the North's possible aggression. "Being a curtain-raiser to confidence-building, the conclusion of a peace agreement will provide an institutional guarantee for wiping out the bilateral distrust and opening the relations of mutual respect and equality," the North's official Korean Central News Agency said in a commentary. The KCNA also insisted that it's impossible to achieve a smooth solution to the issue of denuclearization as long as hostile relations persist between Pyongyang and Washington. "Concluding a peace agreement may be the first step for settling the Korean issue, including denuclearization," the commentary said on the anniversary of the cease-fire from 1953.

No war – North Korea knows they’ll lose

Strobel and Landay 2010

(Warren P. Strobel and Jonathan S. Landay, McClatchy Newspaper, "Korea war unlikely, experts say," May 26 2010  pg online @ www.post-gazette.com/pg/10146/1060727-82.stm//arjun)
  Although the isolated, communist North's behavior is notoriously unpredictable and sometimes seems irrational, all-out war between it and the democratic, capitalist South still seems unlikely, analysts said, given the stakes. Nevertheless, tensions on the Korean peninsula, where some 28,500 U.S. troops provide a tripwire for U.S. military intervention if the North attacks, are likely to rise in coming days. North Korea would likely lose any conflict with the South, but not before inflicting massive damage on South Korea's capital, Seoul, a 30-minute drive south of the demilitarized zone that has divided the two Koreas since 1953. U.S. intelligence officials estimate that some 11,000 North Korean artillery pieces are in sheltered positions within range of Seoul and probably could destroy much of the city before they could be knocked out. "The tensions certainly have increased," but there is no sign that North Korea is mobilizing its 1.2 million-strong military, said a U.S. defense official, who requested anonymity to speak more freely. "They have masses [of troops] down on the DMZ [demilitarized zone], but they do a normal shift or rotation," he said. South Korean officials said they were bracing for fresh provocations from the North, especially at sea. On Monday, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak blamed North Korea for the March 26 sinking of the corvette Cheonan, which killed 46 of its crew, and said he was curbing trade with North Korea and banning its ships from transiting South Korean waters. "That could get sort of ugly if [North Korean vessels] don't stop, and chances are they won't," said Art Brown, formerly the top U.S. intelligence analyst for East Asia. "It's unlikely they will do nothing. I tend to think they're not going to try Korean War, version two." Still, Mr. Brown and other former top U.S. officials said serious clashes between the Koreas during the past 57 years haven't led to warfare -- and sometimes have provided opportunities for rapprochement. "It's not inevitable that it will escalate," said Mitchell Reiss, who negotiated with North Korea during the Clinton administration. Mr. Reiss said no war erupted after earlier North Korean acts that were more provocative than the Cheonan sinking was. Those included a 1983 bombing linked to North Korea that killed South Korean Cabinet members visiting Burma and a 1968 commando raid on the South Korean presidential residence, the Blue House. 

No war – it’s just press hype

Breen 2010
(Michael Breen,  Michael Breen is an author, former foreign correspondent and the chairman of Insight Communications, a public relations consulting company The Korea Times, "Another Korean War," 12-16-2010 pg online @ www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/12/137_78140.html//arjun)
We were not on the brink of war. But, to ask again, are we now? No, we aren’t. And we know that we aren’t. What we have instead is analysis and commentary and, as we are a global news story for now, it is as if a microphone is being passed around the room. Our ideas all get said out loud. Take, for example, the comment this week by America’s top soldier, Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, that the situation is becoming ``increasingly dangerous.” (He actually said this in response to a question from a soldier in Iraq, a place which, everyone in Korea will agree, really is a war zone.) He is not wrong. When a cold truce turns hot for an hour, it is very dangerous. But it is not war. Nor did he say it was. But, still, his comments got turned into a ``war warning in Korea.” Another driver of the war theory that gears up at such times is the not-unreasonable long-look view that, as history is the tale of worst-case outcomes, so this Korean story will end in bloodshed. When two states each claim ownership of the other’s land and are willing to die for it, and only one is a democracy with a viable economy, you can confidently predict lots more trouble. But, actually, history is not always about worst-case outcomes. The end-games for Nazism and European Communism, for example, were very different. What has added to the nervousness about the present circumstances is that, after several years of taking a relatively softly-softly approach with North Korea, the government in Seoul is talking about responding vigorously next time. We don’t know if this will make the North Koreans think twice or whether it could lead to escalation. But even this policy change will not result in two sides, unable through pride or public opinion, being dragged kicking into a war they don’t want. For what remains true is that neither side is choosing war. The South is waiting out the communist regime, and not unhappily because there is a consensus about the need to avoid the social and economic costs of unification for a decade or two. 
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North Korea says it will disarm – and even if it’s just politics, the discussions are better than hardlining 

Choe Sang Hun, 7/24/11 Khaleej Times, “Twinkle Of Hope On Korea” http://www.khaleejtimes.com/DisplayArticleNew.asp?col=&section=opinion&xfile=data/opinion/2011/July/opinion_July120.xml
The chief nuclear negotiators of South and North Korea met on Friday for the first time since 2008, raising cautious hopes that the countries were inching toward resuming broader talks over the North’s nuclear weapons program. Wi Sung-lac of South Korea and Ri Yong-ho, a newly appointed North Korean envoy to the six-party talks, met on the sidelines of an Association of Southeast Asian Nations regional security forum on the Indonesian resort island of Bali, officials in Seoul said. The meeting marked the first time the two Koreas’ nuclear envoys had sat together since the chief delegates to the six-nation talks met in late 2008. The talks have been stalled amid tensions over South Korea’s harder line toward the North, UN sanctions imposed on the North after it launched a long-range rocket and staged its second nuclear test in 2009, and military actions by the North, including the shelling of a South Korean border island last November. The need to check North Korea’s nuclear weapons development gained urgency after Pyongyang revealed the existence of an industrial-scale plant for enriching uranium last November. That showed that the North was gaining a new means of making nuclear bombs – in addition to its existing plutonium programme – and potentially of proliferating the technology. Seoul has insisted that the United States and the other parties to the six-nation talks – China, Russia and Japan – not give in to what it considers a North Korean tactic of using military provocations and other tension-raising maneuvers to pressure the others to join the nuclear talks under terms in its favour. The meeting in Bali met a South Korean condition for reconvening the six-party talks, namely that the North sit down with the South first to discuss its nuclear weapons programme. “We have agreed to make efforts to reconvene the six-party talks as soon as possible,” Ri said in Bali after his meeting with Wi. Despite the upbeat comment, it remained unclear whether Ri had given Wi a persuasive commitment to denuclearisation, another South Korean condition for returning to the six-party talks. Having North Korea sit face to face with the South over its nuclear weapons programmes is symbolically important to the South. Although Pyongyang has benefited from aid from the South, it has insisted that its nuclear programme is an issue between itself and Washington. After months of boycotting the nuclear disarmament talks, North Korea recently called for their resumption. North Korea says it would be willing to abandon its nuclear weapons programmes in return for economic rewards, diplomatic recognition by the United States, a peace treaty with Washington and other measures it says would ensure the Pyongyang government’s security. After years of fruitless negotiations, suspicions have grown among some South Korean and US officials that Pyongyang may be using the talks to extract economic concessions while buying time to perfect its nuclear weapons technology. But Washington and its allies have been unable to find an alternative to negotiations, aside from economic sanctions and urging China to use its influence on Pyongyang.
No escalation – China won’t intervene in Korean Conflict

