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29***Democracy


30Democracy Unsustainable (Pakistan)


31Democracy --> Authoritarianism/Prolif


32Democracy --> Civil War


33Democracy --> Econ Collapse


34Democracy --> Ethnic Conflict


35Democracy --> Nuke Proliferation


36Democracy --> Terrorism


38Democracy --> War
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42AT: Democracy Solves War


42***Democratization


43Democratization --> No Credibility


45Democratization --> Heg Collapse
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50Democratization --> ME Terror Ext


51Democratization --> ME Terror Ext-Al Qaeda Hates
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53Democratization --> Terrorism


54Democratization --> Transition War


55Democratization --> War
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59AT: Democracy Solves Terrorism


60AT: Democracy Solves War


61AT: Demo Peace Theory


61***Environment


62Environment Collapse --> Biological Cooperation


63Environment Collapse --> Ecosystem Stability


64Environment Collapse --> Ecosystem Stability (Human Induced Good)


65Species Loss Prevents Complete Extinction


66Species Loss --> Ecosystem Stability
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75Free Trade --> Cultural Destruction
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78Free Trade --> Environmental Collapse
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90Growth --> Environmental Collapse


91Growth --> Environmental Collapse Ext
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93Growth --> Lack of Resources
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96AT: Solves Overpopulation


96***Human Rights Promotion


97HR Promo --> Collapses China Relations


98HR Promo --> Conflict


99HR Promo --> Military Intervention/War


100HR Promo --> Patriarchy


101HR Promo --> Totalitarianism
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110Iran Strikes – Now Key
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124Russia War Key to Hegemony


126Russia War – US Would Win


127Russia War – US Would Win-Nuclear Primacy
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130Russia War – Now Key (Modernization)
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136Russia War – War Inevitable-Modernization


137Russia War – War Inevitable-Russia Attack
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141Russia War – Winning Key to Prevent Russia Retaliation
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160***Terrorism


161Terrorism --> Central Asia Presence


162Terrorism --> China Bashing


163Terrorism --> China Bashing Ext
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181Terrorism --> Ends Urban Sprawl Poverty Impact
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***Biodiversity

Biodiversity --> Ecosystem Collapse

Biodiversity is bad – it makes ecosystems less stable and more prone to collapse – simple systems are more stable

Heath, 99 (Jim Heath - Australian Orchid Council Inc., 1999, Orchids Australia, “WHY SAVE ORCHIDS UNDER THREAT?,” http://www.orchidsaustralia.com/whysave.htm, CM)

Some people say we can’t afford to lose any species, no matter what species they are. Everything needs everything else, they say, to make nature balance. If that were right, it might explain why the six orchid species should be saved. Alas, no. We could pour weedkiller on all the orchids in Australia and do no ecological damage to the rest of the continent’s biology. But wouldn’t the natural ecological systems then become less stable, if we start plucking out species - even those orchids? Not necessarily. Natural biological systems are hardly ever stable and balanced anyway. Everything goes along steadily for a time, then boom - the system falls apart and simplifies for no visible reason. Diverse systems are usually more unstable than the less diverse ones. Biologists agree that in some places less diversity is more stable (in the Arctic, for example). Also, monocultures - farms - can be very stable. Not to mention the timeless grass of a salt marsh. In other words, there’s no biological law that says we have to save the orchids because they add diversity, and that added diversity makes the biological world more stable. 

Biodiversity makes ecosystems less stable and more susceptible to collapse – increased biodiversity prevents resiliency and collapses the system

Naeem, 02 (Shahid Naeem - Director of Science at Center for Environmental Research and Conservation (CERC),  Professor and Chair of Columbia University Department of Ecology, Evolution and Environmental Biology, 07 March 2002, Nature Magazine, “Biodiversity: Biodiversity equals instability?,” pg. 23, CM)
Pfisterer and Schmid [3] studied biomass production in a combinatorial plant-diversity experiment, which consisted of an array of replicate grassland plots that varied both in their number of plant species (from 1 to 32) and in their combination of species. The authors used their results to test the venerable 'insurance' hypothesis of ecosystem stability. This hypothesis is one of several that have featured in the long-standing ecological debate over the relationship between complexity (diversity) and stability [4]. Over the course of this debate, the prevailing view has see-sawed between the thesis that diversity begets stability, and the antithesis that diversity either leads to instability or is irrelevant. Chief among the 'begets-stability' theories is the insurance hypothesis -- the impeccably logical notion that having a variety of species insures an ecosystem against a range of environmental upsets. For example, suppose an ecosystem faces a drought, then a flood, which in turn is followed by a fire. According to the insurance hypothesis, if that ecosystem is diverse -- if it has some species that can tolerate drought, some that are flood-resistant and some that are fire-tolerant -- then two scenarios are likely. The ecosystem may show resistance, remaining broadly unchanged, because its many species buffer it against damage. Or it may show resilience: if it does get hammered, it may bounce back to its original state quickly because the tolerant species ultimately drive the recovery process and compensate for the temporary loss of their less hardy compatriots. But Pfisterer and Schmid [3] found that, when challenged with an experimentally induced drought, species-poor communities were both more resistant and more resilient (as reflected by their ability to sustain and recover pre-drought biomass production) than plots of higher diversity. The higher-diversity plots were originally more productive, but their resistance and resilience -- that is, their stability -- was low (Fig. 1). This is the opposite of what the insurance hypothesis predicts. It also contrasts with what combinatorial 'microcosm' experiments have found [5, 6] and what theoretical models of biodiversity have claimed [4]. Pfisterer and Schmid's findings [3] appear to support those who claim that diversity does not lead to stability. But there's a twist, and those on each side of the debate run the risk of having their own pet theories turned against them. Pfisterer and Schmid suggest that the observed inverse association between diversity and stability is due to a theoretical mechanism known as niche complementarity. This mechanism, however, is the very same as that touted as the chief cause of the positive biodiversity-productivity relationships found in other combinatorial biodiversity experiments, such as those at Cedar Creek [7] and those run by the BIODEPTH consortium [8].  The central idea of niche complementarity is that a community of species whose niches complement one another is more efficient in its use of resources than an equivalent set of monocultures. For example, a uniform mixture of early- and late-season plants and shallow- and deep-rooting plants that are spread over 4 m2 will yield more biomass than combined 1-m2 monocultures of each species [7, 9]. So niche complementarity can explain why higher diversity tends to lead to higher productivity, and has also been adopted by those in the 'diversity leads to stability' camp because one would expect that more efficient communities would fare better in the face of stress. Those on the other side, however, feel that existing data better support a mechanism known as sampling, where diverse communities produce more biomass simply because they are more likely to contain productive species [10, 11]. In other words, we can't read too much into experiments in which higher diversity leads to greater productivity. What Pfisterer and Schmid suggest is that complementarity among species in a diverse plot could be its downfall when faced with perturbation. Niche complementarity is disrupted and so the whole community suffers. But this is not a problem for less diverse plots. So those in the 'diversity begets stability' camp risk being hoist on the petard of their own theory of niche complementarity. Meanwhile, although Pfisterer and Schmid's findings support the idea that diversity does not lead to stability, the authors reject a large role for sampling -- the theory generally favoured by the camp that disagrees with the idea that biodiversity leads to stability. 
Biodiversity --> Ecosystem Collapse Ext

