Impact D
China

China forces are purely defensive – generals comments
Wong and Ansfield 11 (Edward and Jonathon, staff’s, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/04/01/world/asia/01china.html?_r=2, dw: 3-31-2011, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
 It stressed that China’s military buildup was purely defensive, a position Chinese leaders have long taken. The paper had more detail than previous editions on China’s efforts to establish confidence-building measures with foreign militaries. In the past year, perceptions by foreign countries of China’s military growth and of a more assertive foreign policy have resulted in diplomatic discord and discomfort, particularly between China and the United States. “China attaches importance to its military relationship with the United States and has made ongoing efforts towards building a sound military relationship,” Senior Col. Geng Yansheng said at a news conference on Thursday. “The Chinese military is now taking steps to advance exchanges with the U.S. military this year.” But “there’s no denying that in developing military relations, we still face difficulties and challenges,” Colonel Geng added. 
China doesn’t have the capabilities to have a war and relats check
Prueher 98 (Joseph, Commander in chief of Pacific Command, interviewed, JFQ, dw: Autumn/Winter 98 da: 7-9-2011, lido)
China is modernizing its military. As “paid pessimists,” the PACOM staff is watching carefully. But China will not possess a power projection capability that could threaten U.S. interests for at least a decade and a half. We are pursuing a long-haul, balanced national policy of constructive engagement with China to encourage its emergence as a secure, prosperous, and nonthreatening member of the international community. Increased Chinese transparency on security objectives and military modernization would help reassure the region. Contacts between the U.S. military and the People’s Liberation Army have expanded significantly in the last year. These exchanges are important. As President Jiang Zemin said to me during his recent visit to Hawaii, “Before we can build trust, we need to build understanding.” Expanding relations among officers who will lead the next generation is especially important. The trend of U.S.-Chinese relations is steadily upward, although perturbations can be expected. Common interests in regional peace and security outweigh our differences. Successful management of relations among the United States, Japan, and China is likely to be the principal determinant of regional peace and security in the decades ahead. 
China won’t go to war – they have too much at risk, history
Hellyer 9 (Marcus, worked for DoD, http://www.defence.gov.au/jetwc/docs/publications%202010/Publctns_050310_IstheExpansionofChinese.pdf, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
China under the Communist Party has not been a pacifist power and has been willing to use force even beyond its borders.10 Nevertheless, there is little evidence to suggest that China is developing its military power in order to use it against its neighbours ‐ with the potential exception of Taiwan noted earlier. China has been very active in presenting a peaceful image of itself to the world. President Hu Jintao has used the term ‘harmonious world’ to describe China’s model of international relations and Zheng Bijian developed the term ‘peaceful rise’ to describe China’s development.11 The latest Chinese defence White Paper adopts this terminology stating that ‘China is unswervingly taking the road of peaceful development…endeavouring to build, together with other countries, a harmonious world of enduring peace and common prosperity.12 While Chinese statements should not be taken at face value, they should not be dismissed as mere rhetoric. There is considerable incentive for China to avoid conflict that would interfere with its continued economic growth. The need to maintain the international conditions necessary for economic growth has become a central goal of Chinese foreign policy.13  China has shown itself quite willing to peacefully resolve – or at least manage – disputes with its maritime neighbours. Indeed, its focus on avoiding conflict to permit development predates Hu Jintao and motivated its moderate behaviour over the South China Seas territorial disputes with ASEAN members in the 1990s. China acceded to the ASEAN code of conduct for the South China Sea and has embarked on joint resource development projects there with ASEAN members.14 Similarly, while China’s territorial disputes with Japan in the East China Sea have not been fully resolved, the two countries have declared East China Sea a sea of ‘peace, stability and cooperation’ and reached agreement on the joint development of gas fields.15 
China won’t use its nuclear weapons
Yunzhu 5 (Yao, phd, Strategic Insights, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2005/Sep/yaoSep05.html, dw: Sep 2010, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Mao Zedong, in elaborating China's reason to develop nuclear weapons, said “we will not only have possession of more aircraft and artillery pieces, but also atom bombs. In today’s world, we must have this thing if we don’t want to be bullied by others.”[3] The original purpose of nuclear development in China was to “break up the nuclear threat and smash the nuclear blackmail (dabuo he weixie, fensui he ezha).” As a political instrument, nuclear weapons are to be utilized mainly at the level of grand strategy, not as a winning tool in military operations. The military value of nuclear weapons lies only in its deterrent effect against nuclear attack. The officially declared missions of the Second Artillery Force are twofold: To deter the use of nuclear weapons against China, and To launch an effective nuclear counter-attack in the case of such an attack.[4] No distinction has been made in categorizing nuclear operations. A nuclear strike against China—whether conducted at strategic, operational or tactical level, with high or low yield warheads, or deadly or tolerable lethality—is perceived as the utmost form of warfare in Chinese war categorization, which must be responded strategically. In Chinese strategic literature, we only see the discussion on how to deter a nuclear war from happening, on how to prevent a conventional conflict from escalating into a nuclear war, and how to retaliate after suffering a nuclear attack—but never how to win a nuclear war. The primary Chinese perception is that nuclear wars are not to be won, but to be prevented. Retaliatory—Rather than Denial—Deterrence[5] Many Chinese cite Deng Xiaoping when explaining China's nuclear thinking. He explained, in a meeting with foreigners in 1983: "While you have some deterrence force, we also have some; but we don't want much. It will do just to possess it. Things like strategic weapons and deterrence forces are there to scare others. They must not be used first. But our possession will have some effect. The limited possession of nuclear weapons itself exert some pressure. It remains our position that we will develop a little (nuclear weapons). But the development will be limited. We have said repeatedly that our small amount (of nuclear weapons) is nothing. It is only to show that we also have what you have. If you want to destroy us, you yourself have to suffer some punishment at the same time."[6] 
China won’t use nuke’s – the nuke’s are just for deterrence effects
National Intelligence Council 99 (http://www.fas.org/irp/nic/china_wmd.html, dw: 11-5-1999, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Third, we find that the evolution over time of China's doctrine and force structure is the story of trying to close the gap between real capability, on the one hand, and what one might call "aspirational doctrine" on the other. In the United States, the appropriate analog would be a comparison of current operational doctrine, as outlined in the Joint Doctrine publications series, with an aspirational doctrine, such as Joint Vision 2010. In the Chinese case, the discontinuity between reality and aspiration is of times referred to as the "capabilities-doctrine gap." At the present stage in the Second Artillery's modernization, China is nearing an historic convergence between doctrine and capability, allowing it to increasingly achieve a degree of credible minimal deterrence vis-à-vis the continental United States--a convergence of its doctrine and capability it has not confidently possessed since the weaponization of China's nuclear program in the mid-1960s. 
China won’t go to war
Federation of American Scientists 6 (http://www.nukestrat.com/china/Book-15-34.pdf, dwL 11-30-2006, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
The tone of the reports, however, has changed considerably during the current Bush administration. The 1997 report during the Clinton era described significant developments in China’s modernization, but made a cautious overall projection: Evidence suggests … that China will develop her military strength at a measured pace. A more rapid or large-scale military build-up is seen by the Chinese leadership as unnecessary and detrimental to continued economic growth.... China’s nuclear strategy probably will continue to emphasize the development of a nuclear retaliatory capability as a deterrent against the potential use of nuclear weapons by existing nuclear weapons states. Ongoing ballistic missile modernization encompasses a shift from liquid to solid fuel missiles.43 
China won’t go to war – no political will
Moore 6 (Scott, Research assistant, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html, dw: 10-18-2006, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
The new generation of Chinese leaders, which has risen to power in the aftermath of the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident (liu si), has tended to consist of moderate technocrats,[10] who are unlikely to support radical policy reversals, such as the use of nuclear weapons. Chinese politics in general have also evolved into a "more pragmatic, risk-adverse" form.[11] This process was initiated by the rise of "interest group politics" during the tenure of President Jiang Zemin.[12] This new structure of decision-making involves the specialization of bureaucratic institutions, which have become more assertive, and occasionally resisted high-level decisions they believed to be ill conceived.[13] It is probable that certain institutions, such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, would strongly resist the actual or threatened use of nuclear weapons against the United States in almost any situation. In a risk-adverse policy environment that seeks consensus, this kind of strong opposition may well prevail. It thus appears unlikely that any impetus for the use of nuclear weapons in a conflict with the United States would come from within the established Chinese policymaking apparatus. There are suggestions, however, that pressure for the actual or threatened use of nuclear weapons against the United States may come from outside China's policymaking elite, via a phenomenon that may be termed "hyper-nationalism."[14] The gradual expansion of freedom of speech in China has revealed some truly radical nationalistic perspectives, ranging from a kind of Chinese lebensraum (sheng cun kong jian)[15] to allegations of a kind of racist plot in Western policy towards China.[16] In a crisis situation, there are suggestions that such hyper-nationalism may exert significant pressure on policymakers to respond with an aggressive response, which could include nuclear weapons.

Chinas Economy is Resilient

The Economist 12 (“How strong is China’s economy? Despite a recent slowdown, the world’s second-biggest economy is more resilient than its critics think”, http://www.economist.com/node/21555915, JGC)
Yet the very unfairness of China's system gives it an unusual resilience. Unlike the tigers, China relies very little on foreign borrowing. Its growth is financed from resources extracted from its own population, not from fickle foreigners free to flee, as happened in South-East Asia (and is happening again in parts of the euro zone). China's saving rate, at 51% of GDP, is even higher than its investment rate. And the repressive state-dominated financial system those savings are kept in is actually well placed to deal with repayment delays and defaults.
Chinas Economy is resilient, Loans and Jobs

Orlik 12 (Tom, Wall Street Journal “Labour and credit figures show a resilient Chinese economy” The Wall Street Journal http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/wall-street-journal/labour-and-credit-figures-show-a-resilient-chinese-economy/story-fnay3x58-1226325527309)
The data for the first quarter suggests that China's labour markets are tighter than ever.  There are 1.08 job opportunities for every job seeker, up from 1.04 at the end of 2011 and the highest ratio in the decade-long history of the series.  There are structural forces at work. Demographic changes mean China's labour force has stopped growing and will soon start to shrink.  The supply of workers moving from farm to factory is starting to be used up. That helps explain the recent shift to a shortage of workers, and rising labour costs.   But that is a long-term trend.  If China's electronics factories and construction firms were really in dire straits, a cyclical downturn would still result in mass unemployment. That's what happened in the final quarter of 2008, when the global financial crisis hit.  The fact that labour markets remain tight, with demand for workers outstripping supply, suggests China's economy continues to hum.  New-loan data for March, published overnight, also surprised on the upside.  China's banks pushed 1.01 trillion yuan ($US153bn) in loans out the door, up from 710 billion yuan in February.  China's banks normally start the New Year with a bang, and lacklustre loan figures for the first two months were a disappointment.  March's bumper credit crop means total lending for the first quarter is actually up 9 per cent compared with a year earlier. That reflects efforts by the central bank to ease conditions in financial markets and shows lending getting back on track.  Data on gross domestic product, due later today, will provide a more complete overview of China's trajectory.  But the employment and loan data are already pointing to resilient growth, and policy shifting more firmly into supportive mode. 

No solvency- government reform key

Xinhua 12 (Chinese news agency, “Slowing economy prompts calls for reforms,” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/business/2012-07/16/content_15584543.htm) KGH

BEIJING -- Whoever sees the half-year report on China's economy, whether they be policymakers or economists, would not view the figures as a glowing result for the world's second-largest economy. Gross domestic product in China expanded 7.6 percent year-on-year in the second quarter, easing below 8 percent for the first time in three years and marking the sixth quarterly decline in a row, according to the National Bureau of Statistics. The GDP data in the second quarter took Chinese economic growth in the first six months to 7.8 percent year-on-year, which still surpassed the government target of 7.5 percent for the full year. To some analysts, the slowest growth pace in three years showed China is facing increased risks of a hard landing. But Sheng Laiyun, the spokesman for the National Bureau of Statistics, said the 7.6-percent rate was "a fairly good speed" compared with other major world economies, and he was "full of confidence" about the prospects of China's economy. Optimists consider the Chinese economy bottomed out in the second quarter, but the country still needs to continue reforms to solve problems that make its current development pattern unbalanced, uncoordinated and unsustainable. "China must ensure its GDP growth does not to drop below 7 percent, otherwise high unemployment and other deeply-rooted social problems will emerge," said Wei Jie, a professor at Tsinghua University School of Economics and Management. However, Wei himself opposed any massive stimulus such as the size of the 4 trillion yuan ($634.92 billion) in 2009 to stabilize growth in the world's second-largest economy since the bailout of the economy through massive stimulus "will only postpone problems and miss the opportunity to restructure the Chinese economy". Responding to the current economic slowdown, the State Council, or the central government, adopted new measures encouraging private companies to invest in sectors such as banking, energy and transport - which are currently dominated by State-owned companies. The People's Bank of China, the central bank, even announced a surprise rate cuts twice in a month, slashing the banks' benchmark one-year borrowing and lending rates by 50 and 56 basis points, respectively. Pan Xiangdong, chief economist with Galaxy Securities, said the slowing GDP growth has outweighed inflation as the top concern for Chinese policymakers. To stabilize growth in the short term, Pan said, China needs to rely on investment again, as exports are easily affected by the sluggish external demand while a significant increase in consumption will take time. Investment, exports and consumption are the three major drivers of growth in the Chinese economy. According to the NBS data, investment accounted for about two-thirds of China's GDP in the first half of this year. Pan said China needs to speed up reforms in the transfer of land use rights, the resident registration system as well as systems concerning pension, insurance and education that check the country from rapid economic growth. "What we are concerned about is the possible overreaction from policymakers," said Li Daokui, a former monetary policy adviser to the PBOC. Li said the existing measures aimed at maintaining growth are enough to help China achieve a U-type rebound this year. Since 2008, China's macroeconomic policies have shifted between stimulus and tightening several times, indicating the difficulty for economic restructuring in the world's second-largest economy, which used to rely heavily on government spending, the property sector and labor-intensive exporting industries for rapid growth. But the lingering European sovereign debt crisis and a fragile US economic recovery have significantly brought down external demand for Chinese goods and services this year, while an ageing population and rising labor costs at home also slackened the process of China's "transformation of economic growth pattern". "The Chinese economy needs to increase is its effectiveness, rather than just the size," said Cao Yuanzheng, chief economist with the Bank of China. "What matters is whether China can successfully restructure its economy and make it more effective and of better quality." Wu Xiaoqiu, president of the Financial and Securities Institute of Renmin University of China, said China has to get used to slower growth as China shifts itself from an investment-driven economy to a consumption-driven one. "China will see its growth ease to 7-8 percent by 2020 and slow further to around 5 percent after 2020," Wu said. 

No solvency- housing

Boesler 12 (Matthew, “BofA: A Hard Landing In China Could Soon Become A ‘High Probably Event,’” http://www.businessinsider.com/bofa-china-hard-landing-property-bubble-2012-7) KGH

Recently, it appeared as though China's property bubble was unwinding as prices came down. Now, it looks like prices are turning up again. These developments in the property market prompted Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao to comment over the weekend that "currently, the property market adjustment is still at a crucial stage and we must unswervingly continue the work and make the fight against speculative property investment demand a long-term policy." However, BofA China strategist David Cui thinks that based on remarks made by the People's Daily, a Chinese newspaper seen as the Communist Party's mouthpiece, additional measures to curb the property market could come sooner than expected, which in turn could mean a hard landing for the Chinese economy. 

No solvency—economic bubbles root cause

Woo and Wagner 12 (Dee, economics lecturer at Beijing Royal School, Daniel, CEO of Country Risk Solutions, “China’s Coming Great Deleveraging,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dee-woo/china-economy-deleveraging_b_1674951.html) KGH

China's biggest problem is that the state, SOEs and crony capitalists wield too much power over national economy, have too much control over wealth creation and income distribution, and much of the GDP growth and vested interest groups' economic progress are made at the expense of average consumers who are stuck in a spiral of relative poverty. Faster GDP growth will in the end not mean much since Chinese consumers are unable to support the overcapacity in the housing market and lending markets. China will try to create more export momentum in an effort to sustain its growth, but this is a vicious circle of imbalance that even a revaluation of renminbi cannot break. Unsustainable economic bubbles and collapsing demand are the root causes of China's slowing economy. If these structural deficiencies are not properly addressed by the government, things will get worse. More frivolous rate cuts and other central banking maneuvering are sure to come, but to no avail, as the chain reaction will only be accelerated. China will eventually face its end game - the dark side of a great deleveraging.

No solvency – government reform key

Woo and Wagner 12 (Dee, economics lecturer at Beijing Royal School, Daniel, CEO of Country Risk Solutions, “China’s Coming Great Deleveraging,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dee-woo/china-economy-deleveraging_b_1674951.html) KGH
Central banking maneuvering can at best serve to sustain the over-leveraged economy and avoid a systematic short-circuit of debt financing for now. There won't be much liquidity invested in lending capacity or job creating projects, since there is insufficient demand, so the economic return on credit will deteriorate. If these structural deficiencies aren't properly addressed by the central government - and soon - the longer term deterioration of the Chinese economy can only continue. The inevitable chain reaction will accelerate, and China will face its economic end game. To gauge how just how far the health of China's economy has deteriorated, look no further than how aggressive China's central bank - the People's Bank of China (PBOC) - has been acting of late. On 5th July, the Bank cut benchmark interest rates for the second time in less than a month. In December 2011, the PBOC cut the reserve requirement ratio (RRR) by 50 basis points (bp), to 21%, followed by a further 50 bp cut in February and another 50 bp cut in May - to the current 20%. Apart from all the rate cuts, the PBOC also made its biggest injection of funds into the money markets in nearly six months, injecting a net 225 billion yuan (US$34.5 billion) through the reverse-repurchase operations (repo) last week, which followed a combined injection of 291 billion yuan in the previous four weeks.

No solvency- growth is decelerating

Woo and Wagner 12 (Dee, economics lecturer at Beijing Royal School, Daniel, CEO of Country Risk Solutions, “China’s Coming Great Deleveraging,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dee-woo/china-economy-deleveraging_b_1674951.html) KGH
China can't rely on excessive investment to propel its growth for much longer. Is demand-led growth the answer? In short, no. China's export growth is clearly decelerating, with the EU and US on the edge of a double-dip recession, and much of the rest of the world relying on China for their own export-led growth. The EU and US are unlikely to bounce back any time soon, and the fortunes of many natural resource exporting countries ultimately depend on China. Brazil, for example, has become highly dependent on China for the majority of its iron ore exports. According to a recent UBS Wealth Management Research report, the great deleveraging will likely play out through 2020, so China will have to look elsewhere for salvation. With the Ponzi scheme of investment growth and the export growth both collapsing, what's left for China? Contrary to what many choose to believe, China's trade surplus is not caused by Chinese consumers' high saving rate, but has much to do with their deteriorating disposable incomes, which far lag behind GDP growth and inflation. According to the All China Federation of Trade Unions (ACFTU), workers' wages to GDP ratio have gone down for 22 consecutive years, since 1983. It goes without saying that the consumption to GDP ratio has been shrinking all the while. In the meantime, the aggregate savings rate has increased by 51%, from 36% in 1996 to 51% in 2007. But Chinese consumers have not tightening their purse strings. According to the Development Research Center of the State Council's report, that increase is mainly driven by government and corporate spending - not by the households. For the past 11 years, the Household Saving Rate has only increased from 19% to 22%. The government and corporate saving rate has increased from 17% to 22%, which accounts for nearly 80% of the increase in Aggregate Savings Rate. For the past decade, the government's fiscal income has been growing faster than GDP or Household Income. In 2009, the fiscal income was 688 billion yuan, and achieved an annual growth of 11.7%, while GDP growth was 8.7%, Urban household disposable income growth was 8.8% and agriculture household disposable income growth was 8.2%. The state and corporations have taken too much out of national income and therefore continue to weaken consumers, rather than empower them.
Disease
No impact – diseases have evolved to be less dangerous
Achenbach 3 (Joel Achenbach, Washington Post staff, November 2003, "Our Friend, the Plague," writer http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/ngm/0311/resources_who.html)
Whenever a new disease appears somewhere on our planet, experts invariably pop up on TV with grave summations of the problem, usually along the lines of, "We're in a war against the microbes"—pause for dramatic effect —"and the microbes are winning." War, however, is a ridiculously overused metaphor and probably should be bombed back to the Stone Age. Paul Ewald, a biologist at the University of Louisville, advocates a different approach to lethal microbes. Forget trying to obliterate them, he says, and focus instead on how they co-evolve with humans. Make them mutate in the right direction. Get the powers of evolution on our side. Disease organisms can, in fact, become less virulent over time. When it was first recognized in Europe around 1495, syphilis killed its human hosts within months. The quick progression of the disease—from infection to death—limited the ability of syphilis to spread. So a new form evolved, one that gave carriers years to infect others. For the same reason, the common cold has become less dangerous. Milder strains of the virus—spread by people out and about, touching things, and shaking hands—have an evolutionary advantage over more debilitating strains. You can't spread a cold very easily if you're incapable of rolling out of bed. This process has already weakened all but one virulent strain of malaria: Plasmodium falciparum succeeds in part because bedridden victims of the disease are more vulnerable to mosquitoes that carry and transmit the parasite. To mitigate malaria, the secret is to improve housing conditions. If people put screens on doors and windows, and use bed nets, it creates an evolutionary incentive for Plasmodium falciparum to become milder and self-limiting. Immobilized people protected by nets and screens can't easily spread the parasite, so evolution would favor forms that let infected people walk around and get bitten by mosquitoes.
Disease can’t cause extinction

Gladwell 99 [Malcolm staff writer for the New Yorker and best selling author, 1999.

Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, 1999, p. 29.p. 31-32]

Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adapt a specific strategy but every strategy carries a corresponding cost and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all hut halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability its essential rigidity is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. AIDS is almost invariably lethal because it attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious. Viruses are not superhuman. I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flue, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

Human adaptation

Gladwell, 95 [The New Republic (Malcom, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, July 17th and 24th, 1999, p. 29) ]

In Plagues and Peoples, which appeared in 1977. William MeNeill pointed out that…while man’s efforts to “remodel” his environment are sometimes a source of new disease. They are seldom a source of serious epidemic disease. Quite the opposite. As humans and new microorganisms interact, they begin to accommodate each other. Human populations slowly build up resistance to circulating infections. What were once virulent infections, such as syphilis become attenuated. Over time, diseases of adults, such as measles and chicken pox, become limited to children, whose immune systems are still naïve.
Any disease virulent enough to risk extinction would kill its host too quickly

Lederberg 99, [Joshua Prof. Genetics @ Stanford, (Epidemic: The World of Infectious Disease, (p. 13)]

The toll of the fourteenth-century plague, the "Black Death," was closer to one third. If the bugs' potential to develop adaptations that could kill us off were the whole story, we would not be here. However, with very rare exceptions, our microbial adversaries have a shared interest in our survival. Almost any pathogen comes to a dead end when we die; it first has to communicate itself to another host in order to survive. So historically, the really severe host- pathogen interactions have resulted in a wipeout of both host and pathogen. We humans are still here because, so far, the pathogens that have attacked us have willy-nilly had an interest in our survival. This is a very delicate balance, and it is easily disturbed, often in the wake of large-scale ecological upsets.

Democracy

Democracy Up

Democracy high now- revolutions in the Arab world and North Africa

Friedman 11 (Dr. George, Chief Executive Officer and founder of STRATFOR, March 21, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20110321-libya-west-narrative-democracy 7/9/11)  

To understand this logic, it is essential to begin by considering recent events in North Africa and the Arab world and the manner in which Western governments interpreted them. Beginning with Tunisia, spreading to Egypt and then to the Arabian Peninsula, the last two months have seen widespread unrest in the Arab world. Three assumptions have been made about this unrest. The first was that it represented broad-based popular opposition to existing governments, rather than representing the discontent of fragmented minorities — in other words, that they were popular revolutions. Second, it assumed that these revolutions had as a common goal the creation of a democratic society. Third, it assumed that the kind of democratic society they wanted was similar to European-American democracy, in other words, a constitutional system supporting Western democratic values.

Democracy’s on the rise with the Middle East catching up 

Kimball 11 (Spencer, 6/14, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,15146939,00.html, 7/9/11)  

For decades, the Arab world stagnated under authoritarianism despite a global expansion of democracy beyond its historic core in North America and Western Europe. According to the US think tank Freedom House, the number of democracies in the world more than doubled by the new millennium, as communism collapsed and strongmen from Latin America to Southeast Asia were forced from power. Although the Middle East appeared immune to this liberalizing trend, popular uprisings now referred to as the "Arab Spring" have successfully forced authoritarian regimes from power in Tunisia and Egypt, demonstrating that even political heavyweights like former Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak are ultimately accountable to the people. "We're seeing in a sense the global spread of the aspirations for democracy finally coming to the surface in the Arab world," Jack Goldstone, an expert on revolutions with George Mason University in Arlington, Virginia, told Deutsche Welle.

Democracy Down

Democracy low now- Obama’s unilateral action in Libya circumvented Congress and the democratic process

Kucinich 11 (Dennis, Democratic House Representative, July 6, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2011/jul/06/libya-nato1 7/9/11)  

First, the war is illegal under the United States constitution and our War Powers Act, because only the US Congress has the authority to declare war and the president has been unable to show that the US faced an imminent threat from Libya. The president even ignored his top legal advisers at the Pentagon and the department of justice who insisted he needed congressional approval before bombing Libya.

Obama’s actions in Libya were undemocratic 

Nichols 11 (John, Washington correspondent for the Nation, March 21, http://www.npr.org

/2011/03/21/134730963/the-nation-in-libya-us-forgot-about-congress, 7/9/11)  

President Obama's approval of an intervention in Libya has also skipped the Congress.    Was this necessary? Of course not. Obama could have consulted Congress; indeed, if the issue was pressing, he could have asked that the House and Senate be called into session over the weekend. Had the president gone to the Congress, it is doubtful that he would have met with opposition. As noted above, Gadhafi has few defenders.    Consulting Congress does not mean that Congress will block a war. The constitutional system of checks and balances was not established merely to stop wars; it was established to allow members of Congress to add their insights, to propose timelines, to set limits and parameters for military initiatives.    The debate, the discussion, the sifting and winnowing of information: This is the point.    Unfortunately, it is a point that Obama has missed.    The United States is now deep into what CNN calls the "Libya War," yet there has been no congressional debate, no advice or consent, no checks and balances.    The Republic was well served by the drafters of a constitution, who gave the war-making power to Congress.    They were wise, and right, to do so. And any president who fails to consult congress before engaging in warmaking ill serves the founding document and the republic.  

Democracy – No Impact – Resilient

Impeachments prove the integrity and effectiveness of governments and the rule of law

Congressional Record 98 (Proceedings and Debates of the 105th Congress Second Session, October 19 to December 19, volume 144: part 19)  

There is no doubt about it, Mr. Speaker, this is a difficult day.  And yet it is really a day of affirmation, a day that says our system of government works.  We are showing the world that our democracy is resilient.  It deals fairly and it deals effectively with a leader who fails in his responsibilities.  Mr. Speaker, today we are defending the rule of law and we are letting freedom work in the lives of Americans.  This is tough for all of us.  We are all saddened by it, but we will complete this work on this day and then we will go on.  We will go on in a great Nation and we will go on in a government that once again strives to hold and preserve and assert its integrity along with its authority.  For Mr. Speaker, this vote today is not about the character of a Nation.  And, Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote for the articles of impeachment and I intend to vote for the rule of law.

Democracy is resilient- empirically proven

Esler 98 (Gavin, award-winning broadcaster with the BBC, December 19, http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/cruise-missiles-wont-stop-the-dangers-facing-us-democracy-1192200.html 7/9/11)  

America's democracy is resilient. The republic has survived the Civil War and civil rights, the surprise attack on Pearl Harbour and being torn apart by Vietnam. Americans endured the national tragedy of Watergate. They will surely endure the national farce of the Lewinsky scandal. For Nixon it was once a profoundly serious question of what did the President know and when did he know it. For many Americans that has been replaced by the Clinton question of what did the President touch and when did he touch it
A2: Democracy Solves War

Democracy doesn’t prevent wars- Israel and India prove

Shaw 0 (Martin, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, http://www.sussex.ac.uk/

Users/hafa3/democracy.htm 7/8/11)  

In the global era, established liberal-democratic states do not fight each other. But once again, it obvious that this is not simply because they are democracies, but because they are embedded in the raft of common Western and global state institutions. Indeed it is not just liberal democracies which do not fight each other: the major non-Western states (Russia, China, India, Brazil, etc.), whether democratic or not, are not likely to fight with the dominant Western powers. Outside the Western core of global state power, however, national centres are more weakly integrated with its institutional structures, and regional institutions which might inhibit local conflicts are much weaker than they are in the core. In the Cold War era, interstate rivalries between major regional powers - such as between Russia and China, India and Pakistan and China, Indonesia and Malaysia, Iran and Iraq, Israel and the Arab states - led to wars and border incidents. While the integrative tendencies in the emerging global polity, including the democratisation trends, may increasingly inhibit wars, it clearly remains possible that such interstate rivalries will generate new wars. It is clear that democratisation in itself is not a guarantee of war-avoidance in such conficts. Israel, the only internally democratic state in the Middle East, has also been the most belligerent; Indian democracy has been quite compatible with bellicosity towards Pakistan. Democratic as well as military governments may see war, so long as it can be kept limited and relatively cost-free, as a means of boosting popularity. Thus Yeltsin’s Russia sought a military solution in the breakaway republic of Chechnya, despite the lessons of the late-Soviet failure in Afghanistan. Only in defeat did Russia’s weak democracy penalise the regime for the new disaster, and then not decisively.

Democracy doesn’t prevent violence- genocides occur within states

Ferguson 6 (Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard, Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, “The War of the World”, p. xxxviii)
Did it matter how states were governed? It has become fashionable among political scientists to posit a correlation between democracy and peace, on the ground that democracies tend not to go to war with one another. On that basis, of course, the long-run rise of democracy during the twentieth century should have reduced the incidence of war. It may have reduced the incidence of war between states; there is, however, at least some evidence that waves of democratization in the 1920s, 1960s, and 1980s were followed by increases in the number of civil wars and wars of secession. This brings us to a central point. To consider twentieth-century conflict purely in terms of warfare between states is to overlook the importance of organized violence within states. The most notorious example is, of course, the war waged by the Nazis and their collaborators against the Jews, nearly six million of whom perished. The Nazis simultaneously sought to annihilate a variety of other social groups deemed to be ‘unworthy of life’, notably mentally ill and homosexual Germans, the social elite of occupied Poland and the Sinti and Roma peoples. In all, more than three million people from these other groups were murdered. Prior to these events, Stalin had perpetrated comparable acts of violence against national minorities within the Soviet Union as well as executing or incarcerating millions of Russians guilty or merely suspected of political dissidence. Of around four million non-Russians who were deported to Siberia and Central Asia, at least 1.6 million are estimated to have died as a result of the hardships inflicted on them. A minimum estimate for the total victims of all political violence in the Soviet Union between 1928 and 1953 is twenty-one million. Yet genocide predated totalitarianism. As we shall see, the policies of forced resettlement and deliberate murder directed against Christian minorities in the last years of the Ottoman Empire amounted to genocide according to the 1948 definition of the term.

Evidence for democracies preventing war is circumstantial at best

Walt 99 (Steven M., Professor of Political Science, January/February, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54641/stephen-m-walt/never-say-never-wishful-thinking-on-democracy-and-war?page=3, 7/8/11)  
Critics of the democratic-peace hypothesis make two main counterarguments. Their first line of attack holds that the apparent pacifism between democracies may be a statistical artifact: because democracies have been relatively rare throughout history, the absence of wars between them may be due largely to chance. Evidence for a democratic peace also depends on the time periods one examines and on how one interprets borderline cases like the War of 1812 or the American Civil War. Critics also note that strong statistical support for the proposition is limited to the period after World War II, when both the U.S.-led alliance system and the Soviet threat to Western Europe's democracies discouraged conflict between republics.

Democracies avoid war for other reasons

Walt 99 (Steven M., Professor of Political Science, January/February, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54641/stephen-m-walt/never-say-never-wishful-thinking-on-democracy-and-war?page=3, 7/8/11)  

A second challenge focuses on the causal logic of the theory itself. Democratic-peace proponents often attribute the absence of war between republics to a sense of tolerance and shared values that makes using force against fellow republics illegitimate. (As noted above, Weart's version of this argument emphasizes the tendency for republics to see similar states as part of their own "in-group.") If this theory is true, however, there should be concrete historical evidence showing that democratic leaders eschewed violence against each other primarily for this reason. But critics like Christopher Layne have shown that when democratic states have come close to war, they have held back for reasons that had more to do with strategic interests than shared political culture. These cases suggest that even if democracies have tended not to fight each other in the past, it is not because they were democracies.

States justify violence and imperialism by excluding democracies from their inner circle

Walt 99 (Steven M., Professor of Political Science, January/February, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54641/stephen-m-walt/never-say-never-wishful-thinking-on-democracy-and-war?page=3, 7/8/11)  

Weart does recognize that shared political culture can be an unreliable barrier to war when serious conflicts of interest arise because states will simply use other criteria to exclude rivals from their "in-group." Thus, he acknowledges that religious differences drove the Swiss republics of Lucerne and Bern to war in the seventeenth century. He further admits that republics have had little difficulty justifying imperial expansion against less-developed but essentially democratic societies simply by declaring the victims "ignorant savages" and placing them outside the "civilized" in-group. Similarly, democracies like the United States overthrew freely elected governments in Guatemala and Chile because American suspicion that they might "go communist" was enough to exclude them from the circle of "acceptable" democracies. Weart, however, does not seem to realize how damning these admissions are to his argument and instead relies on ad hoc rationalizations to paper over the holes.

Turn- your authors promote a dangerous and false sense of security

The Economist 95 ("Democracies and war," p. 17-18, http://faculty.washington.edu/

caporaso/courses/203/readings/economist_Democracies_and_war.pdf, 7/9/11)   

The real danger, then, is that too great a confidence in a simple correlation between democracy and peace, based on outdated assumptions, may lull into a false sense of security those who proclaim it.  This is not to devalue democracy, nor to advocate a tolerance of dictatorship.  Democracy carries overwhelming advantages, including a close correlation with prosperity. The individual freedom it promotes is inherently good.  The argument is rather that there is no easy route to perpetual peace, whether through democracy or anything else.  Human nature tends to get in the way.

No war because of lack of opportunity and geographic proximity, not because of democracy

Russett 93 (Bruce, Dean Acheson Professor of Political Science @ Yale, “The Fact of Democratic Peace,” Grasping the Democratic Peace)  

Largely unnoticed, however, was the  empirical fact  that democracies had   rarely if  ever gone to war with each other during this period. Since there were   few democracies, often at a distance from each other, it is  hardly surprising   that their failure to fight  each other was little noticed. States need both an opportunity and a willingnessU to go to war with each other. Noncontiguous   democracies, unless one or both were great powers, had little opportunity to   fight each other. States cannot fight unless they can exert substantial military power against each others' vital territory. Most states, if not great powers with   "global reach  (large navies in this eraz3) could exert such power only against   contiguous states or  at least near neighbors. Furthermore, the willingness of   states to fight depends in large part on issues over which they have conflicts   of interest. Territorial disputes (over borders, or rights of ethnic groups whose   presence is  common to both) are rare  in  the  absence  of  proximity.24 Since   relatively few of  the democracies bordered each other in the  1920s and 1930s, a LS  not surprising that they generally avoided war with each other. Thus the   empirical fact of little or no war between democracies up to this time could be obscured  by  the  predominance  of  authoritarian states  in  the international   system, and the frequent wars involving one or more such authoritarian states.   One could still see the international system as not only anarchic, but in principle threatening the "war of all against all."

Democracies still vote for war

The Economist 95 ("Democracies and war," p. 17-18, http://faculty.washington.edu/

caporaso/courses/203/readings/economist_Democracies_and_war.pdf, 7/9/11)  

A second problem with Kant’s argument, at least when tested against modern societies with universal suffrage, is that it risks imputing too much gentleness of spirit to the average voter.  True, people tend to recoil at the prospect of shedding their own blood, which is why the fiercest and earliest critics of wars tend to be people of an age to be conscripted, and sometimes serving soldiers—as happened when America fought in Vietnam, and Israel fought in Lebanon in 1982.  But even otherwise kind-hearted citizens may not worry much when someone from another part of the country goes off to fight, especially if that other person has volunteered to do so.

No war now because democracies have a common enemy 

Walt 99 (Steven M., Professor of Political Science, January/February, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54641/stephen-m-walt/never-say-never-wishful-thinking-on-democracy-and-war?page=3, 7/8/11)  

This brings us to a final gap in Weart's case. Even if its historical judgments are accurate, Never at War cannot tell us how republics would behave in a world in which they were the only type of government. Such a world has never existed, of course, and we simply do not know if the historical affinity among democracies would persist without authoritarian states. The struggle between authoritarian and democratic ideals has been a critical fault line for the past two millennia, and it is easy to understand why like-minded regimes have been inclined to cooperate when confronted by states whose ideals posed a direct threat to their own security. But were this basic distinction to evaporate, cleavages between democracies would probably become more salient. One can easily imagine republican states making invidious distinctions among themselves as conflicts of interest grew more acute, particularly if they no longer needed to join forces against monarchs and dictators. At the height of the Cold War, after all, Americans tended to see Japan as a liberal democracy molded largely in their own image. But as soon as Americans began to fear that Japan was overtaking them economically, they began to "discover" that Japanese politics were less liberal than they had previously thought. This episode suggests that if the United States were to face a democracy of roughly equal capabilities, both sides would find ways to place the other outside its own democratic "in-group." Republics may have tended to band together in the past, but a world composed solely of them might employ different criteria to identify friends and foes. Not only is Weart's interpretation of history problematic, its relevance for the future may be quite limited.

Now that democracies no longer have common enemies, they will turn against each other

The Economist 95 ("Democracies and war," p. 17-18, http://faculty.washington.edu/

caporaso/courses/203/readings/economist_Democracies_and_war.pdf, 7/9/11)  

A deeper worry about the “democracies don’t fight one another” argument is that it may owe much of its force to the relative paucity of democracies in the past.  Most simply, one would expect fewer democracies to be involved in fewer wars.  To the extent that democracies were more thinly spread, they would have fewer shared borders over which to fight.  And, since some of the biggest conflicts of the past century have been ideological as mush as territorial, liberal countries have almost by definition found themselves allies in the struggles against fascism and communism.  Democracies have thus tended not to fight each other lately because they have been strategic allies in part—score one for the peace-through-democracy theorists—because they are democracies.  Again, however, this does not mean democracies will always be allies.  In the absence of a communist or fascist block of enemies, there will be less need for democracies to huddle together for survival.

A2: Democracy Solves Everything

Liberal democracies are key to solve for their impacts

Ayn R Key 8 (blog, August 29, http://aynrkey.blogspot.com/2008/08/democracy-is-not-panacea.html, 7/9/11)  

People seem to think that "democracy" automatically means "liberal democracy". They forget that "democracy" is the form, and that "liberal" is the function. It is the "liberal" in "liberal democracy" that provides the restrained government instituted to protect the rights of the people. In terms of respecting the rights of the people, what is the effective difference between a liberal democracy and a liberal monarchy? One could argue that democracy gives people checks on the government should the government decide to move in an illiberal direction, whereas there are no checks if the king should decide so. The problem is what would be the check if the public decided to move the democratic government in an illiberal direction? Proponents of democracy do not have an answer for that.