Reuters 11/30 

(Reuters, "Wikileaks: China Doubtful of N Korea as ally," November 30, pg online @ tvnz.co.nz/world-news/wikileaks-china-doubtful-n-korea-ally-3932043//gh-ag) 

 Some Chinese officials do not regard North Korea as a useful ally and would not intervene if the reclusive state collapsed, according to leaked US State Department cables published by several newspapers. In one cable by the US ambassador to Seoul, a top South Korean official is described as saying North Korea already has collapsed economically and would fall apart politically within two or three years of the death of leader Kim Jong-il. Chun Yung-woo, then the vice foreign minister for South Korea, made the assessments in February, according to The Guardian and The New York Times. He is now national security advisor to South Korea's president. The cables about China and North Korea are among more than 250,000 obtained by the whistle-blowing website WikiLeaks and provided first to a small number of news outlets. US officials declined to comment directly on the material. But some analysts were sceptical. "My personal advice is that the report has been misplaced," said Wang Dong, an international relations professor at Peking University. "North Korea is a strategic question for China, not a financial or economic one. They've made a mistake about China's viewpoint." US Ambassador Kathleen Stephens wrote that Chun cited private conversations with two high-level Chinese officials who "believed Korea should be unified under ROK (South Korea) control," said The Guardian. Chun said the younger generation of Communist leaders in China did not regard North Korea as a useful or reliable ally and would not risk a renewal of armed conflict on the Korean peninsula, it reported. Those younger Chinese leaders, Chun said, "would be comfortable with a reunited Korea controlled by Seoul and anchored to the United States in a benign alliance," both newspapers quoted the cables as saying. According to The Guardian, Chun said China had much less influence over North Korea than is commonly thought. A senior Chinese official also was quoted in a cable as saying China's influence was overestimated. In April 2009, He Yafei, then China's vice foreign minister, told a US diplomat in Beijing that North Korea acted like a spoiled child to attract US attention through steps such as firing a three-stage rocket over Japan. 
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Economy resilient

Zakaria 9 
[Fareed Zakaria is editor of Newsweek International “The Secrets of Stability,” 12/12 http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425/page/2]

One year ago, the world seemed as if it might be coming apart. The global financial system, which had fueled a great expansion of capitalism and trade across the world, was crumbling. All the certainties of the age of globalization—about the virtues of free markets, trade, and technology—were being called into question. Faith in the American model had collapsed. The financial industry had crumbled. Once-roaring emerging markets like China, India, and Brazil were sinking. Worldwide trade was shrinking to a degree not seen since the 1930s. Pundits whose bearishness had been vindicated predicted we were doomed to a long, painful bust, with cascading failures in sector after sector, country after country. In a widely cited essay that appeared in The Atlantic this May, Simon Johnson, former chief economist of the International Monetary Fund, wrote: "The conventional wisdom among the elite is still that the current slump 'cannot be as bad as the Great Depression.' This view is wrong. What we face now could, in fact, be worse than the Great Depression." Others predicted that these economic shocks would lead to political instability and violence in the worst-hit countries. At his confirmation hearing in February, the new U.S. director of national intelligence, Adm. Dennis Blair, cautioned the Senate that "the financial crisis and global recession are likely to produce a wave of economic crises in emerging-market nations over the next year." Hillary Clinton endorsed this grim view. And she was hardly alone. Foreign Policy ran a cover story predicting serious unrest in several emerging markets. Of one thing everyone was sure: nothing would ever be the same again. Not the financial industry, not capitalism, not globalization. One year later, how much has the world really changed? Well, Wall Street is home to two fewer investment banks (three, if you count Merrill Lynch). Some regional banks have gone bust. There was some turmoil in Moldova and (entirely unrelated to the financial crisis) in Iran. Severe problems remain, like high unemployment in the West, and we face new problems caused by responses to the crisis—soaring debt and fears of inflation. But overall, things look nothing like they did in the 1930s. The predictions of economic and political collapse have not materialized at all. A key measure of fear and fragility is the ability of poor and unstable countries to borrow money on the debt markets. So consider this: the sovereign bonds of tottering Pakistan have returned 168 percent so far this year. All this doesn't add up to a recovery yet, but it does reflect a return to some level of normalcy. And that rebound has been so rapid that even the shrewdest observers remain puzzled. "The question I have at the back of my head is 'Is that it?' " says Charles Kaye, the co-head of Warburg Pincus. "We had this huge crisis, and now we're back to business as usual?" This revival did not happen because markets managed to stabilize themselves on their own. Rather, governments, having learned the lessons of the Great Depression, were determined not to repeat the same mistakes once this crisis hit. By massively expanding state support for the economy—through central banks and national treasuries—they buffered the worst of the damage. (Whether they made new mistakes in the process remains to be seen.) The extensive social safety nets that have been established across the industrialized world also cushioned the pain felt by many. Times are still tough, but things are nowhere near as bad as in the 1930s, when governments played a tiny role in national economies. It's true that the massive state interventions of the past year may be fueling some new bubbles: the cheap cash and government guarantees provided to banks, companies, and consumers have fueled some irrational exuberance in stock and bond markets. Yet these rallies also demonstrate the return of confidence, and confidence is a very powerful economic force. When John Maynard Keynes described his own prescriptions for economic growth, he believed government action could provide only a temporary fix until the real motor of the economy started cranking again—the animal spirits of investors, consumers, and companies seeking risk and profit. Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature.
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The global economy is resilient—globalization and financial innovations

Ferguson 2006 [Niall Ferguson is Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, September/ October 2006 “The next war of the world”, Foreign Affairs.  V 85. No 5, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61916/niall-ferguson/the-next-war-of-the-world

the good news is that global economic volatility has been significantly lower in recent years than at almost any time in the last century.  By widening and deepening international markets for goods, labor and capital, globalization appears to have made the world economy less prone to crisis.  At the same time, financial innovations have improved the pricing and the distribution of risk, and policy innovations such as inflation targeting have helped governments to limit rises in consumer 
prices (if not asset price) inflation International organizations such as the World Trade Organization and the International Monetary Fund have helped to avert trade disputes and other sources of economic instability. 