Biodiversity begets instability rather than stability – scientific consensus

Naeem et al 02 (Shahid Naeem - Director of Science at Center for Environmental Research and Conservation (CERC),  Professor and Chair of Columbia University Department of Ecology, Evolution and Environmental Biology, “Biodiversity and ecosystem functioning: synthesis and perspectives,” pg. 80, CM)
The early view that permeated ecology until the 1960s was that diversity (or complexity) begets stability.  This view was formalized and theorized by people such as Odum (1953), MacArthur (1955) and Elton (1958) in the 1950s.  Odum (1953) and Elton (1958) observed that simple communities are more easily upset than rich ones, i.e. they are more subject to destructive population oscillations and invasions.  MacArthur (1955) proposed, using a heuristic model that the more pathways there are for energy to reach a consumer, the less severe is the failure of any one pathway.  These conclusions were based on either intuitive arguments or loose observations, but lacked a strong theoretical and experimental foundation.  Probably because they represented the conventional wisdom (‘don’t put all your eggs in one basket’) and the prevailing philosophical view of the ‘balance of nature’, they became almost universally accepted.  This ‘conventional wisdom’ was seriously challenged in the early 1970s by theorists such as Levins (1970), Gardner and Ashby (1970), and May (1972, 1974), who borrowed the formalism of deterministic autonomous dynamical systems from Newtonian physics and showed that, in these model systems, the more complex the system, the less likely it is to be stable.  Stability here was defined qualitatively by the fact that system returns to its equilibrium or steady state after a perturbation.  This intuitive explanation for this destabilizing influence of complexity is that the more diversified and the more connected a system, the more numerous and the longer the pathways along which a perturbation can propagate within the system, leading to either its collapse or its explosion.  This conclusion was further supported by analyses of one quantitative measure of stability, resilience (Table 7.1), in model food webs (Pimm and Lawton 1977; Pimm 1982).  This theoretical work had a number of limitations.  In particular, it was based on randomly constructed model communities.  More realistic food webs incorporating thermodynamic constraints and observed patters of interaction strengths do not necessarily have the same properties (DeAngelis 1975; de Ruiter et al. 1990).  Also, there have been few direct experimental tests of the theory, and many of the natural patterns that agree with theoretical predictions can be explained by more parsimonious hypotheses such as the trophic cascade model (Cohen and Newman 1985).  Despite these limitations, the view that diversity and complexity beget instability, not stability, quickly became the new paradigm in the 1970s and 1980s because of the mathematical rigour of the theory.
Biodiversity --> Ecosystem Collapse (Boulter)

Failing to check biodiversity causes ecosystem collapse – biodiversity inevitably peaks and then implodes
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 147, CM)
We know very little detail of such interactions between environmental biology and cell biology and how they hear on evolution. Here is one possible scenario. When a new group originates, with a small number of individuals successfully invading newly available territory and their new genome provides the biochemistry that best fits the new surroundings, diversification gathers pace. After a slow start, rapid diversification readies a clear peak, followed by a slow, long fall in the range of diversity, leading to extinction. It follows that for large clades with greater diversity at the time of maximum expansion, it will take longer for that clade to become extinct.  Nevertheless, it is inevitable that extinction will occur.
Unchecked biodiversity causes ecosystems and populations to become overstretched and break down
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 154-156, CM)
So what do all these spindle-shaped curves mean? Could it be that the model's equation represents a real biological entity, a natural club of members with the same origins? They share common genetics, geography, ecology and morphology leading to an evolutionary lineage of the same shape. The crucial feature of the model is its use of the idea of exponential diversification, a feature we first recognized by thinking of evolutionary change as a self-organized system.  It is like the sand grains causing the pile to grow, leading to the inevitable avalanche.  The model is also relevant to separate parts within the organized system.
Biodiversity --> Ecosystem Collapse (Rivers/Freshwater)