Democracy isn’t an effective tool at the local or regional level

IDEA 6 (Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 15 September, http://www.idea.int/conflict/upload/DCHS_Launch_Event_Summary.pdf, 7/9/11)  

SRSG Coomaarswamy opened the event with an engaging presentation on how democracy as a   culture and value system is fundamental to handling tense social conflicts: it represents the nonviolent resolution of social difference through a set of principles that feature tolerance of dissent   set against a foundational element of human rights. Democracy is not a panacea as a system of   social conflict management, especially when it is challenged by problems such as deep socioeconomic inequalities or the mobilization of society along exclusive nationalist or religious lines. A serious challenge to democracy, she contended, arises from “ideologies of exclusion.”  In reference to the challenges of democracy and conflict in Sri Lanka, she cited disappointment   with the performance of democracy – especially at the local and regional level. Democracy has   generated its own “anger movements” because the state has not been able to address problems of   poverty; “it is the material and everyday [needs] that are more important to the people,” she said.    There is an urgent need to adopt a needs-based approach to democracy building, especially with   regard to peacebuilding; for democracy to flourish as an institution contributing to social peace, it   must be realized more fully at the local level. 

A2: Diamond

Diamond’s theories on democracy fail- lying leaders, economic downturns and no protection for human rights 

Serunkuma 11 (Yusuf, student of interational politics and guest writer for the Observer, February 9, http://www.observer.ug/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=12107&Itemid=66, 7/9/11)  
What Larry Diamond fails to understand is that the world is searching for leaders that will not tell them lies; Islamist regimes often play their politics on this premise. It is indeed no wonder that the Islamist Party and the Muslim Brotherhood are smelling victory in Tunisia and Egypt, respectively. Surely then, there is no hope that democracy as we know it will ever address the conscience of the leaders of these movements. It will probably be something else, found in either religion or culture. In the US, Harvard, Stanford and Yale graduate politicians and lobbyists have plundered America for long, telling lies while accumulating wealth. The hardships that have fomented revolt in Egypt, Tunisia and Algeria are quite visible in many European countries and North America. So many Americans are out of work and there are many struggling economies in Europe. But all these are fully fledged democracies. It will be rather absurd to imagine that the Arabs will unquestioningly tread the same line — one that disconnects leaders from their consciences as we have seen, because, “the majority has decided.” As long as democracy does not translate into economic growth and human rights — there will be reason to doubt the outcomes of this wave of change.

Diamond’s categorization of democracies undermines his theories

Leicht & Jenkins 10 (Kevin T., The University of Iowa Department of Sociology, J. Craig, The Ohio State University Department of Sociology, http://wxy.seu.edu.cn/humanities/sociology/htmledit/

uploadfile/system/20100724/20100724163814618.pdf, 7/9/11)  

Our point is that because Diamond adds qualifiers even to the baseline type of electoral democracy, his characterizations of “intermediate democracy” are then invariably just     as vague as his subsequent characterizations of “democratic society.” In both cases, he lacks     threshold standards or cut points which are proceduralist and bright line. In addition, as noted,     “intermediacy” itself is a residual category, and all such categories are intrinsically vague. Yet,     unlike his occasional references to the democratic society, this residual category is far more     important for Diamond’s purposes at both a conceptual or theoretical level and in empirical     application. After all, this category’s potential scope of application is extraordinarily expansive. It can potentially include nearly every established or consolidated democracy in the     world as well as many new democracies.  

A2: Freedom

Curtailment of freedom is inevitable- we are constrained by our own humanity

Zupancic 2k (Alenka, researcher at the Institute of Philosophy in the Slovene Academy
of Sciences, Ethics of the Real, p. 22) 

Kant holds that as human beings we are part of Nature, which means that we are entirely, internally and externally, subject to the laws of causality.  Hence our freedom is limited not only from the ‘outside’ but also from the ‘inside’: we are no more free ‘in ourselves’ than we are ‘in the world’.  

The plan can’t solve for freedom- it’s arbitrary 

Zupancic 2k (Alenka, researcher at the Institute of Philosophy in the Slovene Academy
of Sciences, Ethics of the Real, p. 33)
In order to attain the freedom characteristic of the subject, one must not start with the arbitrary, the random as opposed to the lawlike.  We cannot found the freedom of the subject on the fact that her actions may be unpredictable.  This approach would only establish that we have not yet gone far enough in the direction required by the ‘postulate of de-psychologizing’.  It may in fact be the case that the motives we initially attributed to the subject, which have fallen short of accounting for her actions, were not in fact the ones that led her to act, but this alone does not mean that there were not some other motives or ‘pathological interests’ which moved her.  So this freedom cannot be founded upon the arbitrariness of our actions but, on the contrary, only upon law and necessity themselves: one has to discover the point where the subject itself plays an (active) part on lawful, casual necessity, the point where the subject itself is already inscribed in advance in what appear to be laws of causality independent of the subject.

Famine

Famine Now

Food shortages now- Africa

Flood 7/7 (Zoe, staff @ Vancouver Sun, 2011, http://www.vancouversun.com/news/African+food+shortage+becomes+major+crisis/5063400/story.html,  )
Scores of Somali children are dying on the journey or within a day of arrival at refugee camps in Kenya and Ethiopia, as they flee the region's worst drought in decades, the UN refugee agency said on Wednesday.  High levels of malnutrition, combined with violence in the war-torn Horn of Africa nation, are threatening "a human tragedy of unimaginable proportions," the UNHCR warned.  After several seasons of failed rains and rising global food prices, drought has hit more than 12 million people across Somalia, Ethiopia, Kenya, Djibouti and Uganda  Cattle and sheep are dying at higher rates than usual, reaching up to 60 per cent of mortality in some areas.  "Over 10 million people are affected by the drought in one way or other," said Elisabeth Byrs, spokeswoman for the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs.  Food prices are soaring with grain prices in some parts of Kenya up to 80-per-cent higher than the five-year average, while in Ethiopia, the consumer price index jumped about 41 per cent. As a result, malnutrition rates are also rising, the UN agency said.  Eleven districts in Kenya have also reported malnutrition rates above the emergency threshold.  Hit hardest are parts of Somalia, affected not only by famine but the continuing civil war.  Thousands of Somali refugees are making perilous journeys of hundreds of kilometres to seek assistance: 54,000 people crossed into Ethiopia and Kenya in June alone. Levels of serious malnutrition among newly-arrived Somali children in Ethiopia are exceeding 50 per cent, while in Kenya levels are reaching 30 to 40 per cent.  Britain's leading 13 aid agencies have said that they face a shortfall of more than $100 million for their emergency response in the region.  Many refugees arriving in Kenya are streaming into Dadaab, the world's largest refugee camp and already overflowing before the latest crisis. Reports suggest that young children are dying as families wait to be registered.  "People are making incredibly gruelling journeys: some are walking for more than 20 days without food or water, facing attacks from armed groups or wild animals," Andrew Wander, the emergency media manager for Save the Children, said.  "We don't have anything to eat," said Sainab Yusuf Mohamed, whose child died as they were trekking across the desert in search of help. "As we were burying his body, my second child died," she said by telephone from Bardhere District in southwest Somalia. UNHCR has described the needs for food, shelter, health services and other life-saving aid as "urgent and massive." Government representatives in the region warned that the situation could deteriorate further. "We haven't seen the worst of this drought yet," said Mohamed Elmi, the minister for development of northern Kenya. Underscoring the severity of the crisis, Islamist militants in Somalia have lifted a two-year-long ban on foreign aid agencies.

Lack of foresight guarantees a food crisis

Sachs 8 (Jeffrey D., staff @ Time, 4/24, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1734834,00.html,  )
The world economy has run into a brick wall. Despite countless warnings in recent years about the need to address a looming hunger crisis in poor countries and a looming energy crisis worldwide, world leaders failed to think ahead. The result is a global food crisis. Wheat, corn and rice prices have more than doubled in the past two years, and oil prices have more than tripled since the start of 2004. These food-price increases combined with soaring energy costs will slow if not stop economic growth in many parts of the world and will even undermine political stability, as evidenced by the protest riots that have erupted in places like Haiti, Bangladesh and Burkina Faso. Practical solutions to these growing woes do exist, but we'll have to start thinking ahead and acting globally.

Food shortage now- 4 warrants

Sachs 8 (Jeffrey D., staff @ Time, 4/24, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1734834,00.html,  )
The crisis has its roots in four interlinked trends. The first is the chronically low productivity of farmers in the poorest countries, caused by their inability to pay for seeds, fertilizers and irrigation. The second is the misguided policy in the U.S. and Europe of subsidizing the diversion of food crops to produce biofuels like corn-based ethanol. The third is climate change; take the recent droughts in Australia and Europe, which cut the global production of grain in 2005 and '06. The fourth is the growing global demand for food and feed grains brought on by swelling populations and incomes. In short, rising demand has hit a limited supply, with the poor taking the hardest blow.

Famine Up

Food shortages now- kills more than AIDS

Britt 11 (Robert Roy, Editor in Chief TechMediaNetwork, http://www.livescience.com/14447-global-food-shortage-urgent-climate-global-warming.html,  )

A growing global food shortage has caused prices to double in recent years, and a growing consensus of scientists now blames climate change as one factor in an equation that includes a burgeoning population and increasingly scarce water supplies. More people around the planet are going hungry as a result.   Even as prices have also risen in the United States, most residents may not grasp the scope and severity of the problem.  Americans toss about 40 percent of their food in the garbage, according to a 2009 study. In this country, food waste per person has increased 50 percent since 1974.  Yet one in seven people go to bed hungry every night, according to the United Nations World Food Program. Hunger kills more people than AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis combined. The problem is worst in developing countries. But the problem has implications beyond the borders of those poor countries.

Shortage now- warming

Britt 11 (Robert Roy, Editor in Chief TechMediaNetwork, http://www.livescience.com/14447-global-food-shortage-urgent-climate-global-warming.html,  )

Scientists have been predicting for years that a warmer planet coupled with increasing water demands could cause food shortages. A study in 2007, building on and confirming previous research, warned that climate change could help cause food shortages leading to war. Other scientists have predicted that water shortages will fuel war.  The situation became acute in 2008 when food shortages helped fuel uprisings in several poorer countries. High food prices played a role in the ouster of the Haitian government that year.    Meanwhile, a consensus had emerged that food prices would likely double by the year 2080.   That projection has been blown out of the water. Global food prices have spiked since the year 2000, mostly since 2006, with some key crops doubling.

Shortage now- population growth

Britt 11 (Robert Roy, Editor in Chief TechMediaNetwork, http://www.livescience.com/14447-global-food-shortage-urgent-climate-global-warming.html,  )

Today (June 5), The New York Times provided an extensive look at a world struggling to feed itself. After interviews with dozens of scientists, farmers and food industry experts, the article confirmed what many experts have been saying: World population growth is outpacing food production, particularly with the four crops that provide the bulk of the world's nutrition: wheat, rice, corn and soybeans.  As studies have shown previously, there's little land left to convert to farming, water supplies are drying up, and global warming is wreaking havoc on the growing seasons and contributing to weather extremes that destroy crops.

Shortage now- 6 examples

Britt 11 (Robert Roy, Editor in Chief TechMediaNetwork, http://www.livescience.com/14447-global-food-shortage-urgent-climate-global-warming.html,  )

* Thanks to significant research dollars spent on developing new strains of key crops and better growing techniques, global food production outpaced population growth for much of the 20th century, leading to a decline in the percentage of people going hungry. However, grain production per capita has fallen since the mid-1980s.      * Climate change is, as predicted, contributing to extremes — floods, droughts, heat waves — and altering growing seasons, all contributing to crop failures. [While no single event can be tied to climate change, climate experts have long said a warmer planet will cause more extremes in temperatures, precipitation and storminess.]      * Science had long expected that increases in carbon dioxide would actually help crops. But that logic has proven faulty in more recent studies. Though carbon dioxide is like fertilizer to plants, the well-documented CO2 increases since the Industrial Revolution — and higher levels predicted for the future — don't offset strains caused by heat, drought and flood. In short, scientists now say, heat kills.      * Increasing demand for drinking water is sucking acquirers dry faster than Nature can possibly replenish them, making water scarcer for farmers.      * The unrest sweeping the Arab world this year has also been linked, in part, to the rising cost of food.

Shortage now- unsustainable and overpopulated system

APCSS 98 (Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 9/11, http://www.apcss.org/Publications/Report_Food_Security_98.html)
Nevertheless, as the world’s population grows by around 80 million per year, political and scientific leaders around the world are increasingly raising questions about the viability of the global food system in accommodating this unprecedented demographic change. Although population growth is not the only determinant of food security, it is an issue that focuses popular concern—and even alarm—about the sustainability of global food production. This is because intuitively it would seem that food shortages occur when "human populations outstrip the production capacity of the agricultural system on which they rely."3  But food shortages can also occur because of inequitable food distribution or a breakdown—perhaps resulting from war or civil strife—of the distribution systems that provide food. One study suggests that three major factors disrupt the ability of people to have access to food: inequitable food distribution, poverty, and political unrest.

Millions malnourished now- unstable food system

APCSS 98 (Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 9/11, http://www.apcss.org/Publications/Report_Food_Security_98.html)
Today, more than 800 million people around the world are malnourished, despite the fact that food production has doubled during the past three decades. Some experts are warning that the number of malnourished could rise substantially as global demographic pressures clash with such limits as diminishing arable land and growing water scarcity. For this reason, so-called food security pessimists have become more vocal in recent years and have grabbed international headlines with their predictions of food shortages in the not-so-distant future. One pessimist who has gained considerable prominence in recent years is Lester Brown of the Washington D.C-based Worldwatch Institute. Brown argues that the food system is the "missing link" that connects global environmental degradation to loss of food security—and its economic consequences. Brown also asserts that as the pressures of diminishing arable land and decreasing water supplies become more acute, food prices will likely rise. For affluent nations, this will not influence food security much at all, since such a small proportion of disposable income goes to purchase food. But for the 1.3 billion people in the world who live on less than $1 per day, such price rises—even if they are very small—could have a devastating impact.5

Water shortage now

APCSS 98 (Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 9/11, http://www.apcss.org/Publications/Report_Food_Security_98.html)
Water shortages were also identified as a potential food security challenge. Water is a key determinant of crop yields. In Asia, there are serious questions about the future availability of water. Many countries in the region are already facing significant water scarcity issues. One study that examined the availability of water from a global perspective concluded that "water availability will be a serious constraint to achieving the food requirements projected for 2025. The need for irrigation water is likely to be greater than currently anticipated, and the available supply of it less than anticipated."30  Other studies have suggested that a larger proportion of water supplies in the future will be devoted to domestic and industrial uses—at the expense of agriculture. Thus, "rapid growth in water demand, coupled with escalating costs of development of new water sources, could be a serious threat to future growth in food production, especially if it requires meeting household and industrial water demand through water savings from irrigated agriculture."31 In China, water constraints seriously threaten food security; more than 70 of China’s grain is produced on irrigated land. But the water intended for irrigation is increasingly being depleted by three major trends: the diversion of water from rivers and reservoirs to cities, the depletion of underground water supplies in aquifers, and the impact of growing pollution caused by industrialization.32

Famine Down

Enough food now- multiple warrants

APCSS 98 (Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 9/11, http://www.apcss.org/Publications/Report_Food_Security_98.html)
At the other extreme, food security optimists tend to be more sanguine about the prospects for global food security in the future. Although they recognize that there are real challenges that must be overcome both now and in the future, they also believe that effective and enlightened policy responses can prevent any disasters. One clearly positive trend, they would argue, is the fact that global population growth is diminishing (in percentage terms), although absolute increases are expected to continue until the year 2050 primarily as a result of population momentum. Moreover, the challenges to food security (for instance land degradation) tend to be local, rather than global, suggesting that policy changes or improvements at the local level could dramatically increase agricultural yields. Food security optimists also believe that technology and research can create abundant food supplies in the future. Research in biotechnology, for instance, can lead to the creation of plant breeds that are resistant to pest species and other threats. Technology, moreover, is also key to the development of high-yield plant species.9   Food security optimists argue that there is much evidence that crop yields in many developing countries could be expanded significantly. China, for instance, has much room to increase its grain yields, despite the fact that such yields are high by developing-country standards. Chinese farmers could achieve higher yields by using high-yielding seed varieties, applying improved chemical fertilizers, and practicing greater efficiency in the use of pesticides and irrigation water.10 Norman Borlaug, father of the "Green Revolution", has recently argued that small farmers in many developing countries are capable of doubling or tripling their yields if they would integrate technology into their agricultural production.11 To bolster their case for the effects of technology and greater efficiency in food production, food security optimists point to the fact that food prices have fallen substantially in recent decades (real 1992 food prices are just 22% of food prices in 1950). Another indicator of greater food security is evidence that the per capita calorie supply of food has increased in every region of the world from the early 1960s until the late 1980s.

Food shortages – No Impact

Famine exaggerated- international humanitarian aid

The Times 3 (Michael Dynes, staff, 1/22, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/article852501.ece,  )

ENLES SINDOMBA, an impoverished mother of eight from Kabumbwe village in Zambia’s drought-stricken Southern Province, insists that her family has eaten nothing for four weeks. “It’s terrible,” she said. “There is no food in the village, and it hasn’t rained here for a month.”  But none of her family shows any ill-effects from such deprivation. Mrs Sindomba is still able to breast-feed her child. She concedes that when she says she has not eaten for a month, she really means that she has not eaten any maize. The family still have chickens, goats and a few cattle. They are hungry, but a long way from starvation.  It is almost a year since the United Nations’ World Food Programme (WFP) first alerted the international community to the threat of millions of people dying from a looming famine in southern Africa. But the most relevant question now is whether the international aid agencies have exaggerated the danger.

No food shortage- misinformed media

Ethiopian Review 11 (6/7, http://www.ethiopianreview.com/content/2704,  )

ADDIS ABABA (Xinhua) — Ethiopia’s [Ministry of Misinformation] on Saturday refuted some foreign media and humanitarian organizations for their exaggerated reports on the current food shortage in pocket areas of the country.  “It is ridiculous and unethical that some media outlets are reporting as if food grain price hike is typical of Ethiopia, though it is known that the existing global price hike is a result of soaring price of oil and ever-increasing demand of food grain among the developing countries,” the Ministry of Information said in a statement.  Such fabricated reports can not undermine Ethiopia’s rapid economic growth registered during the last successive years, said the ministry.  “The rapid national economic growth cannot be undermined by exaggerating minor problems,” it said.  Recent reports from some foreign media said a severe drought in Ethiopia threatens up to 6 million children.  “The reporting of some media is very much exaggerated and far from the truth,” it said.

No global shortage- diet improving

Dyson 2 (Tim, LSE, http://www.fathom.com/feature/122659/index.html,  )

Dyson: There are a number of prominent people scattered around North America and, to some extent, Europe who suggest that the world faces major food problems because there has been very substantial population growth. They suggest that agriculture faces increasing environmental production constraints and that we are not going to be able to produce enough food for the people who are going to come along.   Having looked at this situation in some depth over a period of years, I don't think that the situation is anywhere near as calamitous as is sometimes portrayed. I should immediately say that the world does face very significant food problems: there are several hundred million people in the world today who don't have enough food to eat. However, over recent decades things have been improving. Average levels of calorie and protein intake in most parts of the world have been increasing. Supplies of cereals and vegetables have been increasing. In most areas of the world, human diets have improved quite substantially. Diets have in general become more diverse. They have become richer in calories and richer in proteins. The one possible exception to this is sub-Saharan Africa.