Economy resilient

Martin Wolf, chief economics commentator at the Financial Times, London. He was awarded the CBE (Commander of the British Empire) in 2000 “for services to financial journalism”, September 26 2006 “A slowing US could brake the world,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/1/fea012ae-4d7a-11db-8704-0000779e2340.html#axzz1TjpamfAY
To doubt the resilience of the world economy must now look perverse. Since 2000, it has overcome so many obstacles: post-bubble traumas in Japan; the bursting of a global stock market bubble in 2000; the terrorist attacks of September 11 2001; a US recession; years of stagnation in the eurozone; wars in Afghanistan and Iraq; real oil prices at levels close to those of the late 1970s; and the failure to complete the Doha round of multilateral trade negotiations. Yet, in spite of all this, world economic growth was 4.1 per cent in 2003, 5.3 per cent in 2004 and 4.9 per cent in 2005, measured at purchasing power parity exchange rates. In the International Monetary Fund's latest World Economic Outlook (WEO), it is forecast to reach 5.1 per cent this year.* Growth is also broadly shared: in 2006, suggests the IMF staff, it will be 3.4 per cent in the US, 2.4 per cent in the eurozone and 2.7 per cent in Japan. In emerging markets it is far higher: 8.7 per cent in developing Asia, 6.8 per cent in the Commonwealth of Independent States, 5.8 per cent in the Middle East, 5.4 per cent in Africa, 5.3 per cent in central and eastern Europe and 4.8 per cent in the western hemisphere. How has it been possible for the world economy to leap over so many hurdles? We can offer three answers: first, the power of the underlying drivers of economic expansion - US productivity growth, globalisation and the rise of Asia; second, the ability of central banks and fiscal authorities to exploit the credibility they won in the 1980s and 1990s responding to the shocks of the 2000s; and, not least, the role of the US as borrower of last resort.
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Economic decline doesn’t cause war
Barnett 9 

[senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC and a contributing editor/online columnist for Esquire magazine, columnist for World Politics Review, Thomas P.M. “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” World Politics Review, 8/252009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx]

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org  can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.)  Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order. Do I expect to read any analyses along those 
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lines in the blogosphere any time soon? Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. 
Economic decline doesn’t lead to war

Ferguson 2006 [Niall Ferguson is Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, September/ October 2006 “The next war of the world”, Foreign Affairs.  V 85. No 5, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61916/niall-ferguson/the-next-war-of-the-world

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed.  What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the great depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II.  But the simple story leaves too much out.  Nazi Germany started the war In Europe only after its economy had recovered.  Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression.  In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole.  Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the cause rather than the consequences of  economic catastrophe, and some sever economic crises were not followed by war.  

AT: US Econ Key to Global Econ (1/2)
World not dependent on US economy--decoupling and emerging powers  

Bettina Wassener, news reporter from the New York Times, 6/30/09  “Some Economies Show Signs of Less Reliance on U.S.” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/business/economy/01decouple.html?sq=For%20a%20while,%20when%20the%20economic%20crisis%20was%20at%20its%20worst,%20it%20was%20a%20dirty%20word%20that%20only%20the%20most%20provocative%20of%20analysts%20dared%20to%20use.%20Now,%20the%20D-word%20%E2%80%94%20decoupling%20%E2%80%94%20is%20making%20a%20comeback,%20and%20nowhere%20more%20so%20than%20in%20Asia.%20Put%20simply,%20the%20term%20refers%20to%20the%20theory%20that%20emerging%20markets%20%E2%80%94%20whether%20China%20or%20Chile%20%E2%80%94%20will%20become%20less%20dependent%20the%20United%20States%20as%20their%20economies%20become%20stronger%20and%20more%20sophisticated.%20&st=nyt&adxnnl=1&scp=1&adxnnlx=1312158790-uNOrABxlDoWOoiP50Sapng