Biodiversity disrupts stability – freshwater fish studies prove
Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

Another difficulty with field studies is finding existing systems that can be adequately compared. If ecosystem stability is defined as the capacity of its populations to persist through, or to show resilience following, some type of disturbance, scientists must identify ecosystems that have similar physical characteristics, and which are experiencing or have experienced a disturbance. To compare the effects of diversity, one ecosystem must have high species-richness and one must have low species-richness. In the early 1980s, Thomas Zaret of the Institute for Environmental Studies and University of Washington had that opportunity. Zaret investigated the relationship between diversity and stability in freshwater fish communities in Africa and South America. First, he compared lakes and rivers. Lakes, Zaret reasoned, provide a more constant habitat than rivers. Rivers experience substantially more acute annual variation in water level, turbidity, current, and chemical content as a result of seasonal rains. Zaret then surveyed the two systems and found that the lakes contained more species than the rivers. Next, he followed the effects of a disturbance on both systems. The disturbance was a newly introduced predatory fish that had invaded a river and a lake in South America. The lake and river were similar in geographic location, and thus topography and climate, which provided an ideal opportunity for a comparison of each system's ability to rebound from a disturbance. Five years after the introduction of the predator, an examination of 17 common species that occurred in both water systems showed that 13 had disappeared from the lake, while all were still present in the river. Challenging the diversity-breeds-stability argument, Zaret's results indicated that the less-diverse river was more stable. He concluded, "The data presented from freshwater fish communities support the hypothesis that diverse communities have lower stability (resilience)." 

AT: Biodiversity Key to Stability

Theories that biodiversity increases stability are unfounded and flawed – biodiversity is a detriment to stability and can only be maintained by natural ecological stability
Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

The hypothesis that greater species diversity begets heightened ecosystem stability may seem correct at first glance. Most people intuitively assume that the pond ecosystem has a better chance of thriving from year to year—even in adverse conditions—if it has a wider variety of species living there. That assumption, however, is supported by little scientific proof. On the other hand, many studies provide compelling evidence that diversity does not promote stability and may even be to its detriment. Several studies also suggest that if species diversity does exist, it is based on ecosystem stability rather than vice versa. 
Biodiversity doesn’t increase stability – stability is solely determined by the resilience of individual species
Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

Although these and other experiments indicate that diversity is not necessary for ecosystem stability, the discussion does not end there. A team of researchers from the University of Wisconsin-Madison determined that although diversity itself did not promote stability, the species-specific resilience of the community's residents might. Led by zoologist Anthony Ives, the team mathematically analyzed the consequences of environmental stress on various communities. After compiling the data, the team found that the characteristics of each species were more important than the number of species in conferring stability. The results showed that the most stable ecosystems—those that were both persistent and resilient—contained individual organisms that responded well to environmental stress. They did not show a correlation between stability and the sheer number of species in the ecosystem. The research team came to the conclusion that species richness alone does not generate ecosystem stability, and suggested that scientists should begin investigating the stress response of individual species rather than simply counting species. 

There is a complete lack of evidence for the position that biodiversity increase stability – if anything studies show the opposite is true
Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

Diversity Is No Prerequisite As Daniel Goodman, of Montana State University, wrote in a 1975 examination of the stability-diversity controversy, there have been no experiments, field studies, or model systems that have proved a connection between greater diversity and stability. He added, "We conclude that there is no simple relationship between diversity and stability in ecological systems." Those words still hold today. In 1998 another group of scientists (Chapin, Sala, and Burke) reviewed much of the literature surrounding the connection between diversity and stability in their paper "Ecosystem Consequences of Changing Biodiversity," which appeared in the journal BioScience. They concluded that research that had inferred relationships between diversity and stability had relied on simple systems and may not translate well to the more complex systems common in nature. Although they noted that several studies imply a relationship between diversity and ecosystem stability, they added, "At present, too few experiments have been conducted to draw convincing generalizations." In summary, none of the studies presented here proves beyond doubt that less species diversity produces a more stable natural ecosystem. However, the combination of studies does provide considerable evidence that greater diversity is not a requirement for ecosystem stability. Several of the studies also suggest that the stability of the system may be the driving factor in whether a community has high or low species diversity. Despite decades of research, the question of what makes a system stable remains largely unanswered. 

AT: Biodiversity Key to Stability
Diversity doesn’t lead to stability-multiple studies prove the opposite

Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

The Paramecium Studies of N. G. Hairston One of the early experiments to critically damage the greater-diversity-equals-greater-stability argument came from the N. G. Hairston research group at the University of Michigan in 1968. In this study, the group created artificial communities of bacteria, Paramecia, and/or predatory protozoa grown on nutrient agar cultures. Each community contained more than one trophic level. In other words, the communities contained both predators and prey, as do the macroscopic food webs readily visible in a pond: A fish eats a frog that ingests an insect that attacks a tadpole that scrapes a dinner of bacterial scum from a plant stem. In Hairston's case, the researchers watched the combinations of organisms in a laboratory instead of a natural setting. Several patterns emerged. In one series of experiments, the researchers combined prey bacteria, which represented the lowest link in the food chain—the first trophic level—with Paramecium. The bacteria included Aerobacter aerogenes, and "two unidentified bacilliform species isolated from a natural habitat." The Paramecium —two varieties of P. aurelia and one variety of P. caudatum —fed on the bacteria and so represented the second trophic level. As researchers increased the diversity of the bacteria, the Paramecia thrived and their numbers increased, at first suggesting that diversity caused stability. However, when the researchers looked more closely at the effects of increasing diversity on a specific trophic level, the story changed. They added a third Paramecium species to communities that already contained two species, and then watched what happened. The data showed that stability was based on which Paramecium species was introduced to which two pre-existing Paramecium species, and indicated that diversity in and of itself was not a requirement for stability. This set of experiments demonstrated that a higher number of species of one trophic level is unrelated to increased stability at that level. Finally, Hairston reported the repercussions that followed the introduction of predatory protozoa—the third trophic level—to the experimental communities. The predatory species were Woodruffia metabolica and Didinium nasutum. Regardless of whether the community held two or three Paramecium species, or whether the predators numbered one species or two, all Paramecia quickly fell to the protozoa, whole systems failed, and stability plummeted. In this case, at least, diversity did not generate stability. Although the Hairston research is based on an artificial system rather than a natural one, it represents credible, empirical evidence against the assertion that greater diversity yields stability. Over the years, numerous research groups have conducted similar laboratory experiments with the same results. 
AT: Biodiversity Key to Stability-Food Chains
Longer food chains in diverse systems increase the risk of individual links to be taken out, derailing stability
Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

Not long after the Hairston paper was published, noted population biologist Robert M. May, formerly of Princeton and now at Oxford, devoted an entire book to the subject. First published in 1973, Stability and Complexity in Model Ecosystems provided detailed mathematical models illustrating the connection between diversity and instability in small systems, and argued that these models predict similar outcomes in larger systems. May wrote, "The central point remains that if we contrast simple few-species mathematical models with the analogously simple multi-species models, the latter are in general less stable than the former." He also noted that complexity in food webs does not confer stability within communities. A complex food web has many interacting individuals and species. The higher the number of connections in a food web, the greater the chance for individual links to become unstable and eventually affect the entire web. 

Diverse systems have longer food chains that delay restoration in times of hardship, destroying stability

Mertz et al 03 (Leslie Mertz – biologist and veteran freelance science writer, editor, and consultant, Science in Dispute Vol. 2, “ Does greater species diversity lead to greater stability in ecosystems,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5204/is_2003/ai_n19124307/?tag=content;col1, CM)

The ecologist and evolutionary biologist Stuart Pimm, of the University of Tennessee, continued the debate in his book The Balance of Nature (1991). Pimm provided a historical view of the stability argument, along with discussions of many of the experiments conducted over the years, and arrived at several conclusions, one of which has direct bearing on the diversity-stability debate. If stability is defined as resilience, or the ability of a species to recover following some type of disturbance such as drought, flood, or species introduction, Pimm stated that shorter food chains are more stable than longer food chains. Simplicity, not complexity, imparts stability. He argued that resilience depends on how quickly all members of the food chain recover from the disturbance. Longer food chains involve more species, which present more opportunities for the delay of the restoration of the complete food chain. Pimm supported his argument with results from studies of aphids. 

***China De-Development
China DeDev Key to Environment

Chinese economic growth causes throwaway economics causing environmental degradation 

Radio Free Europe, 2 (http://greennature.com/article877.html) 

Lester Brown says the modern world faces an imminent choice: It must either bring its economy into line with the demands of the environment or prepare for decline and eventual collapse. The rate at which the world's economy grows and its population expands will simply soon exhaust most of the natural resources on which they vitally depend. "Eco-Economy: Building an Economy for the Earth" is the latest of numerous publications by the world-renowned environmentalist on the links between the ecology and the global economy. In it, Brown urges a massive shift in thinking he likens to the sensational assertion by Polish astronomer Nicolaus Copernicus, who was the first to support the heliocentric theory of the universe -- that it is the Earth that revolves around the sun, not the sun around the Earth.  In order for the global economy to survive, Brown says, it must recognize that it is dependent on the world's ecology -- not the other way around. "Today we're faced with a somewhat similar situation [as the pre-Copernican world]. The question is whether the economy is part of the ecosystem -- whether the economy is part of the environment or whether the environment is part of the economy," Brown says. "Most economists, and I think business leaders, would think of the environment as being a subsector of the economy -- it's basically the 'pollution sector.'"  But Brown argues that it is the ecologists who are right and that the design of the economy must recognize the limits set by the ecosystem. Right now, the global economy is "out of sync" with the environment, he says. Brown, who in 1971 founded the Worldwatch research institute devoted to the analysis of global environmental issues, presents a long list of evidence of what he calls "mounting stresses" in the relationship between ecology and the economy -- shrinking forests, expanding deserts, collapsing fish stocks, falling water tables, eroding soils, rising carbon dioxide levels, rising temperatures, melting polar icecaps, increasingly destructive storms, disappearing species, and the growing pollution of air and water. In Brown's vision, our civilization now appears to be at the apex of a cycle of unsustainability which, historically, has always led to decline and destruction.  "Our current economy is slowly destroying its support systems. We know from earlier civilizations, whose archeological sites we now study, that when they got on an economic path that was economically unsustainable, they eventually declined -- whether that's the Sumerians in what's now southern Iraq or the Mayans in what's now the coastal lowlands of Guatemala or the Eastern Islanders," Brown says. "One can go through a long list of early civilizations whose economies were undermined by environmental degradation and disruption."  In "Eco-Economy," Brown explains how despite all its innovative ingenuity, the ancient Sumerian civilization was eventually brought down by a fatal ecological design flaw. When diverting river water for irrigation, the Sumerians did not take into account what happens when some of the water inevitably "percolates" downward from the fields. Over the years, underground water tables rose gradually. When it got to within a few feet of the surface, the water started affecting the development of root systems. The Sumerians then introduced different, more water-resistant crops, but over time water got closer still to the surface and started evaporating, leaving behind salt deposits. This made further agricultural activity impossible, and, as Brown notes, many of the original Sumerian sites in southern Iraq are barren to this day.  Brown often uses the example of China to demonstrate how close today's global economy is to the limits of what is ecologically possible.  Brown says China, with its rapid economic growth in recent decades, "telescopes history" -- letting us see what happens if large numbers of poor people become more affluent. He cites in particular the decision of the Chinese government in 1994 to develop a car-centered transportation system. Brown says that to have a car -- or two, in traditional U.S.-style -- in every garage, China will need more oil than the world currently produces. Or, if paper consumption in China reached U.S. levels, it would need more paper than the world currently produces. Brown says the "throwaway" approach to the global economy will fail not only in countries with rapidly expanding populations like China and India, but eventually in the rest of the developing and developed world.
China DeDev Key to Hegemony