No timeframe- have enough food for 9 billion people

Dyson 2 (Tim, LSE, http://www.fathom.com/feature/122659/index.html,  )

If one looks into the future, the key issue is whether agricultural yields are going to continue to rise at reasonable rates. I see no reason to believe that they will not. I don't foresee any kind of major food crisis in the coming decades. There are major problems that we do need to address, but on balance things have been getting better. In terms of major world problems, I don't think food production should be at the top of the agenda--certainly not in comparison to the issue of climate change, which could be extremely serious. We should be able to produce enough food for the 9 billion people that there will be on the planet in a few decades time. Getting sufficient food to the poorest among the 9 billion is an issue. There will still be problems in that area in 20 or 30 years.

No shortage- grains solve

Brunton 99 (Ron, anthropologist, http://www.pop.org/content/myth-of-world-food-shortages-1539,  )

Although the rates of increase in the yields of some grains in certain countries show fluctuations and slowdowns in recent years, the overall prognosis for a continuation of the major gains of recent decades is very good. Despite indications that rice yields had begun to plateau in some East Asian countries during the 1980s, a 1993 study carried out by Donald Plucknett for the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research showed that with only few exceptions, yields of the three major grains, wheat, rice and corn, had continued to increase dramatically around the world over the previous decade. The study examined per hectare crop yields, which are the most appropriate measure for assessing progress in productivity, rather than total yields, which are affected by variations in the amount of cultivated land.19

No shortage- on the brink of GM revolution

Brunton 99 (Ron, anthropologist, http://www.pop.org/content/myth-of-world-food-shortages-1539,  )

Indeed, rather than fearing that we are at the tail end of a period of rapidly increasing agricultural productivity, it is far more likely that we are in early phases of a major technological revolution based on the genetic manipulation of plants and animals.21 A single example of the way in which current developments could bring massive benefits can be seen in work designed to produce aluminium-tolerant grains. Aluminium is a problem on 30 to 40 percent of the world’s arable lands, particularly in the tropics where acidic soils make the aluminium soluble, allowing it to be taken up by plant roots. Varieties of corn which could produce 10 tons per hectare are only able to achieve around 2 tons in affected soils.22

No soil shortage- farmland plentiful

Brunton 99 (Ron, anthropologist, http://www.pop.org/content/myth-of-world-food-shortages-1539,  )

But even ignoring the potential of biotechnology, some of the warnings about supposed constraints to increased agricultural yields are greatly exaggerated. In 1984 Lester Brown and Edward Wolf claimed that the global excess of soil erosion over soil formation was over 25 billion tons a year, and that if this continued it would be a major threat to the world’s agricultural productivity.23 In 1995, David Pimentel and his associates published a paper in Science which stated that the figure was three times higher.24 However, as an analysis by Pierre Crossen from Resources for the Future shows, “losses due to erosion and other forms of land degradation [such as salinization and soil compaction] do not pose a serious threat to the capacity of the global agricultural system to increase yields”.25  Crossen also notes that Pimentel and his associates, who are not experts on soil erosion and its effects on productivity, simply ignored more comprehensive research suggesting a far less alarming situation which had been carried out by scientists who were experts on the topic, even though they were aware of it. Analysing these other studies, Crossen calculates that from 1945 until 1990, ‘the cumulative average degradation-induced loss of global soil productivity was roughly 0.1 to 0.2 percent per year’, and that ‘there is reason to believe that in the future, losses are more likely to decrease than to increase’. This is because economic, technological and legal developments in many Third World countries are providing increasing incentives for farmers to take measures to protect their land from degradation.

Famine – No Solve: Politics

Famines are politically motivated

Encyclopedia of Public Health 5 (9/15, http://www.enotes.com/public-health-encyclopedia/famine,  )

The immediate causes of famine are inadequate food production or market availability, price fluctuations, and limited household assets. Underlying causes, however, almost always involve misguided or deliberate public policy, repressive political systems, or natural or human-caused disaster. In countries with preexisting widespread poverty, unemployment, or debt, natural and human-caused disasters are the most common causes of food shortages and famine. Additionally, hunger has been often used as a deliberate weapon. Access to food is such a basic human need that control of the food supply translates into direct political and economic power. Over and over again in history, specific populations have been the victims of an interruption of their food supply with the intent to subdue them or drive them away.

Authoritarian government is the cause, not quantity of food

Gerhart 99 (Gail M., Human Rights Watch Africa Advisory Committee, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54779/gail-m-gerhart/famine-crimes-politics-and-the-disaster-industry-in-africa,  )
A powerful critique of the international humanitarian agencies dominating famine relief in Africa. Drawing on the work of economist Amartya Sen, the author argues that famine prevention requires a political contract that allows citizens to hold governments accountable for famine. Such a contract is rare in Africa, although most governments did recognize a political imperative to support their urban populations before the imposition of structural adjustment programs in the 1980s forced fiscal austerity. Today, international humanitarian agencies have unintentionally eliminated accountability by obliging Africans to cede responsebility for famine alleviation to foreign technical experts -- who often fail to address the fundamental political causes of famine. Driven by narrow definitions of social responsibility and their own institutional interests, relief organizations make compromises that often strengthen authoritarian regimes, disempower victims, and debase humanitarian ideals by using crude media hype to compete for funds. The phony famine alert in eastern Zaire in November 1996, vividly described in chapter ten, lends weight to de Waal's provocative conclusion that "most current humanitarian activity in Africa is useless or damaging and should be abandoned."

Access level determines famine- not amount

APCSS 98 (Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 9/11, http://www.apcss.org/Publications/Report_Food_Security_98.html)
Food Security in terms of "Accessibility" vs. "Availability": Food security is almost always a matter of "access" instead of "availability" (in other words, food is often available--and the global agricultural system is capable of assuring this availability—but people cannot always get access for various reasons: economic, social or political). Overall, the seminar participants were very optimistic about "availability" of food (i.e. the actual growing of the food), but they were more pessimistic about "accessibility" to food, which is more dependent on political, economic and social factors.  Food Security and Particular Political Systems: The cause of sudden famines is very complicated, but evidence suggests a correlation between famine and non-democratic political systems. In democratic societies, there is more accountability and powerful interest groups (which lessens the chance for famine). This explains why many democratic countries, even after experiencing successive periods of poor harvests, rarely have experienced famines.

Famines are politically caused

WomenAid 2k (2/20, http://www.womenaid.org/press/info/food/food4.html,  )
Why does hunger exist? The causes of hunger are many and varied. Some are of natural origin, drought, crop pests, natural disasters; others are created by humans, for example by war or over exploitation of natural resources essential to food production. Yet the most important causes of hunger have their roots in economic, social and political factors, having to do with the ways in which the production and distribution of food are organised in the world.  If you asked why a malnourished person is hungry, that person’s answer would probably be: "Because there is nothing to eat." During the course of the year, many farm communities only grow enough food to last for a six, eight, or ten month period, or must sell all they produce in order to meet urgent needs for cash. Another answer might be: "I have no money to buy food for my family". The man or woman supporting a family may be short of cash because of a poorly paid job, because of low prices received for agricultural products or other goods, or simply because he or she has been out of a job .  Yet a third cause stems from problems facing the nation as a whole. Food may be available in a neighbouring country, but access to it may not be possible if there are no connecting roads or other means of transportation, if there is insufficient foreign exchange to buy it or if trade relationships between countries are poor. In general, hunger is concentrated where incomes are low, reinforcing the obvious connection between hunger and poverty.
Distribution, not quantity, is key

Kruschandl 8 (Nelson, engineer, 11/26, http://www.solarnavigator.net/famine.htm,  )

As observed by the economist Amartya Sen, famine is usually a problem of food distribution and poverty, rather than an absolute lack of food. In many cases such as the Great Leap Forward, North Korea in the mid-1990s, or Zimbabwe in the early 2000s, famine can be caused as an unintentional result of government policy. Famine is sometimes used as a tool of repressive governments as a means to eliminate opponents, as in the Ukrainian Famine of the 1930s. In other cases, such as Somalia, famine is a consequence of civil disorder as food distribution systems break down.     There are a number of ongoing famines caused by war or deliberate political intervention.     Today, nitrogen fertilizers, new natural pesticides, desert farming, and other new agricultural technologies are being used as weapons against famine. They increase crop yields by two, three, or more times. Developed nations share these technologies with developing nations with a famine problem. However, since modern famine is usually the result of war and distribution problems, it is questionable how much relevance or impact new agricultural technologies would have on this problem.

Politics takes-out famine solvency

Menon 8 (Roshni, UN Millienium Campaign, http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2007-2008/papers/menon_roshni_2007a_malawi.pdf,  )
Vulnerabilities often arise as a result of political systems and unsustainable development policies that put people at risk. In the case of Malawi, poverty and vulnerability was already steadily inclining for several years as a consequence of an adverse combination of economic, climactic, demographic and political shocks and stresses. Indeed, the rapidly rising livelihood vulnerability of the predominantly rural population played a significant role in exacerbating the crisis. Contributing factors included: a) intensifying pressure on the land, compounded by a steady population growth; b) declining soil fertility associated with the lack of application of agricultural inputs; c) strictly limited off-farm and non-agricultural income generating opportunities; d) the continuing spread and impact of the HIV/AIDS pandemic, leading to a reduced labor force and increased household dependency ratios; e) government policies favoring urban populations and the business sector; and f) economic liberalization measures that have undermined farmers’ access to inputs and eliminated consumer subsidies and food price stabilization interventions. A combination of these factors placed the poorest and most vulnerable sections of the population at risk and in fact, it was this segment of the population that paid the highest price in terms of lives lost and destroyed livelihoods, leading to life-long destitution.

Corruption prevents distribution

Menon 8 (Roshni, UN Millienium Campaign, http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2007-2008/papers/menon_roshni_2007a_malawi.pdf,  )
Donor-government relations were also terse at this time, as a result of donor claims of economic mismanagement and governance failures. It is further alleged that the donors delayed responding to the impending crisis, as relations with the Government of Malawi had soured during 2001 due to contention over a number of governance issues—one of which was how the SGR had been emptied. In fact, the IMF withheld balance of payment support, DFID, the EU and USAID suspended development assistance, and Denmark terminated its development projects and withdrew from Malawi entirely. Much of these suspensions were based on the belief that corruption and fraud were rampant in government,5 though these could not have occurred at a worse time for Malawi. In fact, it was only after reports of starvation-related deaths had been published by the media that the donors reversed their hard-line stance and offered food aid without condition.

Imperialism

American imperialism should be embraced – it has been the greatest force for good in the world 
Boot 3 (Max, Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, "American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label," 5-18-2003, www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf,) 

The greatest danger is that we won't use all of our power for fear of the ''I'' word -- imperialism. When asked on April 28 on al-Jazeera whether the United States was ''empire building,'' Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reacted as if he'd been asked whether he wears women's underwear. ''We don't seek empires,'' he replied huffily. ''We're not imperialistic. We never have been.'' That's a fine answer for public consumption. The problem is that it isn't true. The United States has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the 19th century, what Jefferson called the ''empire of liberty'' expanded across the continent. When U.S. power stretched from ''sea to shining sea,'' the American empire moved abroad, acquiring colonies ranging from Puerto Rico and the Philippines to Hawaii and Alaska. While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name. Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad. That's all for the good. But there are also some worrisome signs. Bush asked for only $2.5 billion from Congress for rebuilding Iraq, even though a study from the Council on Foreign Relations and the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy estimates that $25 billion to $100 billion will be needed. Iraq's oil revenues and contributions from allies won't cover the entire shortfall. The president should be doing more to prepare the U.S. public and Congress for a costly commitment. Otherwise, Iraqis quickly could become disillusioned about the benefits of liberation. The cost of our commitment will be measured not only in money but also in troops. While Bush and Rumsfeld have wisely eschewed any talk of an early ''exit strategy,'' they still seem to think that U.S. forces won't need to stay more than two years. Rumsfeld even denied a report that the U.S. armed forces are planning to open permanent bases in Iraq. If they're not, they should be. That's the only way to ensure the security of a nascent democracy in such a rough neighborhood. Does the administration really imagine that Iraq will have turned into Switzerland in two years' time? Allied rule lasted four years in Germany and seven years in Japan. American troops remain stationed in both places more than 50 years later. That's why these two countries have become paragons of liberal democracy. It is crazy to think that Iraq -- which has less of a democratic tradition than either Germany or Japan had in 1945 -- could make the leap overnight. The record of nation-building during the past decade is clear: The United States failed in Somalia and Haiti, where it pulled out troops prematurely. Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan show more promise because U.S. troops remain stationed there. Afghanistan would be making even more progress if the United States and its allies had made a bigger commitment to secure the countryside, not just Kabul. If we want Iraq to avoid becoming a Somalia on steroids, we'd better get used to U.S. troops being deployed there for years, possibly decades, to come. If that raises hackles about American imperialism, so be it. We're going to be called an empire whatever we do. We might as well be a successful empire. 

Criticizing Western “imperialism” obscures more insidious practices by regional powers

Shaw 2 (Martin Shaw, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era, 4-7-2002, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm)

It is fashionable in some circles, among which we must clearly include the organizers of this conference, to argue that the global era is seeing 'a new imperialism' - that can be blamed for the problem of 'failed states' (probably among many others). Different contributors to this strand of thought name this imperialism in different ways, but novelty is clearly a critical issue. The logic of using the term imperialism is actually to establish continuity between contemporary forms of Western world power and older forms first so named by Marxist and other theorists a century ago. The last thing that critics of a new imperialism wish to allow is that Western power has changed sufficiently to invalidate the very application of this critical concept. Nor have many considered the possibility that if the concept of imperialism has a relevance today, it applies to certain aggressive, authoritarian regimes of the non-Western world rather than to the contemporary West.  In this paper I fully accept that there is a concentration of much world power - economic, cultural, political and military - in the hands of Western elites. In my recent book, Theory of the Global State, I discuss the development of a 'global-Western state conglomerate' (Shaw 2000). I argue that 'global' ideas and institutions, whose significance characterizes the new political era that has opened with the end of the Cold War, depend largely - but not solely - on Western power. I hold no brief and intend no apology for official Western ideas and behaviour. And yet I propose that the idea of a new imperialism is a profoundly misleading, indeed ideological concept that obscures the realities of power and especially of empire in the twenty-first century. This notion is an obstacle to understanding the significance, extent and limits of contemporary Western power. It simultaneously serves to obscure many real causes of oppression, suffering and struggle for transformation against the quasi-imperial power of many regional states. I argue that in the global era, this separation has finally become critical. This is for two related reasons. On the one hand, Western power has moved into new territory, largely uncharted -- and I argue unchartable -- with the critical tools of anti-imperialism. On the other hand, the politics of empire remain all too real, in classic forms that recall both modern imperialism and earlier empires, in many non-Western states, and they are revived in many political struggles today. Thus the concept of a 'new imperialism' fails to deal with both key post-imperial features of Western power and the quasi-imperial character of many non-Western states. The concept overstates Western power and understates the dangers posed by other, more authoritarian and imperial centres of power. Politically it identifies the West as the principal enemy of the world's people, when for many of them there are far more real and dangerous enemies closer to home. I shall return to these political issues at the end of this paper.

Imperialism is good: the defeat of Nazism and the promotion of democracy are proof.

Boot 3 “American Imperialism? No need to run away from Label” Max Boot, Senior fellow of the Council of foreign relations, USA Today, May 6, 2003. http://66.102.1.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&q=cache:sP5soPyDtzAJ:www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf+author:max+author:boot).

Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. 

Criticizing benevolent action on the grounds of imperialism undermines liberation of oppressed people – imperialism is justified in some instances. 

Shaw 2 (Martin Shaw, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era, 4-7-2002, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm)

Conclusion: The abuses of anti-imperialism It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims. The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent. In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.

An imperialist hegemon in society is a necessity, without it our world would see civilization reduce itself to anarchic and barbaric ways of life

Ferguson 4 (Niall, Prof of History at NYU Stern, Foreign Policy, “A World Without Power”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2004/07/01/a_world_without_power) MAT

Critics of U.S. global dominance should pause and consider the alternative. If the United States retreats from its hegemonic role, who would supplant it? Not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world—and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately, the alternative to a single superpower is not a multilateral utopia, but the anarchic nightmare of a new Dark Age. We tend to assume that power, like nature, abhors a vacuum. In the history of world politics, it seems, someone is always the hegemon, or bidding to become it. Today, it is the United States; a century ago, it was the United Kingdom. Before that, it was France, Spain, and so on. The famed 19th-century German historian Leopold von Ranke, doyen of the study of statecraft, portrayed modern European history as an incessant struggle for mastery, in which a balance of power was possible only through recurrent conflict. The influence of economics on the study of diplomacy only seems to confirm the notion that history is a competition between rival powers. In his bestselling 1987 work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, Yale University historian Paul Kennedy concluded that, like all past empires, the U.S. and Russian superpowers would inevitably succumb to overstretch. But their place would soon be usurped, Kennedy argued, by the rising powers of China and Japan, both still unencumbered by the dead weight of imperial military commitments. In his 2001 book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, University of Chicago political scientist John J. Mearsheimer updates Kennedy's account. Having failed to succumb to overstretch, and after surviving the German and Japanese challenges, he argues, the United States must now brace for the ascent of new rivals. “[A] rising China is the most dangerous potential threat to the United States in the early twenty-first century,” contends Mearsheimer. “[T]he United States has a profound interest in seeing Chinese economic growth slow considerably in the years ahead.” China is not the only threat Mearsheimer foresees. The European Union (EU) too has the potential to become “a formidable rival.” Power, in other words, is not a natural monopoly; the struggle for mastery is both perennial and universal. The “unipolarity” identified by some commentators following the Soviet collapse cannot last much longer, for the simple reason that history hates a hyperpower. Sooner or later, challengers will emerge, and back we must go to a multipolar, multipower world. But what if these esteemed theorists are all wrong? What if the world is actually heading for a period when there is no hegemon? What if, instead of a balance of power, there is an absence of power? Such a situation is not unknown in history. Although the chroniclers of the past have long been preoccupied with the achievements of great powers—whether civilizations, empires, or nation-states—they have not wholly overlooked eras when power receded. Unfortunately, the world's experience with power vacuums (eras of “apolarity,” if you will) is hardly encouraging. Anyone who dislikes U.S. hegemony should bear in mind that, rather than a multipolar world of competing great powers, a world with no hegemon at all may be the real alternative to U.S. primacy. Apolarity could turn out to mean an anarchic new Dark Age: an era of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves. 