For a while, when the economic crisis was at its worst, it was a dirty word that only the most provocative of analysts dared to use. Now, the D-word — decoupling — is making a comeback, and nowhere more so than in Asia. Put simply, the term refers to the theory that emerging markets — whether China or Chile — will become less dependent the United States as their economies become stronger and more sophisticated.  For much of last year, the theory held up. Many emerging economies had steered clear of investments that dragged down banking behemoths in the West, and saw nothing like the turmoil that began to engulf the United States and Europe in 2007. But then, last autumn, when the collapse of Lehman Brothers caused the financial system to convulse and consumer demand to shrivel, emerging economies around the world got caught in the downdraft, and the D-word became mud.  Now, the tables are turning, especially in Asia, where many emerging economies are showing signs of a stronger recovery than in the West. And economists here have begun to talk of the decoupling once again.  “Decoupling is happening for real,” the chief Asia-Pacific economist at Goldman Sachs in Hong Kong, Michael Buchanan, said in a recent interview.  To be sure, the once sizzling pace of Asian economic growth has slowed sharply as exports to and investments from outside the region slumped. Across Asia, millions of people have lost their jobs as business dropped off and companies cut costs and output. Asia is heavily dependent upon selling its products to consumers in the United States and Europe, and many executives still say a strong American economy is a prerequisite for a return to the boom of years past.  But for the past couple of months, data have revealed a growing divergence between Western economies and those in much of Asia, notably China and India. The World Bank last week forecast that the economies of the countries that use the euro and the United States would contract 4.5 percent and 3 percent, respectively, this year — compared with 7.2 percent and 5.1 percent growth forecast for China and India. Forecasts from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development that were also published last week backed up this general trend.  Major statistics for June, due Wednesday, are expected to show manufacturing activity in China and India are on the mend. By contrast, purchasing managers indexes for Europe and the United States are forecast to be merely less grim than before but still show contractions.  Why this diverging picture?    The crisis hit Asia much later. While the American economy began languishing in 2007, Asian economies were doing well until the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September. What followed was a rush of stimulus measures — rate cuts and government spending programs. In Asia’s case, these came soon after things soured for the region; in the United States, they came much later. Moreover, developing Asian economies were in pretty good shape when the crisis struck. The last major crisis to hit the region — the financial turmoil of 1997-98 — forced governments in Asia to introduce overhauls that ultimately left them with lower debt levels, more resilient banking and regulatory systems and often large foreign exchange reserves.  Another crucial difference is that Asia, unlike the United States and Europe, has not had a banking crisis. Bank profits in Asia have plunged and some have had to raise extra capital but there have been no major collapses and no bailouts. The Chinese stimulus package of 4 trillion renminbi yuan, or $585 billion, announced last November, has led to a boom in spending and is a major reason why economists are optimistic about China, and about much of the region as a whole  Asia’s generally lower debt levels also mean there has been no credit crunch of the kind that has handicapped companies and consumers elsewhere. “Asia does not have a credit crunch. It has excess liquidity,” Mr. Neumann of HSB C said. “The banking system is stuffed with liquidity. This is benefiting Asian asset markets — from stocks to property — and is leading to a gradual “financial decoupling” from the United States and Europe, Mr. Neumann said. “For the past two decades, equities markets have been driven by Western risk capital, not Asian investors themselves,” he said. “Now, you’re finding that Asian money is increasingly driving the market.” Analysts at Merrill Lynch agree. In a recent research note they said the Hong Kong stock market, for example, had performed much better than markets in the United States, and property prices in the city have risen, partly because of capital inflows from mainland China. Of course, none of this means Asia has become completely independent from the rest of the world. Asia remains heavily reliant on exports for economic growth. The result, despite increased “decoupling,” is that growth in Asia has slowed down, in some cases sharply. The Indonesian economy, for example, is expected to grow 3.6 percent this year, the Asian Development Bank forecasts. This compares to more than 6 percent in 2008 and 2007 The 
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bank expects the Indian economy to grow to 5 percent this year, and the Chinese economy 7 percent — down from 7.1 percent and 9 percent, respectively, in 2008. Nor has the effect been uniform. Developed Asian economies, like Japan, Singapore and Hong Kong, are much more tightly tied into the world economy and financial system. All three are in recessions. “The United States has deep structural problems that are coming home to roost — Asia hasn’t got those, and that has been very, very important,” says Mr. Garner of Morgan Stanley  “Emerging Asian nations went into recession last,” he says. Increasingly, they are looking like they will also to come out first — and strongest.”
Decoupling along with China, India and Brazil makes the world no longer dependent on the U.S econ

Nelson D. Schwartz and Matthew Saltmarsh, reporters for the NY Times, 6/25/09 “Developing World Seen as Engine for Recovery” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/25/business/global/25oecd.html

PARIS — After bruising global downturns,  .  Despite fears just months ago that they would be among the biggest victims of the financial crisis, emerging giants like China, India and Brazil are set to rebound strongly next year, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development predicted Wednesday — as Europe, the United States and Japan lag. “It’s good to have a locomotive out there pulling the train,” Ángel Gurría, the O.E.C.D.’s secretary general said, referring to China, India and Brazil. “But we can’t put the onus on their shoulders — they help, but they can’t get us out of the hole.”  The divergence between the emerging and the developed countries suggests that the once-popular theory of decoupling — the notion that the emerging markets could be moving independently of the developed economies — may make a comeback.  When the emerging markets were also brought low by the global financial crisis, the theory was abandoned for talk of “recoupling.”  Now, is “re-decoupling” at hand? Mr. Gurría argues that the net result of faster emerging market growth would be “absolutely positive,” but he acknowledges that one early side effect is already evident in the form of surging oil prices, which have risen to nearly $70 a barrel, from $33 in February.  “Why is oil doubling when we are in the deepest recession ever?” Mr. Gurría asked.  “Decoupling is back as a thesis,” said Adam Posen, deputy director of the Peterson Institute for International Economics in Washington. “And we should recognize how different the current situation is from past crises.” Striking a somewhat optimistic note, the O.E.C.D. said that thanks to stimulus programs in the United States and elsewhere, the downturn appeared to be nearing bottom. It warned, however, that the recovery was likely to be fragile, with unemployment growing and unused production capacity remaining for years. And increased savings by American corporations and consumers could partly offset the stimulus, tamping down growth in the United States and around the world.  Economists have furiously debated whether decoupling was taking place. It would mean a fundamental shift in the global economy — that traditionally dependent developing economies move according to their own fundamental trends rather than the ups and downs of the developed countries. Increasing independence could lead to increasing influence and a relative shift in global economic weight toward the emerging giants, especially China.The 30 industrialized members of the Paris-based policy and research group account for roughly 60 percent of global economic output.  “I think it’s clear that the situation in emerging economies has changed if you compare it with where we were 15 years ago,” said Jorgen Elmeskov, acting head of the O.E.C.D.’s economics department.  According to the O.E.C.D.’s semi-annual report, China could grow 7.7 percent this year and 9.3 percent next year, faster than previous estimates. India could grow 5.9 percent this year and 7.2 percent next year, and Brazil’s economy, after slowing down, will reverse this year and expand 4 percent next year. The O.E.C.D. predicted the United States economy would shrink by 2.8 percent this year and grow by 0.9 percent next year, a bit better than the flat performance the organization estimated in March. By contrast, the Japaneseeconomy is expected to shrink 6.8 percent this year while Europe should contract 4.8 percent in 2009, with both regions hit harder than in earlier O.E.C.D. forecasts. The decoupling hypothesis has had nearly as many ups and downs as the global economy itself.As the post-World War II economy recovered and globalization took hold, economists detected a pattern in which a slowdown in the developed world led to an effect that made conditions far worse in poorer countries, said Mr. Posen. But by 2007 and 2008, he explained, decoupling was gaining currency as the United States economy slowed but Brazil, Russia, India and China continued to grow. When those countries then hit the wall late last year, it seemed as if the decoupling thesis was also dead.  Now, he said, with China and other emerging countries seemingly leading the way, the idea that countries like China, India and Brazil are going to play a far bigger role in global economic expansion is coming back in vogue.   