Chinese economic growth collapses hegemony and causes terrorism, and brinkmanship

Zakaria, 9 (Fareed, editor of Newsweek and total badass. http://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/postglobal/fareed_zakaria/2008/12/wanted_a_new_grand_strategy_1.html)

Some have seized on the fact that emerging markets are slumping to argue that the era of Western dominance isn't over yet. But the rise of the non-Western world -- which began with Japan in the 1950s, then continued with the Asian tigers in the 1960s, China in the 1980s and India and Brazil in the 1990s -- is a broad and deep trend that is likely to endure.  For some countries, the current economic crisis could actually accelerate the process. For the past two decades, for example, China has grown at approximately 9 percent a year and the United States at 3 percent. For the next few years, American growth will likely be 1 percent and China's, by the most conservative estimates, 5 percent. So, China was growing three times as fast as the United States, but will now grow five times as fast, which only brings closer the date when the Chinese economy will equal in size that of the United States. Then contrast China's enormous surplus reserves to America's massive debt burden: the picture does not suggest a return to American unipolarity.  The "rise of the rest," as I have termed it, is an economic phenomenon, but it has political, military and cultural consequences. In one month this past summer, India was willing to frontally defy the United States at the Doha trade talks, Russia attacked and occupied parts of Georgia, and China hosted the most spectacular and expensive Olympic Games in history (costing more than $40 billion). Ten years ago, not one of the three would have been powerful or confident enough to act as it did.  Even if their growth rates decline, these countries will not return quietly to the back of the bus. The "Global Trends" report identifies several worrying aspects of the new international order--competition for resources like oil, food, commodities and water; climate change; continued terrorist threats; and demographic shifts. But the most significant point it makes is that these changes are taking place at every level and at great speed in the global system. Nations with differing political and economic systems are flourishing. Subnational groups, with varied and contradictory agendas, are on the rise. Technology is increasing the pace of change. Such ferment is usually a recipe for instability. Sudden shifts can trigger sudden actions -- terrorist attacks, secessionist outbreaks, nuclear brinksmanship.

China DeDev --> Nationalism
Chinese economic growth causes nationalism 

Kurtzlantick, 02 (Joshua, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program. Washington Quarterly. “China: Economic Power, Political Enigma” http://www.twq.com/02summer/kurlantzick.pdf)
The popularity of videos glorifying the World Trade Center bombing, as well as the anti-Uighur crackdown, which enjoys support among Han Chinese, testifies to a development within Chinese society that many policymakers would rather ignore: as China opens and grows, it is experiencing a period of heightened nationalism. Although continued economic integration with the world and greater political freedom within China will help temper this nationalism eventually, for now Chinese nationalism is a fact that Washington must address. Renewed U.S. alliances with neighboring Asian countries, a series of unfortunate Sino-U.S. incidents including the bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, the decline of communism as a unifying identity, and the nationalist curricula taught in many schools have all combined to make many young Chinese more nationalistic.  Though Jiang’s limited antiterror cooperation may be insignificant, many Chinese—especially students and young professionals, the same groups who damaged the U.S. embassy in Beijing after the bombing in Belgrade—believe that their president has been too conciliatory toward the United States. Studying the Chinese media after September 11, virtually every com- mentator mentioned that the war in Afghanistan was as much a U.S. power grab in Central Asia as a battle against nihilistic terror. Consequently, the popularity of anti-U.S. videos and the lead role that Chinese students at universities in Xinjiang often take in criticizing and even assaulting their Uighur peers is hardly surprising. A unilateralist foreign policy that challenges U.S. “hegemonism” wherever possible, abrogates international norms of freedoms for religious and ethnic minorities, and includes mouthing platitudes to U.S. officials while subtly forestalling antiterror cooperation suits this ascendant nationalism.  The coexistence of this rising nationalism and its attendant policy misad- ventures with “wrenching” economic opening is not unfathomable. Today, global prestige is often attained through economic power rather than military might. Beijing realizes that China can only take its place as an eco- nomic leader by playing by international trading rules—rules that, given the development of the WTO, are better defined than any diplomatic norms and that force rising powers to conform to a trading system that benefits many nations. The past 20 years have branded this lesson on Beijing’s mandarins. The heir to Jiang’s throne, Hu, although he has welcomed Western economics experts to the party’s premier training school, is unlikely to forget the lesson either. Indeed, Beijing’s leaders have seen the rewards that Chinese society has reaped from economic reform and integration with the global trading system, as well as the negative impact whenever foreigners pull capital out of certain sectors of the economy. Economic growth through global integration and nationalism can go hand in hand.