History proves that any future without a dominant expansionist nation acting within global society spurs on a world in which chaos and discontinuity pervades all parts of the globe
Ferguson 4 (Niall, Prof of History at NYU Stern, Foreign Policy, “A World Without Power”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2004/07/01/a_world_without_power) MAT

Suppose, in a worst-case scenario, that U.S. neoconservative hubris is humbled in Iraq and that the Bush administration's project to democratize the Middle East at gunpoint ends in ignominious withdrawal, going from empire to decolonization in less than two years. Suppose also that no aspiring rival power shows interest in filling the resulting vacuums—not only in coping with Iraq but conceivably also Afghanistan, the Balkans, and Haiti. What would an apolar future look like?  The answer is not easy, as there have been very few periods in world history with no contenders for the role of global, or at least regional, hegemon. The nearest approximation in modern times could be the 1920s, when the United States walked away from President Woodrow Wilson's project of global democracy and collective security centered on the League of Nations. There was certainly a power vacuum in Central and Eastern Europe after the collapse of the Romanov, Habsburg, Hohenzollern, and Ottoman empires, but it did not last long. The old West European empires were quick to snap up the choice leftovers of Ottoman rule in the Middle East. The Bolsheviks had reassembled the czarist empire by 1922. And by 1936, German revanche was already far advanced.  One must go back much further in history to find a period of true and enduring apolarity; as far back, in fact, as the ninth and 10th centuries.  In this era, the remains of the Roman Empire—Rome and Byzantium—receded from the height of their power. The leadership of the West was divided between the pope, who led Christendom, and the heirs of Charlemagne, who divided up his short-lived empire under the Treaty of Verdun in 843. No credible claimant to the title of emperor emerged until Otto was crowned in 962, and even he was merely a German prince with pretensions (never realized) to rule Italy. Byzantium, meanwhile, was dealing with the Bulgar rebellion to the north.  By 900, the Abbasid caliphate initially established by Abu al-Abbas in 750 had passed its peak; it was in steep decline by the middle of the 10th century. In China, too, imperial power was in a dip between the T'ang and Sung dynasties. Both these empires had splendid capitals—Baghdad and Ch'ang-an—but neither had serious aspirations of territorial expansion.  The weakness of the old empires allowed new and smaller entities to flourish. When the Khazar tribe converted to Judaism in 740, their khanate occupied a Eurasian power vacuum between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. In Kiev, far from the reach of Byzantium, the regent Olga laid the foundation for the future Russian Empire in 957 when she converted to the Orthodox Church. The Seljuks—forebears of the Ottoman Turks—carved the Sultanate of Rum as the Abbasid caliphate lost its grip over Asia Minor. Africa had its mini-empire in Ghana; Central America had its Mayan civilization. Connections between these entities were minimal or nonexistent. This condition was the antithesis of globalization. It was a world broken up into disconnected, introverted civilizations.  One feature of the age was that, in the absence of strong secular polities, religious questions often produced serious convulsions. Indeed, religious institutions often set the political agenda. In the eighth and ninth centuries, Byzantium was racked by controversy over the proper role of icons in worship. By the 11th century, the pope felt confident enough to humble Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV during the battle over which of them should have the right to appoint bishops. The new monastic orders amassed considerable power in Christendom, particularly the Cluniacs, the first order to centralize monastic authority. In the Muslim world, it was the ulema (clerics) who truly ruled. This atmosphere helps explain why the period ended with the extraordinary holy wars known as the Crusades, the first of which was launched by European Christians in 1095.  Yet, this apparent clash of civilizations was in many ways just another example of the apolar world's susceptibility to long-distance military raids directed at urban centers by more backward peoples. The Vikings repeatedly attacked West European towns in the ninth century—Nantes in 842, Seville in 844, to name just two. One Frankish chronicler lamented “the endless flood of Vikings” sweeping southward. Byzantium, too, was sacked in 860 by raiders from Rus, the kernel of the future Russia. This “fierce and savage tribe” showed “no mercy,” lamented the Byzantine patriarch. It was like “the roaring sea … destroying everything, sparing nothing.” Such were the conditions of an anarchic age.  Small wonder that the future seemed to lie in creating small, defensible, political units: the Venetian republic—the quintessential city-state, which was conducting its own foreign policy by 840—or Alfred the Great's England, arguably the first thing resembling a nation-state in European history, created in 886.  

Turn – proliferation 

a. A withdrawal of American imperialism would result in a rapid arms races of biological and nuclear weapons

Rosen 3 (Stephen, “An Empire, If You Can Keep It,” National Interest, Spring)

As for imperial rule over other peoples, the United States has always preferred indirect rule: the installation of local governments compatible with American policies. Direct rule will be seen as a temporary measure to prepare conditions for a transfer of power to local inhabitants. But effective transfer could be a long time coming in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, or in other places where the United States establishes military garrisons intended to be temporary. The United States is fully capable of enlarging its army to maintain such garrisons over long periods of time; in living memory, after all, the peacetime U.S. military has had over three million men and women. The real constraint will be political: Will the elites and general population of the United States regard it as just to rule other peoples, some of whom hate Americans enough to engage in suicidal attacks, and many of whom may exploit American power for their own malign purposes? Rather than wrestle with such difficult and unpleasant problems, the United States could give up the imperial mission, or pretensions to it, now. This would essentially mean the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from the Middle East, Europe and mainland Asia. It may be that all other peoples, without significant exception, will then turn to their own affairs and leave the United States alone. But those who are hostile to us might remain hostile, and be much less afraid of the United States after such a withdrawal. Current friends would feel less secure and, in the most probable post-imperial world, would revert to the logic of self-help in which all states do what they must to protect themselves. This would imply the relatively rapid acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, Iraq and perhaps Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, Indonesia and others. Constraints on the acquisition of biological weapons would be even weaker than they are today. Major regional arms races would also b e very likely throughout Asia and the Middle East. This would not be a pleasant world for Americans, or anyone else. It is difficult to guess what the costs of such a world would be to the United States. They would probably not put the end of the United States in prospect, but they would not be small. If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive.

B. Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions,” Survival, Summer, p. 87-90)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

Indo-Pak

No escalation – US will try not to get involved

Markey 10 (Daniel, Council on Foreign Relations staff, “Terrorism and Indo-Pakistani Esclation,” jstore, dw: January 2010, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

Aside from U.S. humanitarian concerns, the need to protect American citizens and business interests in South Asia, and the risk of nuclear escalation whenever tension rises between India and Pakistan, Washington’s immediate concern in the event of another terrorist attack in India lies in avoiding an Indo-Pakistani crisis that would undermine the U.S. war effort in Afghanistan or distract Pakistan from ongoing counterterror and counterinsurgency operations. The potential disruption of U.S. efforts in Afghanistan stems in part from the fact that Pakistan serves as a vital—in many ways irreplaceable—logistics hub and overland corridor for U.S. and NATO operations. An Indo-Pakistani military confrontation could close Pakistan’s ports or otherwise delay shipments for a significant time. Short of war, if Islamabad believes Washington is ignoring its concerns, it can manipulate these supply routes to demonstrate its strategic value to Washington. As the Obama administration ramps up its military commitment in Afghanistan, Washington’s logistical dependence upon Pakistan will only deepen. Previous Indo-Pakistani crises show that Pakistan’s military will give greater priority to the threat from India than to the threat from militants operating along the Afghan border. At the very least, a crisis with India would compel Pakistan’s general staff to redirect attention and time from ongoing operations in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and could derail intelligence and law enforcement activities connected to a range of counterterror efforts. Even a relatively brief disruption of these activities could impose high costs on the United States, given the fact that al-Qaeda and other anti-Western terrorist groups operate from Pakistani territory. More broadly, the United States would also suffer if an Indo-Pakistani crisis weakens the stability and capacity of Pakistan’s government or creates new, long-lasting tensions between U.S. partners in New Delhi and Islamabad. The frailty of Pakistan’s governing institutions already offers a permissive environment to antistate militants and extremists. A failed military exchange with India could deliver a body blow to the legitimacy and authority of Pakistani state institutions, opening even more space for extreme alternatives. And although the United States has lived through periods of intense IndoPakistani hostility in the past, there has never been a time when bilateral relations with the two countries were simultaneously considered as strategically prized as they are today. Washington’s interest in Indo-Pakistani détente also grows the more the United States invests in Afghanistan’s stability; heightened violence between warring Afghan proxies supported by India and Pakistan would be an almost certain consequence of new hostilities between New Delhi and Islamabad. 
Deterrence checks indo-pak conflict – conflicts don’t escalate

Karl 96 (David, phd, moodle.stoa.usp.br/mod/resource/view.php?id=28252, dw: Winter 1996, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
One  could  argue  that the presence  of important  constraining  factors, such  as  Islamabad's  military  and  economic  dependency  on  the United  States  as well as  India's  dire  financial  condition,  make  the  1990 Kashmir  crisis  a  less  than  definitive  test  for  proliferation  pessimism.  But  the  impact  of  these  factors  should  not  be  exaggerated.  The Muslim  insurgency  in Kashmir, and  alleged  Pakistani  support  for  it, was  perceived  in New  Delhi  as  a manifest  threat  to  India's  territorial integrity  and national  identity;  there was  growing  temptation  in  government  circles,  as  well  as  important  political  groups,  to  use  military  force  to  resolve  the  crisis.53  U.S.  security  protection  of Pakistan was  bound  to  be  seen  as  fickle by  Islamabad,  given  the  rocky history  of U.S.-Pakistani  rela-  tions. Moreover, whatever  restraint U.S. military  and  economic  assistance  engendered  in Pakistan's  nuclear  activities,  it came  to an end  in  late  1990, when  this assistance  was  terminated  due  to Washington's  proliferation  anxieties. On  balance,  South Asia's  nuclear  dynamics  lend  greater credence  to proliferation  optimism  than to its critics. Steven Miller argues that the Indo-Pakistani nuclear  relationship  to date  is  so  temporally  limited,  compared  to the span  of the Cold  War,  that  it does  not  provide  conclusive  data  about  the  security  and  stability  effects of nuclear proliferation.54  But what  this dyad  lacks in a temporal dimension,  it more  than makes  up  for  in  terms  of  the overall  intensity  of  the rivalry.  South Asia's  political-military  circumstances  give  rise  to  a rather stark setting  for deterrence encounters  and  epitomize  the conditions  many Western analysts  fear will  lead  to  catastrophe  if proliferation  increases  in  the world.  Because  of  a surfeit of powerful  and  interlocking  factors that are at work  in pushing  India  and  Pakistan  toward  military  conflict,  one  would  intuitively  expect  that  the  subcontinent  is a "least  likely"  case  for peaceful  proliferation  outcomes.
No threat between India and Pakistan - intel

Inewsite 9 (http://www.inewsit.com/articles/entry/Is-there-no-threat-from-India-by-Afshain-Afzal¸dw: 6-8-2009, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

 US intelligence officials have confirmed that Washington is working to improve cooperation between Pakistan and India to share more information on counterterrorism matters. A Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) official added that the cooperation also included intelligence sharing on Taliban commanders who are carrying out insurgency against the Pakistani government. In the same regard, the Wall Street Journal also reported that CIA arranged for Pakistan and India to share information on the Pakistan-based Mujahideen organization Lashkar-e-Tayyiaba (LeT). The US also shares regular intelligence with India on Pakistan Army's operations against elements in Bajaur, the Swat Valley and Buner in Pakistan. In another development mediated by CIA, the Srinagar-Muzaffarabad bus service has been thrown open to everyone in India. Earlier, it was restricted only to people with relatives across the dividing Line of Control (LoC). Indian Government has eased the existing rules, as a result of which more people can now travel across the LoC. They don't need a valid passport but instead a permit issued by the Passport Officer in Indian Jammu and Kashmir would suffice. This permit would be valid for visit any where in Azad Jammu and Kashmir. In the same regard Indian Ministry of External Affair has issued clarifications that all Indian national can apply for across LoC travel in Pakistan. Indian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has given go ahead signal to a plan in which 'triple entry permit' would be granted to frequent travelers, which will put an end to going through various formalities. It appears that days are counted when the Indian nationals would also be allowed to visit Pakistan without necessary formalities. 
Both countries are entering peace talks – won’t go to war

Islamabad Sunday Times 11 (Why India is not America?, dw: 6-12-2011, dw: 7-6-2011, lexis, lido)

Interestingly, the US - which incessantly talks of peace between two countries whose bickering has given it great leverage over both - supports hardliners such as COAS P A Kayani, and connives at moves that weaken the few doves in the Pakistan establishment, such as President A A Zardari.For a brief while, President Zardari pointed out the very truth that Prime Minister Manmohan Singh never fails to mention, which is that both India and Pakistan need to enter into a period of stable and peaceable relations, with neither side seeking to destabilize the other. Analysts estimate that such tranquility between the two South Asian giants would add about 5% to Pakistan's rate of growth, and more than 1% to India's. This columnist believes that more and more people across both sides of the border appreciate the folly of seeking concessions from the other side that are politically impossible for them to accept. There is a need to formulate joint strategies against terrorism and economic and social backwardness, rather than keep away from genuine cooperation. Interestingly, these days the powerful Punjabi politcian, Mian Nawaz Sharif, seems to be articulating just such a viewpoint. Sharif has been realistic in his acceptance of the need for peace between India and Pakistan, and of the immense benefits that this would bring to both.Should there be greater cross-border trade, both sides of Punjab can develop at a much more rapid pace, as indeed can other parts of both India and Pakistan. Sadly, apparently because he is wary of being seen by the military as too soft on India, President Zardari has distanced himself from his earlier views, and is talking in harsher tones about India. 
No war – deterrence, Musharaf

Sulekha news 8 (http://newshopper.sulekha.com/no-threat-of-india-pakistan-war-musharraf_news_1014578.htm, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
'Let me make clear to all that Pakistani forces are fully equipped and ready to face any aggression... but I would say that India should not dare to attack Pakistan,' Musharraf said when pressed by reporters as to what would happen if India attacks Pakistan.  Musharraf, who had to resign in August under national and international pressure after ruling the country for almost nine years, said there were no chances of war between the two countries but was quick to add that Pakistan was capable of defending its borders if attacked. 
No war - public

Sify news 9 (http://www.sify.com/news/no-threat-of-war-with-india-gilani-news-international-jegurOedfhc.html,, dw: 1-15-2009, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
"Both countries are nuclear powers. I think there is no threat of war," Gilani told a brief news conference during a visit to the Information Ministry. He was responding to a question about army chief General Deepak Kapoor's comments on Wednesday that all options were open before New Delhi, including the "fighting option" as last resort, for dealing with Pakistan. Gilani indicated that the Indian government's stance is being influenced by public pressure. "There is tremendous pressure of the public on the government of India," he said. Pak doesn't want war, says Gilani Answering another question about Pakistan possibly abandoning the Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline project, Gilani said a special envoy of Iran who met him recently had given no indication that the venture will not be implemented. 

No Indo-Pak war - empirics

Moore 7 (Carl, blogger, http://www.carolmoore.net/nuclearwar/index.html#Threats, dw: May 2007, da: 7-4-2011, lido)
India and Pakistan have repeatedly threatened nuclear war against each other, most seriously in the last few years.  In late December 2002 Pakistan's president, General Pervez Musharraf, addressing Air Force veterans in Karachi, said: he last year "personally" conveyed a clear "message" to Prime Minister Vajpayee, "through every international leader who came to Pakistan", namely, that Indian troops "should not expect a conventional war from Pakistan" if they "moved a single step across the international border or the Line of Control".   In response Indian Defense Minister George Fernandez said:  "We can take a bomb or two, or more. When we respond, there will be no Pakistan."   About the same time former Army Chief of Staff Aslam Beg, then heading a right-wing Pakistani think tank said: "Our policy of deterrence is India-specific. No matter who comes for us, Israel, the United States or India we will take on India. If someone is thinking of taking on Pakistan they should know we will take on India." And despite subsequent detente between the two nations during the remainder of 2003, as late as fall, 2003 Ariel Sharon visited India, worrying Pakistan that he was once again proposing India do a surgical strike against Pakistani nuclear assets.

No war - communications

RIA Novosti 8 (http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20080125/97772224.html, dw: 1-25-2008, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Pakistan is strictly observing the schedule of tests it has agreed with India. There are no deviations in the type or range of missiles. There is one important detail in this context. In 2007, Pakistan and India tested missiles, having notified each other in advance. They conducted some test launches almost simultaneously, as if emphasizing their commitment to the principle of parallel testing. This tradition goes back to 1998, when Pakistan tested nuclear weapons after India. But the principle of parallel testing is only limited to time. Comparison of missile systems' characteristics is obviously not in favor of Pakistan. Not without help from the great powers, India has gone so far ahead in the sphere of arms that it is pursuing its national interests from the Persian Gulf to the Malacca archipelago. Islamabad justifiably believes that the United States is ready to support India's claims to the status of a world power in exchange for its efforts to deter China and Iran. 
Middle-East War
A Mideast war would not escalate or go nuclear

Stevens 2 [Elizabeth Stevens, September 19, 2002, http://infomanage.com/nonproliferation/najournal/israelinucs.html]
Thus far, Israel has confronted continuous hostility with a strong conventional superiority. It is doubtful that it would resort to a nuclear weapon given the fact that it could repel the attack of any one of its Arab opponents and probably a combination of them. Israel has signed a peace treaty with Egypt, and moderating forces in Jordan are strong. The recent peace treaty with the PLO and differences between Iraq and Syria further reduce the possibility of a united Arab attack. It would appear that Israel does not need a nuclear arsenal.

Middle East war won’t escalate

Li 1 [Prof. Li Shaoxian, an expert in the Middle East and a senior researcher in the Institute of Contemporary International Relations, August 17, 2001, http://www.china.org.cn/english/2001/Aug/17671.htm, accessed March 9, 2007]
Although the situation in the Middle East is alarming, it will not start a war. The main reasons are:  First, both the international community and international environment will not allow another Middle East war to break out. Peace and development is still the theme of today’s world. No big power wants to see a new war between Arab and Israel in this area so crucial to oil production.  Second, war is not in line with the interests of several countries in the Middle East. None of the Israelis (including Sharon himself) wants war, because war would again put the very existence of the country in danger; Yasser Afrafat, as well, does not want war, because war would turn his 10 years peace efforts into nothing; Egypt and Syria, the other two big powers in Middle East, do not want war either. The president of Egypt Hosni Mubarak firmly rejected the possibility of war in an interview with Israeli TV. Bashar al-Assad, the new president of Syria, has put most his attention on domestic affairs.  Third, the countries and extremists who do want to see war have neither the capablities or means for war.  

Deterrence checks middle east conflict – emperics and fear

Waltz 2k [Kenneth, prof, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, dw: Spring 2000, da: 7-8-2011, lido]

We have this peculiar notion about the irrationality of rogue states. When he was Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin said these rogue leaders might be undeterrable. Others contend that some states may undertake courses of action even if they know that catastrophe may result. But who would do that? Not Saddam Hussein. Not Kim Il Sung when he was ruler of North Korea. What is a key characteristic of all those rulers? They are survivors, as they struggle to live in a harsh environment–both internally, with the constant danger of assassination, and externally, as they’re surrounded by enemies. And they survive for decades until they are carried out in a box. Are they irrational? Their behavior is ugly and nasty to be sure, but irrational? How could they survive? If they were not deterrable, how would they ever have survived? They don’t run the kind of risks that would put their regime into question. Kim Il Sung wanted to pass his reign onto his son, Kim Jong Il. They obviously love to rule, but they’ve got to have a country. They’re not going to risk the existence of their country. For example, Saddam Hussein was deterred during the Persian Gulf War. He did not arm the SCUD missiles with lethal warheads and shoot them at Israel. They were nuisance attacks. Why? Because he didn’t want us to pound him more heavily than he was being pounded. The allies, led by the United States, could have substantially destroyed that country without ever using nuclear weapons, and he knew it. Sure he was deterred. So how can we say irrational or undeterrable? But we do say it.

Middle East States don’t want war 

Shaoxian 1 [Li, prof, http://www.china.org.cn/english/2001/Aug/17671.htm, dw: 8-17-2001, da: 7-9-2011, lido]

Second, war is not in line with the interests of several countries in the Middle East. None of the Israelis (including Sharon himself) wants war, because war would again put the very existence of the country in danger; Yasser Afrafat, as well, does not want war, because war would turn his 10 years peace efforts into nothing; Egypt and Syria, the other two big powers in Middle East, do not want war either. The president of Egypt Hosni Mubarak firmly rejected the possibility of war in an interview with Israeli TV. Bashar al-Assad, the new president of Syria, has put most his attention on domestic affairs. 
No war in the middle east – all conflicts are settling over

Luttwak 7 [Edward, staff, http://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/2007/05/themiddleofnowhere/, dw: 5-26-2007, da: 7-9-2011, lido]

Strategically, the Arab-Israeli conflict has been almost irrelevant since the end of the cold war. And as for the impact of the conflict on oil prices, it was powerful in 1973 when the Saudis declared embargoes and cut production, but that was the first and last time that the “oil weapon” was wielded. For decades now, the largest Arab oil producers have publicly foresworn any linkage between politics and pricing, and an embargo would be a disaster for their oil-revenue dependent economies. In any case, the relationship between turmoil in the middle east and oil prices is far from straightforward. As Philip Auerswald recently noted in the American Interest, between 1981 and 1999—a period when a fundamentalist regime consolidated power in Iran, Iran and Iraq fought an eight-year war within view of oil and gas installations, the Gulf war came and went and the first Palestinian intifada raged—oil prices, adjusted for inflation, actually fell. And global dependence on middle eastern oil is declining: today the region produces under 30 per cent of the world’s crude oil, compared to almost 40 per cent in 1974-75. In 2005 17 per cent of American oil imports came from the Gulf, compared to 28 per cent in 1975, and President Bush used his 2006 state of the union address to announce his intention of cutting US oil imports from the middle east by three quarters by 2025. Yes, it would be nice if Israelis and Palestinians could settle their differences, but it would do little or nothing to calm the other conflicts in the middle east from Algeria to Iraq, or to stop Muslim-Hindu violence in Kashmir, Muslim-Christian violence in Indonesia and the Philippines, Muslim-Buddhist violence in Thailand, Muslim-animist violence in Sudan, Muslim-Igbo violence in Nigeria, Muslim-Muscovite violence in Chechnya, or the different varieties of inter-Muslim violence between traditionalists and Islamists, and between Sunnis and Shia, nor would it assuage the perfectly understandable hostility of convinced Islamists towards the transgressive west that relentlessly invades their minds, and sometimes their countries. 