US-Russia War Frontline

1) US-Russia conflict unlikely – Russia is disarming 
Allnutt 2007
(Luke Allnutt, Radio Free Europe, Radio Liberty, "Russia/US: Analysts say New Arms Race Unlikely," 2007 pg online @ www.rferl.org/content/article/1076838.html//arjun)
Russia's recent test of new strategic and tactical missiles and U.S. plans to base parts of a missile-defense system in Central Europe have sharpened fears of a new arms race. Russia last month said Moscow will suspend compliance with the Conventional Forces in Europe treaty, and has hinted it might withdraw from another treaty limiting nuclear arms. Generally sour ties between the United States and Russia have prompted talk of a new Cold War for some time, so perhaps talk of a new arms race is inevitable. But Duncan Lennox, the editor of "Jane's Strategic Weapons Systems," says an arms race is not realistic. "I think this is just a continuation of the process that has been in place for many years between the Russian Federation and the United States," Lennox says. Pavel Felgenhauer, an independent Moscow-based military analyst, says that during the Cold War, it was a race between two more or less equal blocs. That, he says, is not the case now. "Right now, Russia is much smaller than the Soviet Union. It doesn't have the Warsaw Pact. It doesn't have the capabilities to race the West, which has almost eight times more population, and whose economy is 100 times bigger," Felgenhauer says. Aging Arsenal Since Russian President Vladimir Putin came to power in 2000, defense spending in the country has increased fourfold. An ambitious strategy to modernize the military was announced last year, and Russia spent $8.8 billion to upgrade its military equipment. That figure is likely to be higher in 2007. Felgenhauer says the latest Russian plans are to deploy, by 2015, 100 new land-based ICBMs. But he says that more than 400 old missiles are going to be scrapped, many of them carrying more warheads. "The disarmament of Russia is basically continuing. We're losing more weapons than we are producing new ones." "The Russian plans of military deployment that have already been announced and approved up until the year 2015 do not talk about an arms race, but of more of a organized and controlled disarmament. The disarmament of Russia is basically continuing. We're losing more weapons than we are producing new ones," Felgenhauer says.

 2) Deterrence prevents conflict.

Turner 02

(Admiral Stansfield Turner, former director of the CIA, Winter/Spring 2002, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, 26 Fletcher F. World Aff. 115, p. Lexis//arjun)

There are, of course, other centrals question to be considered: Would Russian psychology differ from American and would Russian society be willing to accept large numbers of nuclear detonations on their soil in order to perpetrate a nuclear war against the United States? These are difficult questions to answer. The more pertinent concern, however, is that this is an issue of life or death. No head of state could contemplate plunging the world into nuclear conflict without considering both the mortal threat to his or her citizens, and also the likelihood of his or her own death, underground shelters notwithstanding. The presumption that heads of state prefer to live than to die gives us one benchmark. Another is the Cuban missile crisis, in which both Leonid Khruschev and President Kennedy quite visibly backed away from the prospect of very limited nuclear war. Finally, Russia’s economy, being about the size of Belgium’s, is so small that its leaders would be well aware that recovery, even from a small nuclear attack, would be a very lengthy process. In terms of nuclear detonation threats, the United States must consider Russian deterrence as very close to its own.

US-Russia War Extensions

Decrease in Tensions means low probability of Nuclear War 

Turner 02

(Admiral Stansfield Turner, former director of the CIA, Winter/Spring 2002, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, 26 Fletcher F. World Aff. 115, p. Lexis//Arjun/ http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/forwa26&div=18&g_sent=1&collection=journals)

As the United States enters a new stage of non-state threats to national security we must still grapple with the ever-present danger of nuclear capabilities developed during the Cold War. As the world changes before our eyes, the US must take bold steps to reduce any likelihood that such weapons will be mobilized accidentally or deliberately. Looking ahead 10 to 15 years it is difficult to predict what kind of country Russia in particular will be and how its relationship with the United States will evolve. Looming above this uncertainty is one very serious risk: the existence within Russia of some 20,000 nuclear warheads. During the cold war there were concerns that the Soviet Union might either deliberately or accidentally launch nuclear weapons at the United states. The probability of either such event has diminished markedly with the easing of tensions between the two superpowers. Unfortunately, the risk of nuclear weapons will be used, even on a small scale, has not disappeared. Considering the following five scenarios. 
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Economic and institutional interdependence preserves peace

Aaron L Friedberg, Fall 05, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations Is Conflict Inevitable?” International Security, Volume 30, Number 2, pg 7-45, Project Muse

Liberal Optimists In foreign affairs, most Americans are liberals.9 As regards the prospects for peace, cooperation, and understanding among nations, most liberals are opti- mists. It should therefore come as no surprise that liberal optimists are com- mon and probably, in numerical terms, dominant among U.S. analysts, policymakers, and China watchers. On the question of the future of U.S.-China relations and, more generally, regarding the future of world politics, liberal optimists believe in the pacifying power of three interrelated and mutually reinforcing causal mechanisms: economic interdependence, international insti- tutions, and democratization.10 economic interdependence Liberal optimists believe that bilateral economic exchange creates shared inter- ests in good relations between states. The greater the volume of trade and investment oowing between two countries, the more groups on both sides will have a strong interest in avoiding conoict and preserving peace. Liberal optimists note that economic exchange between the United States and China has increased dramatically since the onset of market reforms in China in the late 1970s. From the start of reform in 1978 to the end of the twen- tieth century, the value of the trade moving between the two countries grew by more than two orders of magnitude, from $1 billion to almost $120 billion an- nually.11 By 2004 that agure had doubled to a reported total of $245 billion.12Capital oows have also risen, with U.S. investors pouring signiacant resources each year into China.13 As China enters the World Trade Organization (WTO) and opens its markets even wider to foreign goods and capital, the density of commercial linkages between the United States and the PRC will increase.14 Economic interdependence has already helped to create a strong mutual inter- est in peace between the two Paciac powers. Barring some major disruption, economic forces will probably continue to draw them together, constraining and damping any tendencies toward conoict.15 international institutions In addition to their faith in trade as an instrument of peace, liberal optimists place great store in the role of international institutions of various kinds. These can help to improve communication between states, reducing uncertainty about intentions and increasing the capacity of governments to make credible, binding commitments to one another. By so doing, they can help to ease or counteract some of the pernicious effects of international anarchy, clearing the way for higher levels of cooperation and trust than would otherwise be attainable.16 As regards U.S.-China relations, liberal optimists note that since the end of the Cold War there has been a proliferation of regional institutions in East Asia. Included among these are APEC (the Asia-Paciac Economic Cooperation forum); the ARF (the ASEAN [Association of Southeast Asian Nations] Re- gional Forum); ASEAN 􏰀 3; the East Asia Summit; an expanding network of bilateral military-to-military talks; and an even wider array of quasi-ofacial track-2 security dialogues involving scholars, analysts, and bureaucrats from countries in the region. Over the course of the last decade, China has also sought entry into several important global institutions, including the WTO (which it entered in 2001) and the nuclear nonproliferation regime (which it joined in 1996). In addition, it has begun to play a more active and prominent role in the United Nations. By one count, the PRC’s membership in formal, in- ternational governmental organizations more than doubled between 1977 and 1997 (from 21 to 52), while its membership in international nongovernmental organizations soared during the same period from 71 to 1,163.17 The growth of international institutions in Asia and the expansion of both U.S. and Chinese participation in them are drawing the United States and the PRC into a thickening web of ties that liberal optimists believe will promote contact, communication and, over time, greater mutual understanding and even trust, or at the very least, a reduced likelihood of gross misperception. Aside from whatever direct effects it may have on bilateral relations with the United States, China’s increasing participation in international institutions should also give it a growing, albeit more diffuse, stake in the stability and continuity of the existing global order. The desire of China’s leaders to con- tinue to enjoy the beneats of membership in that order should make them less likely to take steps that would threaten the status quo. This, in turn, should re- duce the probability that the PRC will act in ways that could bring it into conflict with the United States, which is, after all, the principal architect, de- fender, and beneficiary of the contemporary international system.18
Even unstable states prefer peace through negotiation