Nuclear war 

Copley News Service, 05 (“Daily Editorials Bombs and butter” 7-25-05, avail. lexis)

As China gains economic clout, its government's brand of touchy, saber-rattling nationalism becomes more worrisome. That touchiness is rooted in the memory of humiliation inflicted by foreigners, from the Western colonial concessions of the 19th century, and it is rooted in the more recent memory of Japanese atrocities during the World War II occupation. That wounded pride explains the orchestrated national spleen-venting over Japanese textbooks, the 2001 U.S. spy plane collision and the mistaken U.S. bombing of China's embassy during the Kosovo campaign. It has much to do with China's oft-repeated threats to attack Taiwan, which seem extreme to everyone except the Chinese. As China gains power, that nationalism becomes more worrisome. China's authoritarian government lacks the natural restraint of voters or of dissenters free to challenge government assumptions that can lead to war. The Pentagon recently reported that China is rapidly building its military with a goal of extending its influence across Asia. In the future, its leaders "may be tempted to resort to force or coercion more quickly to press diplomatic advantage, advance security interests or resolve disputes," the report concluded. If more muscle combined with nationalist passions tempt Chinese leaders to attack Taiwan, the United States and the world would be faced with a crisis more serious than any since at least the 1962 Cuban missile crisis with the Soviet Union. The United States would feel compelled to come to Taiwan's aid, resulting in a war between heavily armed countries that possess nuclear arsenals.

China DeDev Key to Warming

Chinese economic decline is key to new climate regulations

China Daily, 8 (“'Green opportunities' in economic slowdown” http://www.china.org.cn/environment/news/2008-11/06/content_16719095.htm)

An economic slowdown can help China realize energy-saving and emission control targets that the government might have previously found difficult to achieve, leaders in the environmental sector have said.  "We hope China's stimulus plan, amid the global recession, can encompass decisive elements in achieving sustainable and low-carbon development," said Wu Changhua, Greater China director of the London-based environmental organization, The Climate Group, at a discussion yesterday on the current financial crisis and climate change.  The authorities could embark on a low-carbon development path by realizing its new stimulus plan and shaking off excessive slowdown, Wu said.  The government had previously said reaching energy-saving targets were 'challenging'.  In 2006, China cut energy use by 1.23 percent, but its target was 4 percent. It was closer to the target last year, but still short by 0.34 of a percentage point.  Liu He, deputy director of the Office of the Central Leading Group on Finance and Economy Work, also told China Daily recently that the economic slowdown could work as an opportunity for China to restructure its economy, which had previously relied heavily on government investment, foreign trade and low-cost technology over the past few years.  Liu said China is likely to embark on a low-carbon path, which means it will implement tougher measures to save energy, control emissions and promote responsible investment.  Similarly, the closure of a number of factories in the steel, iron, concrete and other energy-intensive sectors could help China achieve its goal of cutting down per unit GDP energy intensity by 20 percent and pollutant emissions by 10 percent from 2006 to 2010, participants of the forum said.  Manufacturing and construction accounts for 70 percent of the country's total energy use.  Conversely, environmental stakeholders expressed concern at yesterday's discussion that projects the authorities plan to launch soon to stimulate the economy may become energy and resource intensive.  They worried that the global financial crisis may slow down efforts to achieve a worldwide deal on climate change in spite of China's firm stance.  "All have been focused on finding solutions to the crisis and I am fearing the deal will be put off," said Yang Fuqiang, chief representative of the US-based Energy Foundation in Beijing.  However, Nicholas Stern, a former UK government advisor, recently said in Beijing that all the parties, including the US, EU and China, are well on track in achieving a global deal.  "I am confident of it," Stern said.

Chinese emissions reductions are the only way to solve warming 

Inman, 08 (Mason, National Geographic News. “China CO2 Emissions Growing Faster Than Anticipated,” 3-18-08. http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/pf/28206186.html)

China's greenhouse gas emissions are rising much faster than expected and will overshadow the cuts in global emissions expected due to the Kyoto Protocol, according to a new study.  Forecasts from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) had predicted that China's carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions would rise by about 2.5 to 5 percent each year between 2004 and 2010.  But the estimates are two to four times too low, according to new research led by Maximilian Auffhammer of the University of California, Berkeley.  The study calculated that for the period from 2004 to 2010, China's CO2 emissions will have grown by at least 11 percent a year.  "The emissions growth rate is surpassing our worst expectations, and that means the goal of stabilizing atmospheric CO2 is going to be much, much harder to achieve," Auffhammer said.

Extinction. 

Tickell, 2008

[Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, 8-11, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange]

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the 
beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 
***China War

China War Good 1NC Shell
A. No risk of an impact—war now is key while China is weak 

Godwin, 2K - Prof Intl Affairs National War College, visiting Prof at Chinese National Defense University (Paul, Washington Journal of Modern China, “China's Defense Modernization: Aspirations and Capabilities” http://www.ndu.edu/inss/symposia/pacific2000/godwinpaper.htm)

Although definitely a menacing capability, China confronts approximately 8,000 U.S. strategic weapons deployed on 575 ICBMs, 102 strategic bombers, and 17 SSBN.  A single Trident-armed U.S. SSBN carries 24 multiple-warhead missiles capable of delivering 144 extremely accurate weapons.  Thus, just one American SSBN can carry more than seven times the total number of warheads carried on all of China’s D-5 ICBMs -- and at a much higher degree of readiness.  Deterrence under these conditions would seem to be assured.