US and other western countries intervention in the middle east check conflict

Zein 9 [Mostafa, http://www.daralhayat.com/portalarticlendah/61348m dw: 9-30-2009, da: 7-9-2011, lido]

The Westerners, especially the United States, realize this very well. They also realize that their interests in the Middle East require from them to spread stability. Besides, large international institutions view the Iranian nuclear program as a primitive one that it is still very far from manufacturing a [nuclear] bomb or weapons. Their reaction was very violent for two additional reasons. First, to confirm, on the eve of the negotiations, that the West is united in confronting it [Iran], and that Russia which supports it, is willing to abandon it and adopt the comprehensive sanctions if Iran does not succumb to conditions. The second reason is an American one par excellence, and is aimed at covering the retreat of Obama in front of Benjamin Netanyahu who returned from Washington and New York with a resounding victory over the White House, when he insisted on rejecting the suspension of settlement activities, on the universal recognition of the Jewish aspect of Israel, and on normalizing the relations with the Arabs to start negotiations "without preconditions". In order to complete the picture and make everyone forget the pledges of Obama's administration regarding the Middle East, emphasis was made on demonizing Iran and its nuclear aspirations. The joint American-Israeli military maneuvers were depicted as a need to reaffirm their alliance in the face of the imminent Iranian threat. The Western-Iranian negotiations will last a long time. Israel will be the absent-present factor in all their details. Whenever the situation gets complicated, Israel will threaten to strike Iran. It will manipulate any Western concession to reinforce its arsenal and consolidate its occupation. We are afraid to believe the argument of the nuclear resurrection and to build our policies accordingly. 

Poverty

Turn: Capitalism is closing the global income gap 

Norberg 03 (Fellow, Timbro institute, 03<Johan, In Defense of Global Capitalism pg 54>)
This progress is all very well, many critics of globalization will argue, but even if the majority are better off, gaps have widened and wealthy people and countries have improved their lot more rapidly than others. So inequality has grown. The critics point to the fact that the combined per capita GDP of the 20 richest countries was 15 times greater than that of the 20 poorest countries 40 years ago and is now about 30 times greater.  There are two reasons why this objection to globalization does not hold up. First, even if this were true it would not matter very much. If everyone is coming to be better off, what does it matter that the improvement comes faster for some than for others? Surely the important thing is for everyone to be as well off as possible, not whether one group is better off than another. Only those who consider wealth a greater problem than poverty can find a problem in some becoming millionaires while others grow wealthier from their own starting points. It is better to be poor in the inegalitarian United States, where the poverty line for individuals in 2001 was about $9,039 per year, than to be equal in countries like Rwanda, where in 2001 GDP per capita (adjusted for purchasing power) was $1,000, or Bangladesh ($1,750), or Uzbekistan ($2,500).`° Often the reason why gaps have widened in certain reforming countries, such as China, is that the towns and cities have grown faster than the countryside. But given the unprecedented poverty reduction this has entailed in both town and country, can anyone wish that this development had never happened?  Second, the allegation of increased inequality is just wrong.  The notion that global inequality has increased is largely based on the figures from the UN Development Program, in particular its Human Development report from 1999.  But the problem with these figures is that they are not adjusted for purchasing power.  That is, the UNDP numbers don’t take into account what people can actually buy with their money.  Without that adjustment the figures mainly show the level of a country’s official exchange rate and what its currency is worth on the international, market, which is a poor yardstick of poverty.  Poor people’s actual living standard, needless to say, hinges far more on the cost of their food, clothing, and housing than on what they would get for their money when vacationing in Europe. The odd thing is that the UNDP itself uses purchasing power—adjusted figures in its Human Development Index (HDI), which is its universal yardstick of living standards. It only resorts to the unadjusted figures in order to prove a thesis of inequality.  A report from the Norwegian Institute for Foreign Affairs investigated global inequality by means of figures adjusted for purchasing power. Their data show that, contrary to the conventional wisdom, inequality between countries has been continuously declining ever since the end of the 1970s. This decline was especially rapid between 1993 and 1998, when globalization really gathered speed.22   More recently, similar research by Columbia University development economist Xavier Sala-i-Martin has confirmed those findings. When the UNDP’s own numbers are adjusted for purchasing power, Sala-i-Martin found that world inequality declined sharply by any of the common ways of measuring it.23 Bhalla and Sala-i-Martin also independently found that if we focus on inequality between persons, rather than inequality between countries, global inequality at the end of 2000 was at its lowest point since the end of World War II. Estimates that compare countries rather than individuals, as both authors note, grossly overestimate real inequality because they allow gains for huge numbers of people to be outweighed by comparable losses for far fewer. Country aggregates treat China and Grenada as data points of equal weight, even though China’s population is 12,000 times Grenada’s. Once we shift our focus to people rather than nations, the evidence is overwhelming that the past 30 years have witnessed a global equalization.24 Comparing just the richest and poorest tenths, inequality has increased, suggesting that a small group has lagged behind (we shall be returning to see which countries and why), but a study of all countries clearly points to a general growth of equality. If, for example, we compare the richest and poorest fifth or the richest and poorest third, we find the differences diminishing.  
History proves capitalism is driving force in reducing inequality

Bernstein 5 (senior writer for the Ayn Rand Institute, June 15, 2005 [Andrew, Capitalism Is the Cure for Africa’s Problems, http://www.aim.org/guest-column/capitalism-is-the-cure-for-africas-problems/])
The West should reject the idea that it is our responsibility to lift Africans out of their poverty--and then tell them of the system that enabled the West to gain its current wealth and power: capitalism.  Most people forget that pre-industrial Europe was vastly poorer than contemporary Africa and had a much lower life expectancy. Even a relatively well-off country like France is estimated to have suffered seven general famines in the 15th century, thirteen in the 16th, eleven in the 17th and sixteen in the 18th. And disease was rampant. Given an utter lack of sanitation, the bubonic plague, typhus and other diseases recurred incessantly into the 18th century, killing tens, sometimes hundreds of thousands at a time.  The effect on life expectancy was predictable. In parts of France, in the middle of the 17th century, only 58 percent reached their 15th birthday, and life expectancy was 20. In Ireland, life expectancy in 1800 was a mere 19 years. In early 18th century London, more than 74 percent of the children died before reaching age five.  Then a dramatic change occurred throughout Europe. The population of England doubled between 1750 and 1820, with childhood mortality dropping to 31.8 percent by 1830. Something happened that enabled people to stay alive.  What did that early period lack that the later period had? Capitalism. What does Africa lack today that the West has? Capitalism (or, more accurately, partial capitalism).  What is capitalism? It is an economic system in which all property is privately owned, a system without government regulation and government handouts. It is a free economy, a system in which individuals are free to produce, to trade, and to make--and keep--a profit.  More fundamentally, capitalism is the social system that upholds individual rights, the right of every individual to his life, his liberty, his property, and the pursuit of his own happiness. The thinkers of the Enlightenment, including John Locke and the Founding Fathers, brought these ideas to the forefront in Europe and America. The result was an economic revolution, which--in a relatively brief time--transformed the West from a poverty-stricken region to one of great productive wealth. This system of freedom liberated the most creative minds of Western society, resulting in a torrent of innovations--from James Watt’s steam engine to Louis Pasteur’s germ theory to Henry Ford’s automobile to the Wright Brothers’ airplane and much more. This new freedom, and the Industrial Revolution it spawned, resulted in vast increases in agricultural and industrial production.  Creative minds--from Thomas Edison to Steve Jobs--flourish only under freedom. The result is new products, new jobs, new wealth, in short: the furtherance of life on earth, in length, quantity and quality. 

Cap guarantees better standard of living than any alternative

Boskin 99 (senior fellow at the Hoover Institution and the T. M. Friedman Professor of Economics at Stanford University, 1999 [Michael J., Capitalism and Its Discontents, http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846011.html?show=essay])
Many of us are too young to have known from personal experience but recall, from what we were taught and what we read, that, in the Great Depression of the 1930s, a large number of intellectuals and others in Western Europe and North America turned to communism or at least lent it a sympathetic ear, given the horrible destitution of that period. (In the United States, real gross domestic product fell by one-third from 1929 to 1933 and the unemployment rate reached almost 25 percent.) Many writers had emphasized booms and busts in economic systems or economic history. These were not, of course, confined to the post-Industrial Revolution capitalist market economies. In earlier times, a bad agricultural harvest could devastate a country operating under a monarchy or feudal system. But Marx, and others, had preached the collapse of capitalism and its tendency to exacerbate booms and busts. Whether it is the case that an economic system that leads to substantial economic progress is more subject to episodic downturns than those that do not is an open question, but I know of no convincing study that suggests this is more likely in a modern mixed capitalist economy than in other economic systems. But the long-run improvement in the standards of living of large segments of the world's population has been greatest in the capitalist era, as has the correlated evolution of personal freedom. There has never been a period in human history that even remotely compares to the tremendous growth in material wealth and personal freedom in the period since Smith wrote The Wealth of Nations (see D. Landes 1998). To be sure, large segments of mankind were left behind, both economically and politically. As a gross historical generalization, they were in societies that lacked both economic and political freedoms and competition. Although the capitalist economies have wide dispersions in the distribution of consumption, the average poor family in the United States has a standard of living well beyond that of the average Russian family, for example, and above that of the average American family of a couple of generations ago.(2) And the most entrenched poverty in the American economy occurs in pockets of a quasi-socialist economy, with little competition, private capital, or private incentives, such as inner-city public housing and schools. 
Global poverty decreasing—cap is the root cause

Balko 2 (Radley senior editor at Reason magazine. Previously, he was a policy analyst for the Cato Institute, specializing in vice and civil liberties issues]  (October 20, 2002) Capitalism Key to Ending Poverty (http://www.capmag.com/article.asp?ID=1981)
World poverty is down. And the reasons for all of this are, to the protesters' chagrin, none other than capitalism, globalization, and free trade. The first study is the 2002 edition of the United Nations' annual "Human Development Report." The report informs us that as of 2002, 140 of the world's 200 countries -- 70 percent -- now hold multi-party elections. Eighty-two countries representing 57 percent of the human population are fully democratic, the highest percentage in human history. After a century in which totalitarianism -- Nazism, fascism and communism -- killed more than 170 million people, a clear move toward universal political freedom is afoot. The numbers on world economics are good, too. World poverty fell more than 20 percent between 1990 and 1999, a decade of aggressive globalization. The number of world Internet users is expected to double by 2005 to one billion. In those regions of the world most sympathetic to liberal reform, the news is even better. In ten years, poverty halved in in East Asia and the Pacific regions.  Since 1990, 800 million people have gained new access to improved water supplies, and 750 million to improved sanitation. In the last 30 years, infant mortality rates have dropped from 96 deaths per 1,000 live births to just 56. A study from the Institute for International Studies boasts even more good news. The author of that study, Surjit S. Bhalla, employed accounting statistics based on individual incomes instead of national incomes, which allowed him to more accurately measure wealth and poverty rates. Bhalla concludes that the world poverty rate has declined even more dramatically than the U.N. reports, from 44 percent in 1980 to just 13 percent in 2000. Bhalla attributes the decline to progress in China and India, the two most populous nations in the world, and two nations that have made significant moves toward more economic freedom in the last 20 years. But not all the news is good. Huge swaths of humanity still fester in abject poverty. Not surprisingly, the regions witnessing the most poverty also happen to house those cultures and regimes most averse to markets and capitalism -- sub-Saharan Africa and the Arab world.

Rich/Poor gap reduced by capitalism

Butters 7, (Assistant Professor of Economics at University of Nebraska – Lincoln, 2007 [Roger, Teaching the Benefits of Capitalism, http://www.hillsdale.edu/images/userImages/afolsom/Page_6281/Butters.pdf])

A common response to the traditional presentation of economic growth beginning with the Industrial Revolution and resulting from capitalism is that it is a Euro‐centric interpretation of history, and that the wealth was not so much created as transferred as large colonial powers harvested resources and labor without regard to the welfare of the indigenous populations. This follows the basic “divided pie” explanation of production and distribution where it is assumed that there are a fixed number of resources producing a fixed level of output; if one individual or group is wealthier than another, it is because they were able to carve out a larger slice of the fixed pie to the detriment of others. This interpretation of how wealth is created completely ignores the advances in productive capacity brought on by competitive markets and innovation. It assumes a statist view and has driven the popular panics surrounding resources since the time of Malthus. More damagingly, it ignores basic data and presents a barrier to understanding the nature of modern economic growth. Simply put, Africa is poor not because Europe is rich, but because Africa has always been poor and because Europe adopted a recipe for creating wealth. Another problem with the “colonial exploitation” view of economic growth is that it fails to explain the experiences of the United States (a colony), Australia (a penal colony), or Hong Kong (a colony), to mention a few. A better explanation is that the colonial masters brought with them social institutions that laid the foundations for sustained economic growth. Within‐country examples also abound. It is important to remember that every country mentioned in this paper was a third world country in 1600. Modern, developed countries did not become rich by making others poor; they merely adopted social institutions that promoted growth and were subsequently able to abandon the impoverished norm of human existence. A second response to the explanations of economic growth invariably revolves around the availability of natural resources that can be used in the productive process. Many textbooks point to the vast natural resources made available to the United States in its western expansion or the wholesale import of resources from colonies and foreign possessions. As with other explanations this one can also be abandoned. Indeed, in many respects the presence of vast natural resources seems to be a hindrance to sustained growth, not a benefit. Consider for example Hong Kong. Hong Kong is a nation with few if any natural resources and yet it commands a strong presence on the world stage as a developed country (now a Special Administrative Region of China). As a British colony, Hong Kong was provided with strong social institutions, property rights were defined and enforced, the rule of law was established, competition was fostered and unfettered, entrepreneurs were encouraged and as a result Hong Kong diverged dramatically from the Peoples’ Republic of China: All without the benefit of natural resources. Indeed, Hong Kong’s wealth was the result of trade in the single natural resource it had—its social institutions. Further examples include Singapore, Japan, Luxemburg and Switzerland. Likewise consider the many countries that possess tremendous natural wealth but are unable to develop economically. Poorly defined property rights, the lack of a functional legal system or the centralized ownership of the resources by the public sector are the obvious culprits. 
Proliferation
Proliferation is slow

Gray 2k (Colin, prof, http://fds.oup.com/www.oup.com/pdf/13/9780198296249.pdf, da:7-6-2011, lido)
 The numbers of nuclear-weapon, and nuclear-threshold, states, remain much lower than proliferation pessimists were predicting in the 1950s and 1960s. There is no question but that the pace of proliferation has been slow and at present shows no thoroughly convincing signs of a prospect for other than a distinctly steady acceleration. But, this trend, if that is what it is, of a deliberate pace in proliferation, is vulnerable to nuclear learning from any crisis, anywhere that seems to demonstrate a strategic necessity for nuclear arms. The trend that has produced only five NPT-’licensed’ nuclear-weapon states—which happen to be the Five Permanent Members of the UN Security Council—three unlicensed nuclear-weapon states (Israel, India, Pakistan), at least one near-nuclear-weapon threshold state (North Korea), and three would-be nuclear-weapon states (Iraq, Iran, Libya), is indeed impressive. Also it is impressive that, inter alia, Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, and Taiwan, have stepped back from active pursuit of the military nuclear option. More noteworthy still was the renunciation in 1990 of actual, as opposed to virtual, nuclear weapons by a South Africa whose internal and external security condition has been transformed by and large for the better, and by the distinctly insecure extra-Russian legatees of part of the erstwhile Soviet nuclear arsenal.
No mass prolif – countries give up

Tepperman 9 (Jonathon, staff, dw: 8-29-2009, da: 7-8-2011, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html, lido)
The risk of an arms race—with, say, other Persian Gulf states rushing to build a bomb after Iran got one—is a bit harder to dispel. Once again, however, history is instructive. "In 64 years, the most nuclear-weapons states we've ever had is 12," says Waltz. "Now with North Korea we're at nine. That's not proliferation; that's spread at glacial pace." Nuclear weapons are so controversial and expensive that only countries that deem them absolutely critical to their survival go through the extreme trouble of acquiring them. That's why South Africa, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan voluntarily gave theirs up in the early '90s, and why other countries like Brazil and Argentina dropped nascent programs. This doesn't guarantee that one or more of Iran's neighbors—Egypt or Saudi Arabia, say—might not still go for the bomb if Iran manages to build one. But the risks of a rapid spread are low, especially given Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's recent suggestion that the United States would extend a nuclear umbrella over the region, as Washington has over South Korea and Japan, if Iran does complete a bomb. If one or two Gulf states nonetheless decided to pursue their own weapon, that still might not be so disastrous, given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.
Deterrence and security check accidents

Waltz 2k (Kenneth, prof, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, dw: Spring 2000, da: 7-8-2011, lido)
 I think large numbers of weapons would raise that concern. But I think we can rely on their self–interest and their ingenuity to prevent accidents. Every country goes through a period where it has relatively crude weapons, although relatively crude weapons are not as crude as they used to be, and where they have small numbers and where there are some questions of vulnerability. But we have managed to get through those periods. The only strikes we’ve had have been at nuclear facilities before any warheads were produced, with no attacks where there were existing warheads and for good reason: Deterrence works. 