James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
While I do not doubt that the condition of anarchy accounts for major differences between domestic and international politics, and that anarchy encourages both fear of and opportunities for military conflict, the standard framing of the argument is not enough to explain why wars occur and recur. Under anarchy, nothing stops states from using force if they wish. But if using force is a costly option regardless of the outcome, then why is it ever employed? How exactly does the lack of a central authority prevent states from negotiating agreements both sides would prefer to fighting? As it is typically 
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stated, the argument that anarchy provides a rationalist explanation for war does not address this question and so does not solve the problem posed by war's expost inefficiency. Neither, it should be added, do related arguments invoking the security dilemma, the fact that under anarchy one state's efforts to make itself more secure can have the undesired but unavoidable effect of making another state 6. The quotation is drawn from Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War:A TheoreticalAnalysis (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1959), p. 188. 7. For a careful analysis and critique of this standard argument on the difference between the international and domestic arenas, see R. Harrison Wagner, "The Causes of Peace," in Roy A. Licklider, ed., Stopping the Killing: How Civil Wars End (New York: New York University Press, 1993), pp. 2 3 5 4 8 and especially pp. 251-57. ￼less s e ~ u r eB.y~itself this fact says nothing about the availability or feasibility of peaceful bargains that would avoid the costs of war. More elaborate arguments are required, and those that are typically given do not envision bargaining and do not address the puzzle of costs. Consider, for instance, a spiral scenario in which an insecure state increases its arms, rendering another so insecure that it decides to attack. If the first state anticipated the reaction producing war, then by itself this is a deadlock argument; I argue against these below. If the first state did not anticipate war and did not want it, then the problem would seem to be miscalculation rather than anarchy, and we need to know why signaling and bargaining could not have solved it. As Robert Jervis has argued, anarchy and the security dilemma may well foster arms races and territorial competi- t i ~ nB.u~t with the exception of occasional references to the preemptive war problem, the standard security dilemma arguments do not explicitly address the question of why the inability to make commitments should necessarily make for war between rational states.1°

Rational states will negotiate before war
James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
one can argue that even rational leaders who consider the risks and costs of war may end up fighting nonetheless. This article focuses on arguments of the third sort, which I will call rationalist explanations.' Rationalist explanations abound in the literature on interna- tional conflict, assuming a great variety of specific forms. Moreover, for at least two reasons many scholars have given rationalist explanations a certain pride of place. First, historians and political scientists who have studied the origins of particular wars often have concluded that war can be a rational alternative for leaders who are acting in their states' interest-they find that the expected benefits of war sometimes outweigh the expected costs, however unfortunate this may be. Second, the dominant paradigm in international relations theory, neorealism, is thought to advance or even to depend on rationalist arguments about the causes of war. Indeed, if no rationalist explanation for war is theoretically or empirically tenable, then neither is neorealism. The causes of war would then lie in the defects of human nature or particular states rather than in the international system, as argued by neorealists. What I refer to here as "rationalist explanations for war" could just as well be called "neorealist explanation^."^ This article attempts to provide a clear statement of what a rationalist explanation for war is and to characterize the full set of rationalist explanations that are both theoretically coherent and empirically plausible. It should be obvious that this theoretical exercise must take place prior to testing rationalist explanations against alternatives-we cannot perform such tests unless we know what a rationalist explanation really is. Arguably, the exercise is also foundational for neorealism. Despite its prominence, neorealist theory lacks a clearly stated and fully conceived explanation for war. As I will argue below, it is not enough to say that under anarchy nothing stops states from using force, or that anarchy forces states to rely on self-help, which engenders mutual suspicion and (through spirals or the security dilemma) armed conflict. Neither do diverse references to miscalculation, deterrence failure because of inad- equate forces or incredible threats, preventive and preemptive considerations, or free-riding in alliances amount to theoretically coherent rationalist explana- tions for war. My main argument is that on close inspection none of the principal rationalist arguments advanced in the literature holds up as an explanation because none addresses or adequately resolves the central puzzle, namely, that war is costly and risky, so rational states should have incentives to locate negotiated settlements that all would prefer to the gamble of war. The common flaw of the standard rationalist arguments is that they fail either to address or to explain adequately what prevents leaders from reaching a ante (prewar) bargains that would avoid the costs and risks of fighting. A coherent rationalist explanation for war must do more than give reasons why armed conflict might appear an attractive option to a rational leader under some circumstances-it must show why states are unable to locate an alternative outcome that both would prefer to a fight. To summarize what follows, the article will consider five rationalist argu- ments accepted as tenable in the literature on the causes of war. Discussed at length below, these arguments are given the following labels: (1) anarchy; (2) expected benefits greater than expected costs; (3) rational preventive war; (4) rational miscalculation due to lack of information; and (5) rational miscalcula- tion or disagreement about relative power. I argue that the first three arguments simply do not address the question of what prevents state leaders from bargaining to a settlement that would avoid the costs of fighting. The fourth 
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and fifth arguments do address the question, holding that rational leaders may miss a superior negotiated settlement when lack of information leads them to miscalculate relative power or resolve. However, as typically stated, neither argument explains what prevents rational leaders from using diplomacy or other forms of communication to avoid such costly miscalcula- tions.