B. Chinese militarization will cause nuclear and biological attacks, destroy the economy, and collapse heg—need to go to war now before they surprise attack us

Nyquist, 7 – Geopolitical and economic theorist (Jeffrey R., “China’s Military Strategy,” 3/9/7, http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2007/0309.html)
In October 1991, China’s paramount leader, Deng Xiaoping, went to watch the test flight of the Jian-9 fighter in Sichuan. After watching the fighter’s takeoff, Deng said that the recent changes in Eastern Europe were due to economic behind their country’s economic opening to the West. In statement after statement, the Chinese Communists affirmed that they were taking a page out of Lenin’s playbook. In the early 1920s Lenin initiated the Soviet Union’s New Economic Policy (NEP), opening Russia to capitalist investment. As one might expect, the Soviet economy prospered during the NEP period and Russia was able to lay the foundations of its military industry. Due to its proven track record, something akin to Lenin’s NEP has problems. The key was that the [Soviet] economy had long been in bad shape. On its side, said Deng, China had solved its economic problem. The People’s Republic was growing, and so was its capacity for building advanced weapons. Soon China would be able to build a powerful air force. During the 1980s Chinese leaders often revealed the strategy been adopted by China. The Chinese leaders assured the Communist Party elite that this policy was ideologically correct. Learning from capitalism and drawing foreign capital to China would be the basis for China’s future military superiority. It took a long time for Deng’s ideas to win acceptance in China. At one point he was demoted from his leadership position. For many years, Chairman Mao Zedong, the founder of the People’s Republic, attempted to build Chinese industry with slogans and half-baked schemes. On 28 June 1958 he told his generals, “We must build big ships, and be prepared to land in Japan, the Philippines, and San Francisco.” He hoped that his new socialist China would be able to produce an enormous fleet. “The Pacific Ocean is not peaceful,” he said. “It can only be peaceful when we take it over.” Mao even asked the Russians for help. Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev tried to dissuade him. “Build submarines and light ships armed with missiles,” said Khrushchev. “A big warship is a steel coffin.” The Russians tried to explain the costs and technical difficulties of warship construction. Mao was irritated by their tedious explanations and humiliated by Moscow’s suggestion that China could ill afford large warships. “I don’t need a fleet, then,” he sourly interjected during a meeting with Khrushchev. “I know guerrilla warfare. China can always retreat from the coast and fight a guerrilla war.” Mao was possessed by a grand dream. “We must control the earth,” he told his associates. But China was economically weak. The People’s Liberation Army was equipped with obsolete weapons. Mao’s Great Leap Forward and his Cultural Revolution produced economic chaos. It was not possible to catch up with America through ideological slogans and political enthusiasm. And so, Mao realized that Deng Xiaoping was correct after all. As the People’s Daily later explained, “whether a socialist country should make use of capitalism or not is a question which has long been resolved both in theory and practice. It is of even greater importance for an economically backward socialist country to solve the question correctly.” Mao was in a hurry and got nowhere. Deng Xiaoping was patient. He was the tortoise to Mao’s hare. In some situations an attempted shortcut is self-defeating. The Chinese leadership saw the wisdom of Deng’s strategy. “For a relatively long time,” said Gen. Mi Zhenyu, “it will be absolutely necessary that we quietly nurse our sense of vengeance”. We must conceal our abilities and bide our time.” And that is what the Chinese Communists have done. Mao’s dream of controlling the Pacific Ocean and landing in San Francisco isn’t as farfetched as it was in 1958. China has prepared a large merchant fleet. It was Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev who first advised Mao on this matter. “We believe one should build a merchant fleet with the view of using it for military goals.” And why should China build such a fleet? “To resolve the issue of America we must be able to transcend conventions and restrictions,” said Chinese Gen. Chi Haotian in a secret speech to Party cadres. “In history when a country defeated another country or occupied another country, it could not kill all the people in the conquered land, because back then you could not kill people effectively with sabers or long spears, or even with rifles or machine guns.” According to Gen. Chi, “Only by using non-destructive weapons that can kill many people will we be able to reserve America for ourselves. There has been rapid development of modern biological technology, and new bio-weapons have been invented one after another. Of course we have not been idle; in the past years we have seized the opportunity to master weapons of this kind. We are capable of achieving our purpose of “cleaning up” America all of a sudden.” Like all prospective mass murderers, the Chinese Communists see themselves as humanitarians. And so, it is only natural for them to have qualms. Chi Haotian described the inevitable fight between America and China is a tragic necessity. He spoke of the horror and cruelty of the work ahead. “Biological weapons are unprecedented in their ruthlessness,” he acknowledged, “but if the Americans do not die then the Chinese have to die, and that figure would be more than 800 million people!” The Chinese land cannot support 1.3 billion inhabitants indefinitely. The eco-system of China is already collapsing. So China has no choice. “From a humanitarian perspective,” said Chi, “we should issue a warning to the American people and persuade them to leave America” to the Chinese people. Of course, such a warning would hardly be effective. Therefore China has only one choice. “That is,” said Chi, “use decisive means to “clean up” America, and reserve America for our use”. Our historical experience has proven that as long as we make it happen, nobody in the world can do anything about us. Furthermore, if the United States as the leader is gone, then other enemies have to surrender to us.” Of course, this plan of battle is very dangerous. The Chinese strategists are therefore prepared for two scenarios: (1) A successful surprise attack on America, with little loss to China; (2) Full-blown U.S. nuclear retaliation that would kill 650 million Chinese. In facing this situation, explained Gen. Chi, the Communist leadership must be fearless. “In Chinese history, in the replacement