No accidents will happen from prolif

Karl 96 (David, phd, moodle.stoa.usp.br/mod/resource/view.php?id=28252, dw: Winter 1996, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Some  proliferation  optimists  concede  the  crisis-stability  dangers  posed  by  emerging  nuclear  arsenals,  but  contend  that  such  dangers  are transitory  as  postures  develop  in  size  and  sophistication,  and  can be  alleviated  even  more  quickly  by  the  transfer of  command  and  control technology  from  established  nuclear powers  to newer  ones. While Brito and  Intriligator see  the progressive  increase in the number of nuclear powers  as a factor of stability, they also admit  that proliferation  increases  the  statistical probability  of accidental war because  newer nuclear  powers  will  be  less  able  to  develop  adequate  technical  safe-  guards  against  accidental  or unauthorized  use. They, however,  view  this problem  as "a relatively  'low'-probability  event."74  But the resource limitations  faced by Third World states make it questionable  whether  postures  will  evolve  quickly  or  dramatically.75 They  lack  both  the  wherewithal  to expand  like  the superpowers  and  the doctrinal  impetus, which  in  the  U.S.  case  came  from  extended-deterrence  commitments  to  cover  an extraordinary range of targets under a variety of circumstances  and with  a high  degree  of redundancy.  The  centrality  of  extended  deterrence  in U.S.  strategic  policy  had  two  principal  effects.  First, by  tying  force requirements  in  an  implicitly  open-ended  manner  to  the  size  of  the  Soviet military  establishment,  it  sanctioned  the deployment  of  an  extensive  number  and  variety  of  nuclear  weapons.  It  also  had  the  consequence  of reinforcing  and  rationalizing  the  long-standing preemptive  impulses  and  emphasis  on counterforce  targeting  in  U.S. nuclear planning.  As  one scholar notes,  the  risk of preemptive  war  in the  Cold  War was  a  function  of  the  counterforce  doctrines  the  superpowers  followed,  and  not  of  any inherent  logic  of  nuclear  strategy. "In this  respect,  the  superpower  nuclear arms competition  was  sui generis:  without  exception,  every  sub-superpower  proliferant  has  embraced  countervalue,  not  counterforce,  nuclear doctrines."76
No mass prolif – countries don’t develop very much

Gavin 9 (Francis, prof, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2010.34.3.7, da: 7-8-2011, lido)
In his analysis of more than sixty years of failed efforts to accurately predict nuclear proliferation, analyst Moeed Yusuf concludes that “the pace of prolif-eration has been much slower than anticipated by most.” The majority of countries suspected of trying to obtain a nuclear weapons capability “never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even initiate a weapons program.” If all the countries that were considered prime suspects over the past sixty years had developed nuclear weapons, “the world would have at least 19 nuclear powers today.”44 As Potter and Mukhatzhanova argue, government and academic experts frequently “exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation.”45
No conflict – nuclearized rivals create fear within each other

Karl 96 (David, phd, moodle.stoa.usp.br/mod/resource/view.php?id=28252, dw: Winter 1996, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Optimists  have  relaxed  views  of  the  preventive-war  dangers  entailed  in  situations  in which  a nuclear  power  confronts  a nuclearizing  rival.  The practical  difficulties  of ensuring  a disarming  strike to preclude  any possibility  of nuclear  retaliation  make  preventive  actions  a  military  gamble  that  states  are  very  unlikely  to  take. As Waltz explains,  "prevention  and  pre-emption  are difficult  games  because  the  costs  are so  high  if  the  games  are not perfectly  played....  Ultimately,  the  inhibitions  [against  such  attacks]  lie  in  the  impossibility  of  knowing  for sure that a disarming  strike will  totally  destroy  an opposing  force  and  in  the  immense  destruction  even  a  few  warheads  can wreak."25  To optimists,  states will  have  to  learn  to  live  with  a rival's  emerging  nuclear  armory  Because  strategic uncertainty  is  seen  as having  a powerful  dissuasive  effect,  optimists  usually  view  the  very  increase  in  the  numbers  of  nuclear-armed states  as an additional  element  of  stability. Dagobert  Brito and Michael  Intriliator,  for  instance,  argue  that  uncertainty  over  the  reaction  of  other  nuclear  powers  will make all hesitant to strike individually 26 As an example,  they point  to  the  restraint  the  superpowers  exercised  on  each  other  in  the  1960s, when  first the United  States and  then  the Soviet Union  contemplated  military action  against  China's  nascent  nuclear  weapon  sites.  The net  effect  of  the  uncertain  reaction  of  others  is  that "the probability  of  deliberate  nuclear  attack  falls  to  near zero with  three, four, or more nuclear nations."27  Similarly, Waltz reasons  that  even  in  cases  of  asymmetric  proliferation  within  conflict  dyads,  nuclear  weapons  will  prove  "poor  instruments  for blackmail" because  a "country  that  takes  the  nuclear  offensive  has  to  fear  an  appropriately  punishing  strike  by  someone.  Far from  lowering  the expected  cost of aggression,  a nuclear offense  even  against  a  non-nuclear  state  raises  the  possible  costs  of  aggression  to  incalculable  heights  because  the  aggressor  cannot  be  sure  of  the  reaction  of  other nuclear powers."28
Russia Relations
Deterrence checks US-Russia war

McMahon 97 (Scott, Security analyst, http://www.fas.org/news/usa/1997/03/bmd970331d.htm, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

A cooperative U.S.-Russian approach to reducing strategic offensive arsenals and deploying BMD systems will reinforce peace and strategic stability. If a future confrontation nonetheless occurs, it would be unlikely to escalate as deterrence and crisis stability would prevail: Neither side could expect to launch a successful first strike using its limited BMD system for protection. In fact, even if the attacker found its victim's strategic forces at a peacetime level of preparedness (a heroically optimistic scenario) and destroyed a large portion of them, the attacker would still suffer a devastating retaliatory blow. This will be the case with the reduced force levels envisioned in the 1991 and 1993 START accords and at even lower strategic force levels. 

Deterrence checks US-Russia conflict

Lantis et al 7 (Jeffrey Lantis, Tom Sauer, James Wirtz, Keir Lieber, International Security, vol 31, dw: Winter 2007, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
In 1974 Secretary of State Henry Kissinger questioned the principle of nuclear superiority: “What in the name of God is strategic superiority? What is the signiªcance of it, politically, militarily, operationally, at these levels of numbers? What do you do with it?”11 Even in the extremely unlikely event the United States uses nuclear weapons against Russia or China, whether either country can retaliate with one, five, ten, or a hundred nuclear weapons does not really matter for deterrence calculations. As advocates of minimum deterrence (like myself) argue, one accurate and invulnerable nuclear weapon is suffcient as a second-strike force. I can hardly imagine an attack against vital U.S. interests in the foreseeable future destructive enough to risk an assured nuclear response and the annihilation of one major U.S. city. Thus, the size of the nuclear arsenal does not matter, unless one believes that the United States can engage in a prolonged nuclear war and emerge victorious.12 Because a minimum deterrent is sufªcient, Russia and China need not worry greatly about the exact nature of the United States’ nuclear posture. In practice, China can apparently live with the tremendous nuclear imbalance that has existed since the mid1960s. It currently possesses 80–130 nuclear weapons, of which only 30 could be used on an intercontinental scale.13 Because of a lack of resources, Russia may have to pursue a similar course over time. In addition, some U.S. experts have argued that the security of the United States would be enhanced with a much smaller nuclear arsenal.14 A decision to shrink the U.S. arsenal would also strengthen the nuclear nonproliferation regime at a time when many observers believe that it is on the verge of collapse.15 
No nukes – Moscow only has weapons for deterrence effect

BBC 9 (Russian commentator views reasons for changes to nuclear weapons policy, lexis, dw: 10-23-2009, da: 7-6-2011, lido)
No less curious is the intention to institutionalize and prescribe the conditions of the employment of nuclear weapons in regional and local wars. Until recently, Moscow had stated that these weapons are political. Moscow said that they exist only in order to deter the possessors of nuclear weapons from war with each other (it is no accident that war between the United States and the USSR also remained, thanks to you God, "cold"). For 30 years now, it has been considered to be impossible to win a nuclear war.
Russia will not attack

Friedman and Logan 9 (Benjamin and Justin, phd and writer, expert, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/friedman_logan_hittingstopbuttononnatoexpansion.pdf, dw:  7-6-2010, da: 7-8-2011, lido)

This narrative is devoid of strategic logic. Leaving aside nuclear weapons, which deterrence renders unus​able, Russia is nor a great power, and is incapable of threatening Western Europe, let alone the United States. The World Bank predicts that Russia's economy will shrink by 4.5 percent this year, and its unem​ployment will hit 12 percent. Even close to the height of oil prices, Russia possessed a GDP only roughly equivalent co that of Italy and Portugal combined. Its stock market is down by mere than half since this time last year. Its defense spending totals about $70 billion annually less than what the U.S. spends on defense research and investment alonei, tor what remains a second-rate military. This is a country strong enough to pummel weak neighbors like Georgia, but one that shouldn't worry Europe, which spends roughly four times more. Balance of power theory tells us that if Russia grow more threatening, the members of the European Union—now collectively richer than the U.S.—will respond by investing more on defense than their current average of 2 percent of GDP, and by further integrating their military capacity. No longer driven by a revolutionary ideology, Russia also lacks the Soviet Union's ambitions. True, Rus​sia does not like the democratic governments on its flanks in Ukraine and Georgia. But that is because these governments are pursuing policies that anger Russia, not because they are democratic per se. What Russia wants are pliant neighbors. That desire is typical of relatively powerful states: The long U.S. his​tory of violent interventions in Latin America undermines whatever lectures we might direct at Moscow.
Russia doesn’t have the incentive to go to war

Friedman and Logan 9 (Benjamin and Justin, phd and writer, expert, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/friedman_logan_hittingstopbuttononnatoexpansion.pdf, dw:  7-6-2010, da: 7-8-2011, lido)
No longer driven by a revolutionary ideology, Russia also lacks the Soviet Union’s ambitions. True, Russia does not like the democratic governments on its flanks in Ukraine and Georgia. But that is because these governments are pursuing policies that anger Russia, not because they are democratic per se. What Russia wants are pliant neighbors. That desire is typical of relatively powerful states: The long U.S. history of violent interventions in Latin America undermines whatever lectures we might direct at Moscow. Now compare today’s security situation to the one that caused nato’s formation in 1949. The Soviets had at least 700,000 troops deemed capable of overrunning a Western Europe left vulnerable by broken armies and empty treasuries. European poverty gave Moscow-backed Communist parties a realistic chance at taking power democratically. Fearing that the Soviet Union—by conquest or revolution—could seize enough of Europe’s industrial might to threaten the U.S., Americans sent aid via the Marshall Plan and troops via nato. U.S. intervention restored the balance of power, serving its own interests. No similar rationale justifies defending Georgia and Ukraine. In fact, allying with these countries simply creates defense liabilities for nato members. Alliances are not free. Credible defense commitments require spending and troops, particularly to defend long borders like Ukraine’s. With much of nato’s manpower tied down in Iraq and Afghanistan, new commitments may require new recruits, an expensive proposition in an era when the cost of military manpower is quickly appreciating. These are precisely the sorts of allies a prudent superpower would avoid. They offer few benefits, and come carrying pre-existing territorial conflicts with a stronger neighbor. Ukraine appears to be living up to its reputation for political instability, dangerously verging on the precipice of collapse in the wake of the global financial meltdown. Moreover, a recent poll indicated that 63 percent of Ukrainians do not even want nato membership. Georgia currently has Russian troops on its territory and is run by a leader with a demonstrated capacity for recklessness. nato backing will only encourage him. 
No war – Russia understands potential economic harm

Bush 8 (Jason, staff, http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/blog/europeinsight/archives/2008/08/the_new_cold_war.html, dw: 8-22-2008, da: 7-9-2011, lido) 
The biggest loser from a prolonged cool-off will be Russia though. One interesting angle of the Georgian crisis is the negative impact on the Russian economy. In the days after the outbreak of war, the stock market and even the rouble plunged, and Russian banks found it harder to get credit lines abroad. This shows how far the new globalized Russia depends economically on the outside world. This economic dependence increases the West's options, but also means that the West doesn’t necessarily need to take strong-arm measures to restrain the Russians. The danger is that the West will now over-react, punishing Russia unnecessarily because of the overblown fears and simplistic analysis of the numerous Cold Warriors back home. 

No war – Diplomacy checks

Bush 8 (Jason, staff, http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/blog/europeinsight/archives/2008/08/the_new_cold_war.html, dw: 8-22-2008, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
Amid the jumpy hysteria of recent days, many people in the West have assumed that quiet diplomacy is powerless. This isn't true, however, as the French-brokered peace plan showed. For diplomacy to be effective, though, the West has to be seen as an honest broker. Instead of that, we have typically seen knee-jerk support for Georgia, and the usual anti-Russian stereotypes. Unfortunately, there appear to be plenty of people in the West who are now arguing for a new Cold War. They have fallen into the trap of believing that Putin is the new Hitler and Georgia the new Czechoslovakia, so “the West must make a stand”. In effect, these people are arguing for a cure that is actually a lot worse than the disease. 

No scenario for any conventional war going nuclear

Manning 2k [Robert, Former C.V. Starr Senior Fellow for Asia Studies, and Director, Asia Studies, Council on Foreign Relations, Abbott and Costello nuclear policy, March 10, 2000, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2000/mar/10/20000310-011011-5593r/print/]
We don't want to go any lower because we need these weapons for nuclear deterrence, according to State Department spokesman James Rubin. But how many nukes do we need for deterrence to be credible? China, which President Clinton has talked of as a "strategic partner," has a grand total of 20 - count them - strategic warheads that could hit the United States. Nuclear wannabes like North Korea, Iran, and Iraq would have only a handful if they did manage to succeed in joining the nuclear club. Russia, which has 6,000 strategic warheads, is no longer an adversary. During the Cold War, it was not hard to envision a conventional war in Europe escalating into nuclear conflict. But today it is difficult to spin a plausible scenario in which the United States and Russia escalate hostilities into a nuclear exchange. Russia has no Warsaw Pact, and not much of a conventional force to speak of. Yet U.S. nuclear planners still base their targeting plans on prospective Russian targets, though no one will say so.
Russia can’t be a great power in the short term, which precludes it having a large role in international problem-solving
Rumer and Wallander 3 [Eugene B., Rumer, senior fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, and Celeste A. Wallander, director of the Russia and Eurasia Program and the Trustee Fellow at CSIS, Winter 2003, The Washington Quarterly]
The internal political, economic, societal, and defense challenges with which the Russian leadership continues to struggle will preclude Russia from achieving great-power status in the near future. This reality has profound implications for U.S. policy and expectations that Russia can be a partner that can and will help the United States shoulder the burdens of the international system. Russia's internal trends suggest that it is unlikely to bring to the international table the kind of resources and reliability needed to take a leading role in solving complex global problems and threats.

Russia doesn’t have the capacity to affect anything significant.

Rumer and Wallander 3 [Eugene B., Rumer, senior fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, and Celeste A. Wallander, director of the Russia and Eurasia Program and the Trustee Fellow at CSIS, Winter 2003, The Washington Quarterly]
A look beneath the veneer of upbeat aggregate statistics and diplomatic photo-ops suggests that a large gap exists between Russian aspirations and images, on one hand, and the Russian ability to be one of the major pillars of the international system, on the other. Despite several years of economic growth and a new dynamic leader, Russia remains a power in decline. Neither its recent economic success nor its vigorous leadership is sufficient to make up for the long-term losses the country has suffered or to compensate for the contemporary shortcomings that belie key elements of Russian power. These shortcomings will inevitably taint Russia's ability to help solve the most crucial global problems, to cooperate with other great powers, to improve global security and economic well-being, and to prove a reliable partner.

Space War

Russia and China are working towards space weaponization prevention 

Su 10  (Silk Road Institute of International Law and the Lauterpacht Centre for International Law 

Science Direct, “The “peaceful purposes” principle in outer space and the Russia–China PPWT Proposal,” 4/8/2010, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596461000024X [Lockwood]

Early calls for preventing space weaponization and an arms race date back to the early 1980s. In 1981 the USSR introduced the topic of the prevention of an arms race in outer space into the agenda of the 36th General Assembly,38 and also submitted to the United Nations a ‘Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of any Kind in Outer Space’.39 The proposal was considered by the USA as insufficient for the goal of a peaceful world, particularly since it seemed designed to accord the USSR with special benefits as a result of its anti-satellite (ASAT) work.40 In recent years China has played an increasingly active role in international affairs, with its work on prevention of space weaponization and an arms race being one example. China is working with Russia in the CD to promote a weapons-free outer space. Its earliest effort in this forum dates back to a speech by Qian Jiadong in 1986, calling for the negotiation of an international agreement on a complete prohibition of space weapons.41 A compilation of comments and suggestions made by member states and observer delegations to the CD, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) and the Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Commission reveals that Russia's and China's efforts are widely appreciated and the draft treaty is regarded as a good starting point for a new international convention on prohibiting space weaponization.42 Some commentators consider it “the most promising proposal to fill the normative void in the current space security treaty regime”, “the most highly structured state-originating proposal that has been introduced in the CD with the aim of preventing the weaponization of space” and “a building block in a broader space security legal regime”.43 Critiques have been presented as well. Ashley J. Tellis, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, writes that the PPWT “would neither effectively prohibit [the] deployment [of weapons], nor conclusively annul the threat of force against space objects” and that it “would only produce the illusion of security, while doing nothing to eliminate the counter-space capabilities currently present in many countries”.44 The Bush administration tended to neglect the PPWT initially, but has responded to it on several occasions, mainly in the CD and the General Assembly First Committee. Of most relevance is an official response entitled “Analysis of a Draft Treaty on Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, or the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects” submitted by Christina B. Rocca, the permanent representative of the USA to the CD, on 26 August 2008.45 The Obama administration seems likely to move toward a more multilateral approach to US space policy. But a multilateral approach does not eliminate disagreements in substance, which are reflected in the responses from the Bush administration.
ASAT prevent Space War

Blazejewski 08 (Kenneth Blazejewski, private practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international corporate and financial transactions, JD from NYU Law, 2008. “Space Weaponization and US China Relations,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2008/Spring/blazejewski.pdf)
On this account, China’s primary concern with US space weaponiza- tion is its contribution to a US multilayered missile defense shield. In- deed, China’s campaign for PAROS negotiation at the CD seems to inten- sify after each new development in United States BMD plans.20 Although China could respond to a BMD shield with effective countermeasures,21 future technological developments may permit the BMD system to viti- ate China’s nuclear deterrent.22 In the case of a conflict over Taiwan, for example, a US space-based BMD system could prove very valuable to the United States. According to this view, if the United States decides to advance with such a BMD program, China will respond so as to main- tain its nuclear deterrence. It will modernize its ICBM fleet (a program it has already initiated), develop further countermeasures to circumvent the BMD shield, and develop the means to launch multiple ASAT attacks. Ultimately, an arms race could ensue. This, however, would not be China’s chosen outcome. Its development of space weapons is merely a counter- strategy to what it views as likely US space weaponization.23 China would much prefer that the United States negotiate a PAROS agreement not to build the BMD shield.24 If this were the case, China’s January ASAT test would appear to be an attempt to get the United States to the negotiating table. By launching the ASAT, China sought to put the United States on notice that any attempt to weaponize outer space would lead to this mutu- ally undesirable path.
The “space sanctuary” idea is an irrational cold war relic - space is already being weaponized

Dolman 11 (PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies, and Cooper, Former Deputy of the DOD’s Strategic and Space Systems, 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Frontier, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf,)
In this chapter, we make the case that opposition to increasing the militarization and weaponization of space is a misapplied legacy of the Cold War and that dramatic policy shifts are necessary to free the scientific, academic, and military communities to develop and deploy an optimum array of space capabilities, including weapons in space, eventually under the control of a U.S. Space Force. Creating the Myth of Space Sanctuary During World War II—before the advent of the atomic bomb or intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)—the Chief of the U.S. Army Air Corps, General "Hap" Arnold, had a prescient view of the future: Someday, not too distant; there can come streaking out of somewhere (we won't be able to hear it, it will come so fast) some kind of gadget with an explosive so powerful that one projectile will be able to wipe out completely this city of Washington. . . . I think we will meet the attack alright [sic] and, of course, in the air. But I'll tell you one thing, there won't be a goddam pilot in the sky! That attack will be met by machines guided not by human brains, but by devices conjured up by human brains. Within about 15 years of Arnold's comments, Soviet ICBMs armed with nuclear warheads did indeed have the ability to threaten Washington, but over 40 years later, America's ability to reliably defend itself from ICBMs remains minimal—due not to technology limitations but to long-standing policy and political constraints. To understand the passion of the current opposition to space weapons, one must look into the fundamental issue of the Cold War: nuclear weapons deployed at a scale to threaten the existence of all life on the planet. The specter of potential nuclear devastation was so horrendous that a neo-ideal of a world without war became a political imperative. Longstanding realist preference for peace through strength was stymied by the invulnerability of ballistic missiles traveling at suborbital velocities. Thus, America accepted a policy of assured and mutual destruction to deter its opponents in a horrible (if effective) balance of terror. This meant it became politically infeasible even to contemplate shooting down missiles aimed at America or its allies— especially from machines in space that might prove so efficient as to force an opponent to strike while it could, before such a system became operational. With the coupling of space capabilities, including the extremely important roles of force monitoring and treaty verification, to nuclear policy, the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons and warfare became interconnected with military space. This is perhaps understandable, if fundamentally in error, but not only did space weapons become anathema for missile defense, but also weapons in space for the protection of interests there became a forbidden topic. Ironically, elements of the elite scientific community in the 1950s and 1960s created the conditions that frustrated the second half of Arnold's vision, which called upon America's edge in technology to provide for the Nation's defense—because they believed reaching that objective was not achievable and that seeking to achieve it was not desirable. Perhaps because they were motivated by guilt for their complicity in bringing the nuclear bomb to fruition, these individuals preferred to rely solely on diplomacy and arms control and argued against exploiting technology, which they believed would only provoke an arms race. They advocated this point of view at the highest political levels—and they were very successful in meeting their objectives. Whether by design or chance, the civilian leadership 40 to 50 years ago also imposed bureaucratic institutional constraints that limited the ability of the Services to exploit cutting-edge technologies to take advantage of space for traditional military purposes. When combined with arms control constraints and the current lack of vision among the military Services, this same dysfunctional space bureaucracy is simply not responsive to the growing threat from proliferating space technology among our adversaries as well as our friends. 
Multiple rising powers possess all the elements of an ASAT program