China Miscalc Frontline

Status quo solves miscalculation – plan makes it worse 

Aaron L Friedberg, Fall 05, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations Is Conflict Inevitable?” International Security, Volume 30, Number 2, pg 7-45, Project Muse
As regards Taiwan, China’s goal may be only to prevent that island from sliding toward independence. The PRC’s leaders may be perfectly willing to live with the status quo indeanitely, but they may believe that they have to is- sue periodic threats to prevent Taiwan from breaking free. The U.S. objective may be only to prevent forceful reuniacation. But China’s threats and ongoing military buildup may increase fears that Beijing will eventually feel capable of achieving its objectives through the use of force. To maintain deterrence, Wash- ington may then feel compelled to increase military assistance to Taipei and to take other measures designed to make it appear more likely that the United States would intervene if Taiwan were attacked. But these steps will almost certainly make the PRC more fearful of a Taiwanese bolt for independence, which will cause Beijing to further intensify its military efforts and heighten its rhetoric, and so on.43 China’s aim in deploying large numbers of theater ballistic missiles may be primarily to deter Taiwan from declaring independence. But those deploy- ments inevitably appear threatening not only to Taiwan but also to Japan, the United States, and others in the region. Conversely, the U.S. aim in moving to- ward deployment of some kind of theater missile defense (TMD) system may be to provide a measure of protection to U.S. friends and allies and to its bases and forces in the Western Paciac. But the possibility of such a deployment is obviously deeply threatening to the Chinese, who see it as undermining their ability to prevent unfavorable regional developments, especially if a U.S.- orchestrated TMD system is extended to include Taiwan. Beijing’s concerns about TMD will be further heightened by the deployment of a U.S. national missile defense system, which the Chinese could see as reducing their ability to deter an attack on their own territory. The Chinese response to these developments is likely to include steps to augment both their theater- and intercontinental-range strike forces, which will tend to heighten U.S. anxieties about their intentions.44

A shift in power won’t cause war

James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
It frequently is argued that if a declining power expects it might be attacked by a rising power in the future, then a preventive war in the present may be rational. Typically, however, preventive war arguments do not consider whether the rising and declining powers could construct a bargain, perhaps across time, that would leave both sides better off than a costly and risky preventive war would.ll The incentives for such a deal surely exist. The rising state should not want to be attacked while it is relatively weak, so what stops it from offering concessions in the present and the future that would make the declining state prefer not to attack? Also, if war is inefficient and bargains both sides prefer to a fight will exist, why should the declining power rationally fear being attacked in the future? The standard argument supposes that an anticipated shift in the balance of power can by itself be enough to make war
rational, but this is not so.

China Rise Peaceful Frontline

Chinese rise won’t crush American hegemony

Andrew J. Nathan Andrew J. Nathan is Class of 1919 Professor of Political Science at Columbia University.  His teaching and research interests include Chinese politics and foreign policy, the comparative study of political participation and political culture, and human rights.  He is engaged in long-term research and writing on Chinese foreign policy and on sources of political legitimacy in Asia, “What China Wants” July 20 2011 Foreign Affairs, http://www.gatewayhouse.in/publication/gateway-house-affiliated/foreign-affairs/what-china-wants
By focusing on intentions, Friedberg, like Kissinger, leaves out any serious accounting of China's capability to achieve the goals that various writers propose. Such an audit would show that China is bogged down both internally and in Asia generally. At home, it devotes enormous resources, including military ones, to maintaining control over the two-fifths of its territory that comprise Xinjiang and greater Tibet, to keeping civil order throughout the densely populated and socially unstable Han heartland, and to deterring Taiwan's independence. Around its borders, it is surrounded chiefly by two kinds of countries: unstable ones where almost any conceivable change will make life more difficult for Chinese strategists (such as Myanmar, North Korea, and the weak states of Central Asia) and strong ones that are likely to get stronger in the future and compete with China (such as India, Japan, Russia, and Vietnam). And everywhere on its periphery, on land and at sea, China faces the powerful presence of the United States. The U.S. Pacific Command remains the most muscular of the U.S. military's six regional combatant commands, after the Central Command (which is managing two ongoing wars), and it continues to adjust its strategies as China's military modernizes. Friedberg is also imprecise. His title, A Contest for Supremacy, means one thing; part of his subtitle, the Struggle for Mastery in Asia, means another -- and neither idea is vindicated by the body of the book. He is on firmer ground when he writes that "if China's power continues to grow, and if it continues to be ruled by a one-party authoritarian regime, its relations with the United States are going to become increasingly tense and competitive." But friction is not conflict. And all this assumes that China's rise will continue unabated. Friedberg reasonably enough makes this assumption for the purposes of argument. But it is unlikely to prove correct in the long run because China's economic and political model faces so many vulnerabilities. To add to the worries of Chinese leaders, as Friedberg points out, there are U.S. intentions: "stripped of diplomatic niceties, the ultimate aim of the American strategy is to hasten a revolution, albeit a peaceful one, that will sweep away China's one-party authoritarian state." This helps explain why Chinese leaders act more like people under siege than like people on an expansionist warpath. Even if China does stay on course, it cannot hope for anything that can reasonably be called supremacy, or even regional mastery, unless U.S. power radically declines. Absent that development, it is implausible that, as Friedberg predicts, "the nations of Asia will choose eventually to follow the lead of a rising China, 'bandwagoning' with it . . . rather than trying to balance against it." Instead, the more China rises, the more most of China's neighbors will want to balance with the United States, not against it.
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Indo-Pak Peace talks

Syyed Mansoor Agha. 7/17/11. http://www.radianceweekly.com/262/7321/effective-lokpal-not-in-sight/2011-07-10/indo-pak-relations/story-detail/india--pakistan-talk-peace--no-more-war-mongering--please.html  “India, Pakistan Talk Peace No More War Mongering, Please” Radiance Weekly. 

To be militarily strong is good if it is to ensure security and peace. It is bad if aimed to down the other to enforce solutions of differences on gunpoint and thinking “peace” on own terms. Unfortunately two neighbours, India and Pakistan have been treating each other as the “biggest enemy” and trying to coerce each other militarily and diplomatically. However, it is pleasant to note that the present democratic leadership seems determined to change this course of six decades. The enlightened leaderships of Dr. Manmohan Singh and Syed Yusuf Raza Gilani are steering two nations in the new atmosphere of mutual trust, cooperation and coordination and eliminate elements causing mistrust. Recent talks between foreign secretary of India Ms. Nirupma Rao and her Pakistani counterpart Salman Bashir in Islamabad have proved a big step in this direction. The success achieved in this round of talks remained invisible, but a qualitative change noticed in the atmosphere is immense. Slogans like “biggest enemy” have drowned down in more loud voices of “Must give a chance of friendship”. Issuance of a joint statement and joint press conference are being seen as positive indicators of the talks. It has been in the past that both sides gave their own assessment of engagement in separate press meetings. This indicated that that both “traditional rivals” are on the path of accommodation and ready to cooperate in a trustworthy manner. The joint statement noted, “The talks were held in a frank and cordial atmosphere. Both sides reiterated their intention to carry forward the dialogue process in a constructive and purposeful manner.” Such announcements are a routine in diplomatic meetings, however this time peace lovers on both sides have sensed sincerity and reality of good intentions. A wide range of issues was discussed with the same spirit. The statement said, “The issues of Peace and Security, including CBMs, were discussed in a comprehensive manner. Both sides emphasised the importance of constructive dialogue to promote mutual understanding.” 

No chance of Indo-Pak nuke war- deterrents in squo

Th Economic Times 5/17/11.  http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-05-17/news/29552014_1_nuclear-blackmail-nuclear-secrets-india-and-pakistan “No chance of Indo-Pak nuclear war despite 'sabre rattling': Pak nuclear scientist A Q Khan”

Pakistan's disgraced nuclear scientist A Q Khan has said that despite "sabre rattling" between Islamabad and New Delhi, there is no chance of a nuclear war between the two neighbours.  Khan, who has been accused of selling nuclear secrets to Iran, Libya and Syria, wrote in Newsweek magazine that nuclear weapons in both countries had prevented war for the last 40 years.  "India doesn't need more than five weapons to hurt us badly, and we wouldn't need more than 10 to return the favour," he said. "That is why there has been no war between us for the past 40 years."  "India and Pakistan understand the old principle that ensured peace in the Cold War: mutually assured destruction," he said.  "The two (India and Pakistan) can't afford a nuclear war, and despite our sabre rattling, there is no chance of a nuclear war that would send us both back to the Stone Age," he said.  He claimed that Pakistan had to invest in a nuclear programme "to ward off nuclear blackmail from India".  "I would like to make it clear that it was an Indian nuclear explosion in May 1974 that prompted our nuclear program, motivating me to return to Pakistan to help create a credible nuclear deterrent and save my country from Indian nuclear blackmail," he said.  "We are forced to maintain this deterrence until our differences with India are resolved. That would lead to a new era of peace for both countries," Khan wrote.  "I hope I live to see Pakistan and India living harmoniously in the same way as the once bitter enemies Germany and France live today," he said.  Khan blasted various governments in Pakistan as well as "successive incompetent and ignorant rulers" for not engaging in basic development of the country, and raising the people's standard of living.  "We are far worse off now than we were 20, or even 40, years ago when we were subjected to embargoes," he said. 
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Pakistan rules out nuclear war with India

The Times of India 9/8/2. http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/No-chance-of-Indo-Pak-nuclear-war-Pak-Air-Chief/articleshow/21568778.cms  “No chance of Indo-Pak nuclear war: Pak Air Chie”. 

While ruling out a nuclear war between India and Pakistan, Chief of Pakistan's Air Force has not dismissed a "sharp, swift and intense" fighting in "particular" areas along LoC in Kashmir and other sectors of the border.  "This limited war will be sharp, swift and intense, but I do not see an all-out war.... There has not been any armed conflict between India and Pakistan for the last nine months and it is because of the fear of the nuclear war," Air Chief Marshal Mushaf Ali Mir said at Sargodha Air base on Saturday.  While the Pakistan government has decided to boost its military ties with China in future, it also looked forward to make substantial gains out of its good relations with US, he said.  President Pervez Musharraf, during his current visit to New York, would press for the delivery of F-16 fighter jets for which Pakistan paid money in late 1980s but failed to obtain them following sanctions.  Now that the sanctions were lifted following September 11 attacks on America and improvement in Pakistan's relations with US, he said, Islamabad looked forward to purchasing different kinds of arms from the US, including F-16 aircraft, and their spare parts.  Replying to a question on parity between PAF and Indian Air Force, Mir said "at this moment, we do have a gap with India in terms of high-tech aircraft and certain technologically advanced weapons. But with the support of our nation and professional competence... we shall not allow this gap to increase beyond acceptable limits."  Although the numbers mattered in air war, the deficiency can be addressed through high morale of the fighting force, rigorous training of the pilots, efficient maintenance of equipment, professional operational planning, courageous leadership and a will to fight hard, he said.  "By the grace of God, the PAF proudly possesses all these intangibles, and our fleet of more than 350 fighter aircraft is a force to reck on with," he said.  He said for more than a decade Pakistan has been under international sanctions during which it faced severe economic crunch. "But these hardships did not deter us."  "We have lethal weapons which can be accurately delivered to cause the required destruction for supporting the offensive and defensive plans of our surface forces."  On Pak-US ties, Mir said he believed that the revival of defence consultative group between the two countries would lead to their new defence co-operation. "If you have good political relations with the US, it means things can drastically improve and even various sanctions can also go."  He said if a better understanding was developed with the US government during Musharraf's visit, Pakistan could then have the option of buying those F-16s which were currently being maintained by Turkey and Belgium.  "There are 4,000 plus F-16s which are being retired from the US Air Force (and) which could attract many buyers," he said hinting that Pakistan could bid for them with the permission from Washington.  Mir also expressed the hope the US will soon be offering 7 additional C-130 aircraft to Pakistan as promised earlier.  Denying any pressure on China from the US to cut its defence ties with Pakistan, Mir said, on the contrary Beijing and Islamabad have decided to substantially enhance their military cooperation in all the fields.  "The government-to-government go-ahead has been given to undertake extensive military cooperation between our two countries," he said, adding "there is no pressure on cooperation in conventional defence matters and China is providing most modern aircraft to us." 
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