Mackey 9 (Lt. Col of the USAF (Fall, James, “Recent US and Chinese Antisatellite Activities,” Air & Space Power Journal, proquest)
Any nation with the space-lift capability to place the necessary payload into LEO could theoretically field a rudimentary ASAT program based upon high explosive warheads or small nuclear warheads. The dual use of civilian and military rockets being developed and placed into operation by several countries (e.g., Israel, Iran, North Korea, and India) opens the door to rapid growth in the number of potential players in the weaponization of space.
Primary among the Asian countries is China, a proven player in the ASAT arena. China's growing manned space program- witness its recent success with the Shenzhou spacecraft- reflects its confidence and technological capabilities.40 The pursuit of Chinese unmanned lunar missions, constellations of communications satellites, and plans for a navigational satellite constellation offer further evidence of a developing command and control capability. This series of successes and technological advances fires a sense of national pride and a desire to assert a Chinese presence in space. As China's dependence on satellites grows, so will its vulnerability, forcing senior leaders to pursue a more robust ASAT capability or abandon such efforts entirely. The latter seems unlikely since China considers space one of its five warfare domains.
Space debris and MAD means space weapons will NEVER be used in a war 

Shixiu 7 (Bao, senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China, visiting scholar at the Virginia Military Institute, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” China Security, Winter, 2007, p2-11, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf)
It is a well-known phenomenon that the use of nuclear weapons is considered taboo. Along with the doctrine of mutual assured destruction, the use of nuclear weapons in war is almost unimaginable. The utilitization of nuclear weapons is therefore almost entirely limited to a role of deterrence. What about the taboo of space weapons? More and more specialists are looking at the impact of space debris that results from the use of space weapons.10 Large amounts of space debris caused by space weapons will invariably threaten space assets of all space-faring countries, not just intended target countries. Any attack by one country against another using space weapons will result in many losers. With so much of commercial, scientific and military activity increasingly reliant on space, there exists a considerable and growing taboo against using space weapons in a situation of conflict. Thus, under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets. At a fundamental level, space weapons – like nuclear weapons – will not alter the essential nature of war. Throughout history, there has been much ink spilled over new weapons that have the unique power and ability to change the underlying quality of war. For example, military theorists once exaggerated the tank’s role in deciding the war’s outcome during World War I.11 The atom bomb itself is probably the most salient example, as many analysts and politicians described the weapon as the unique ultimate weapon.12 But this was a fundamental misunderstanding of war and its implements. Nuclear weapons crossed a threshold in terms of their immense capacity for destruction. But deterrence, mutual assured destruction and the nuclear taboo evolved to consign the use of nuclear weapons to a near impossibility, negating its utility as a tool of war-fighting. Weapons to change the nature of war have not emerged in the past and will not emerge in the future. As such, space weapons will not be the ultimate weapon nor will they be able to decide the outcome of war, even if they are used as a first strike.

Commercialization of Space prevents weaponization – history proves

Moltz 7 (Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the National Security Affairs, Ph.D. and M.A. in Political Science from the University of California, Berkeley, holds an M.A. in Russian and East European Studies and a B.A. in International Relations from Stanford University; previous staff member in the U.S. Senate and consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment; prior academic positions at Duke University and at the University of California, San Diego. (James Clay Moltz "Protecting Safe Access to Space: Lessons from the First 50 Years of Space Security," November 2007, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964607000860) mihe
If these are some of the lessons of the past 50 years of space security, what can be said of the next 50 years? Undoubtedly, new national actors will emerge calling for the deployment of space-based weapons of various sorts to deter or defend against real, anticipated, or even hypothetical threats. At the same time, however, improved space situational awareness in many countries will greatly reduce the chances for national breakout and increase international knowledge of the problem of space debris. Similarly, the rise of new, non-military actors in space, including private companies offering new space services, universities, and new international consortia involved in science, commerce, and human exploration will begin to reduce the comparative weight of hostile actors and their militaries, who tended to dominate the early decades of space activity. These factors could increase the prospects for cooperative outcomes in space. On the other hand, there are those who argue the converse, specifically, that commerce will drive weapons into space as countries seek to defend their assets. As Franz Gayl argues: “… as with aviation, access and technology will drive forward to exploit any and all warfighting relevance, application, and advantage from space, quite independent of a nation's will to prevent it.” However, such prospects hold true only if commercial actors remained as tied to individual nations as they were in the 19th century model of mercantilism. Such conditions are unlikely to govern in space, given the rapidly growing internationalization of space commerce, where companies may use technology from several countries, be based in another, and receive funding or contracts from customers in still other parts of the world. Such factors are likely to mitigate the purported commercial “demand” for defenses. For these reasons, predictions regarding the future of space security based on the experience of other past environments and periods should be viewed with at least some skepticism. Thus far, arguments and predictions about “inevitable” outcomes in space have held up surprisingly poorly.
Terrorism

Nuclear terrorist threats are exaggerated

Gertz and Lake 10 (Bill and Eli, Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/14/obama-says-terrorist-nuclear-risk-is-growing/?page=1, dw:4-14-2010, da: 7-6-2011, lido)

But Henry Sokolski, a member of the congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass , Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, said that there is no specific intelligence on ongoing terrorist procurement of nuclear material. “We were given briefings and when we tried to find specific intelligence on the threat of any known terrorist efforts to get a bomb, the answer was we did not have any.” Mr. Obama told reporters that there was a range of views on the danger but that all the conferees “agreed on the urgency and seriousness of the threat.” Mr. Sokolski said the idea that “we know that this is eminent has got to be somehow informed conjecture and apprehension, [but] it is not driven by any specific intelligence per se.” “We have reasons to believe this and to be worried, but we don’t have specific intelligence about terrorist efforts to get the bomb,” he said. “So we have to do general efforts to guard against his possibility, like securing the material everywhere.” A senior U.S. intelligence official also dismissed the administration’s assertion that the threat of nuclear terrorism is growing. “The threat has been there,” the official said. “But there is no new intelligence.” The official said the administration appears to be inflating the danger in ways similar to what critics of the Bush administration charged with regard to Iraq: hyping intelligence to support its policies. The official said one likely motivation for the administration’s new emphasis on preventing nuclear terrorism is to further the president’s goal of eliminating nuclear weapons. While the U.S. nuclear arsenal would be useful in retaliating against a sovereign state, it would be less so against a terrorist group. But if the latter is the world’s major nuclear threat, the official explained, then the U.S. giving up its weapons seems less risky.
Terrorists won’t get nukes

Gertz and Lake 10 (Bill and Eli, Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/14/obama-says-terrorist-nuclear-risk-is-growing/?page=1, dw:4-14-2010, da: 7-6-2011, lido)

However, Brian Jenkins, author of the book “Will Terrorists Go Nuclear?” and a Rand Corp. adviser, said that al Qaeda in the past has been duped by supposed nuclear suppliers who initiated scams that suggest a “naivete and lack of technical capability on the part of the organization,” he said. “We have evidence of terrorist ambitions to obtain nuclear weapons or nuclear material but we have no evidence of terrorist capabilities to do either,” he said. In late 2001, after the U.S. invaded Afghanistan in the wake of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, some materials were discovered in al Qaeda bases such as crude diagrams of the basic components of a nuclear bomb. Mr. Jenkins, however, said that U.S. technical specialists concluded from the designs that al Qaeda did not have the ability to produce a nuclear weapon. In 2002, members of al Qaeda’s affiliate in Saudi Arabia attempted to purchase Russian nuclear devices through al Qaeda’s leadership in Iran, though the transactions did not move forward. In his 2007 memoir, “At the Center of the Storm,” Mr. Tenet wrote that “from the end of 2002 to the spring of 2003, we received a stream of reliable reporting that the senior al-Qaeda leadership in Saudi Arabia was negotiating for the purchase of three Russian nuclear devices.” Graham Allison, a Harvard professor and author of a book on nuclear terrorism, said he agrees with the president that the threat is growing, based on North Korea’s nuclear proliferation to Syria and instability in nuclear-armed Pakistan.

Terrorists would not be able to steal a bomb – security, no place to buy

Milhollin 2 (Gary, director of the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control, commentary magazine, http://www.wisconsinproject.org/pubs/articles/2002/terror-bomb.htm, dw:Aug 2001, da: 7-9-2011, lido)
If making nuclear-bomb fuel is a no-go, why not just steal it, or buy it on the black market? Consider plutonium. There are hundreds of reactors in the world, and they crank out tons of the stuff every year. Surely a dedicated band of terrorists could get their hands on some. This too is not so simple. Plutonium is only created inside reactor fuel rods, and the rods, after being irradiated, become so hot that they melt unless kept under water. They are also radioactive, which is why they have to travel submerged from the reactor to storage ponds, with the water acting as both coolant and radiation shield. And in most power reactors, the rods are welded together into long assemblies that can be lifted only by crane. True, after the rods cool down they can be stored dry, but their radioactivity is still lethal. To prevent spent fuel rods from killing the people who come near them, they are transported in giant radiation-shielding casks that are not supposed to break open even in head-on collisions. The casks are also guarded. If terrorists managed to hijack one from a country that had reactors they would still have to take it to a plant in another country that could extract the plutonium from the rods. They would be hunted at every step of the way. 

Biological and Chemical terrorism is hard to have

Sievers 1 (Rod, staff, http://news.siuc.edu/news/October01/100901r1152.html, dw: 10-9-2001, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

"Certainly, bio and chemical terrorism is a credible threat," said Talley, the associate director of SIUC's Center for Environmental Health and Safety, "but it's not very practical for terrorists who want immediate results." Take crop dusters for instance. "Sure, someone could load up a crop duster with deadly chemicals or biologicals, but those agents would have to be spread over a very large, populated area to have any chance of causing a lot of harm," Talley said. "Getting a crop duster to fly over a large city at a low altitude just isn't very probable." Spraying deadly chemicals onto crops is a more likely scenario, but Talley believes the U.S. Department of Agriculture or the Food and Drug Administration, responsible for ensuring the safety of America's food supply, would be quick to quarantine contaminated food. 

Biological and chemical terrorism have too many barriers

Sievers 1 (Rod, staff, http://news.siuc.edu/news/October01/100901r1152.html, dw: 10-9-2001, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

Talley admits that biohazards such as anthrax can do quite a bit of damage. But he notes that they are hard to produce in large quantities. "Other materials, such as Sarin gas, are more deadly, Talley said, "but again, it is very difficult to acquire these materials. And anyone handling this stuff would have to know what he's doing in order to minimize the risks to themselves. "There's something to be concerned about regarding all the different ways that a terrorist might use biohazards in an attack. But since each method and each type of chemical or biological involves so many factors, it would be pretty difficult to carry off a successful, large-scale attack." 

There’s no impact to chemical weapons–dilution, weather, reverse contamination and historical examples prove

Rothstein, Auer AND Sigel 4 (Linda, editor, Catherine, managing editor, and Jonas, assistant editor of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, BAS, November/December, http://www.thebulletin.org/article.php?art_ofn=nd04rothstein) 
In "The Dew of Death," Joel Vilensky and Pandy Sinish recounted the strange story of lewisite, an arsenic-based chemical weapon developed by the Chemical Warfare Service during World War I. By the end of the war, the United States was producing 10 tons a day of the stuff, yet it was never used in battle, where it would probably have flopped. Lewisite shares many of the problems that have prevented most chemical weapons from entering the world's armies' battlefield arsenals: Most chemicals are very hard to disseminate in sufficiently undiluted form, and might not work in weather that is too hot, too cold, too windy, or too wet. The dilution problem would also make it very difficult to carry out an attack involving the poisoning of a major city's water supply. Nearly every article about terrorist uses of chemical or biological weapons begins by recalling Aum Shinrikyo's use of sarin gas in 1995 in the Tokyo subway. Employing five separate packages of poison, cult members managed to kill 12 commuters, although another 1,000 had to seek hospital treatment. The attack was shocking, yet fell short of the cult's ambitions. (Shoko Asahara, the leader of the group, aspired either to be Japan's prime minister or to kill as many of his countrymen as possible.) Saddam Hussein's forces used poison gas at Halabja in the open air. Halabja, a Kurdish city in northern Iraq, is perhaps the best known of the several dozen towns and villages Saddam Hussein is thought to have gassed in 1987 and 1988. Some 5,000 of its population of 70,000 died as a result of being bombarded with what might have been a combination of mustard gas, nerve agent, and possibly cyanide. The attack was a monstrous crime, but the Iraqi military succeeded by having complete control over the place, the time, and the choice of a day with ideal weather--and because it faced no danger of experiencing any resistance. Saddam's men were able to spread the poisons systematically (delivery might have been by a combination of dispersal from low-flying planes and attack with chemical shells). The Halabja massacre was not a demonstration of the unique power of chemical weapons, but of the fact that the population was defenseless. Iraq, and probably Iran, also used poison gas during the Iran-Iraq war (1980-1988). Even as thousands of young people were slaughtered in a war that ended in stalemate, the war's less-controlled, battlefield use of chemical weapons is customarily assessed as having lent neither side an advantage. Today, few of the world's militaries would even consider using chemical weapons--they can contaminate the battleground and come back on the attackers if the wind takes an unexpected turn. The major militaries--including those of the United States, Britain, Russia, and Germany--have dumped old munitions (not always carefully) or have spent, or need to spend, billions of dollars to neutralize decaying munitions that could threaten civilians who live near storage sites. Some tiny amount of worry should probably be devoted to leaking chemical munitions.
No impact to chemical terrorism

Mueller 4 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center at Ohio State University, Regulation, Fall)
POOR RESULTS For their part, biological and chemical weapons have not proven to be great killers. Although the basic science about them has been well known for a century at least, both kinds of weapons are notoriously difficult to create, control, and focus (and even more so for nuclear weapons). To this point in history, biological weapons have killed almost no one. And the notion that large numbers of people would perish if a small number of chemical weapons were to be set off is highly questionable. Although they can be hugely lethal when released in gas chambers, their effectiveness as weapons has been unimpressive. In World War I, for example, chemical weapons caused less than one percent of the total combat deaths; on average, it took a ton of gas to produce one fatality. In the conclusion to the official British history of the war, chemical weapons are relegated to a footnote that asserts that gas “made war uncomfortable...to no purpose.” A 1993 analysis by the Office of Technology Assessment finds that a terrorist would have to deliver a full ton of Sarin nerve gas perfectly and under absolutely ideal conditions over a heavily populated area to cause between 3,000 and 8,000 deaths —something that would require the near-simultaneous detonation of dozens, even hundreds, of weapons. Under slightly less ideal circumstances — if there were a moderate wind or if the sun were out, for example — the death rate would be only one-tenth as great. The 1995 chemical attack launched in Tokyo by the well-funded Aum Shinrikyo (attempted only after several efforts to use biological weaponry had failed completely) managed to kill only 12 people.
Nuke war outweighs nuclear terrorism

Rothstein, Auer and Siegel 4 (Linda, editor, Catherine, managing editor, and Jonas, assistant editor of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, BAS, November/December, http://www.thebulletin.org/article.php?art_ofn=nd04rothstein) 
Nuclear terrorism would be horrific, but nuclear war would be far worse. As Lynn Eden reported in "City on Fire," fire damage from nuclear explosions has been vastly and systematically underestimated--a move that allowed early U.S. war planners to demand a much larger nuclear arsenal. As Eden wrote, a single 300-kiloton nuclear weapon detonated above the Pentagon on a clear day would engulf the surrounding 65 square miles in firestorms that would "extinguish all life and destroy almost everything else." And that's a conservative estimate. Let's recap. An attack from a weapons state is highly unlikely; an accidental nuclear launch is far more worrisome. As remote as the possibility is, all-out nuclear war has the potential to end human life on the planet--still the true doomsday scenario.
Nuclear terrorism won’t cause extinction–the U.S. would easily recover

Frost 5 (Robin, teaches political science at Simon Fraser University, British Colombia, “Nuclear Terrorism after 9/11,” Adelphi Papers, December)
An existential threat. When applied to nuclear terrorism, the phrase ‘existential threat’ implies that a state such as the United States could be destroyed by terrorists wielding nuclear weapons. Yet to destroy the United States or any other large industrial state, in the sense of inflicting such damage to its government, economy, population and infrastructure that it could no longer function as a coherent political and economic entity, would require a large number of well-placed nuclear weapons with yields in the tens or hundreds of kilotons. It is unlikely that terrorists could successfully obtain, emplace and detonate a single nuclear weapon, while no plausible radiological device or devices could do any significant damage on a national level.
Catastrophic terrorism may be bad, but it would have no permanent effect on the United States

Muller 4 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center at Ohio State University, Regulation, Fall)
The cosmic alarmism reached a kind of official pinnacle during last winter’s Orange Alert. At the time, Homeland Security czar Tom Ridge declared that “America is a country that will not be bent by terror. America is a country that will not be broken by fear.” Meanwhile, however, Gen. Richard Myers, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was telling a television audience that if terrorists were able to engineer a catastrophic event that killed 10,000 people, they would successfully “do away with our way of life.” The sudden deaths of that many Americans — although representing less than four-thousandths of one percent of the population — would indeed be horrifying and tragic, but the only way it could “do away with our way of life” would be if we did that to ourselves in reaction. All societies are “vulnerable” to tiny bands of suicidal fanatics in the sense that it is impossible to prevent every terrorist act. But the United States is hardly “vulnerable” in the sense that it can be expunged by dramatic acts of terrorist destruction, even extreme ones. In fact, the country can readily, if grimly, overcome that kind of damage — as it overcomes some 40,000 deaths each year from automobile accidents. As rand’s Bruce Hoffman put it, “Unfortunately, terrorism is just another fact of modern life. It’s something we have to live with.”
Terrorism threats are exaggerated—there are institutional and professional reasons to inflate risk

Muller 4 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center at Ohio State University, Regulation, Fall)

In addition, it should be pointed out that the response to September 11 has created a vast and often well-funded terrorism industry. Its members would be nearly out of business if terrorism were to be back-burnered, and accordingly they have every competitive incentive (and they are nothing if not competitive) to conclude that it is their civic duty to keep the pot boiling. Moreover, there is more reputational danger in underplaying risks than in exaggerating them. People routinely ridicule futurist H.G. Wells’ prediction that the conflict beginning in 1914 would be “the war that will end war,” but not his equally confident declaration at the end of World War II that “the end of everything we call life is close at hand.” Disproved doomsayers can always claim that caution induced by their warnings prevented the predicted calamity from occurring. (Call this the Y2K effect.) Disproved Pollyannas have no such convenient refuge.