of dynasties, the ruthless have always won and the benevolent have always failed.” One must not be deterred by the human cost. Modern warfare is mass destruction warfare. It involves the mass killing of human beings. “Maybe we can put it this way,” explained Gen. Chi: “death is the engine that moves history forward. During the period of the Three Kingdoms, how many people died? When Genghis Khan conquered Eurasia, how many people died? When Manchu invaded the interior of China, how many people died?” Chi then admitted, “It is indeed brutal to kill one or two hundred million Americans. But that is the only path that will secure a Chinese century, a century in which the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) leads the world. We, as revolutionary humanitarians, do not want deaths. But if history confronts us with a choice between deaths of Chinese and those of Americans, we’d have to pick the latter. That is because, after all, we are Chinese and members of the CCP.” The outline of China’s military strategy is clear. The Chinese are building a large navy with many merchant ships because they want to control the Pacific Ocean and transport millions of colonists to a depopulated North American shore. The biological weapons for “cleaning up” America have already been built. The destruction of America’s early warning system and the decapitation of the U.S. government can be achieved through “terrorist” strikes (i.e., by special forces commandos). There is also an economic dimension to the attack plan. First, do everything possible to hasten America’s financial collapse. (To this end the Americans have made their own special contribution). Second, the bankruptcy of the U.S. government naturally brings about the spontaneous strategic disarmament of the American military; third, use the Arab terrorist threat as a diversion so that the Americans will react against the wrong countries when they are attacked with biological weapons; and fourth, finish off the Americans when they are defenseless and disoriented. Once China has vaccinated its own soldiers the biological assault can begin. The plan has many risks, and the average American would readily dismiss such a plan as madness. But we all should be reminded of the madness of Hitler, who attempted to exterminate the Jews in Europe. It is hard to believe that someone would exterminate people who were quite harmless. However, that is exactly what happened. The Nazis built their edifice on the myth of Jewish malevolence. This served as their justification. The Nazis merely projected their own malevolence onto their intended victims. Today the agents of Communism have constructed their justification for the extermination of America. The Russians and Chinese, together with their allies in the Third World, have carefully laid out their case. We have all heard the anti-American propaganda. It is everywhere. According to this propaganda the Americans are imperialist aggressors. The Americans are murdering millions of people. The Americans are stealing the world’s resources. The Americans are the cause of global warming. The planet itself is doomed unless the Americans are eradicated. Here we find a variation on Hitler’s theme. Instead of blaming the Jews, it blames the Americans (and their Zionist allies). Instead of gas chambers and ovens the perpetrators will use nuclear and biological weapons. Instead of looting a minority community in the midst of Europe, an entire continent will be looted. The plan of war aims at plunder in the form of empty buildings, infrastructure, machines and real estate. With that plunder comes global dominance. I end this column with one last thought supplied by the Wall Street Journal on March 7. In a column titled “China’s Military Mystique” we read of China’s rapidly increasing defense budget. The Bush administration wants an explanation. Why is China building so many ships and guns and planes? Everyone assumes that China is building up to attack Taiwan. “But China’s military advances are no longer just about attacking Taiwan,” says the Journal. Having tantalized us with an intriguing tidbit of geopolitical algebra the Journal trails off in the direction of China’s anti-satellite weaponry. The American mind has yet to wrap itself around the concept of a genocidal WMD assault. We watch as the Chinese prepare to slaughter us. We blink and avert our gaze. 
C. Need to go to war now to prevent Chinese buildup and modernization—they will inevitably spark a war. We indict your authors
Nyquist, 5 – Geopolitical and economic theorist (Jeffrey R., “Recent China  Revelations,” 3/9/7, http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0701.html)
On June 9 the Washington Times published a story by Bill Gertz titled Analysts Missed Chinese Buildup. When root assumptions are wrong, basic information will be processed incorrectly. According to Gertz, a “highly classified intelligence report has concluded that American intelligence missed several key developments in China in the past decade.” Of course, U.S. intelligence has missed the entire context of the controlled changes in Eastern Europe, the economic strategy of China, the transformation of Venezuela into a hostile beachhead, the shifting of mineral rich South Africa from the capitalist camp to the socialist camp, the arming of rogue dictators by Russia and China (who are bound by a “friendship treaty” that amounts to a military alliance). These items are parts in a larger whole, even if American analysts refuse to see a work in progress. China’s war preparations are deliberate, and the implications should not be passed over lightly. China is a highly secretive country, like all communist countries. The objective of communism is world revolution, the overthrow of global capitalism, the destruction of the free market, the elimination of the international bourgeoisie and the disarming of the United States. We should be puzzled, indeed, if Chinese policy did not follow the communist line (however deviously). Given all this, it is difficult to account for the dismissive attitude of U.S. intelligence experts when regarding Chinese intentions. The China problem is a serious one. “The people of the countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America should unite,” said Chairman Mao in 1964. “The people of all continents should unite and so form the broadest united front to oppose the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression and war and to defend world peace.” In terms of today’s peace movement, Mao’s sentiments are up-to-date. They are, I think, a founding inspiration. The supposed “death of communism” may have eliminated a few soiled terms, but not the main idea. The label on old hatreds may be changed, but the content remains the same. And because America is asleep, and the market is buzzing with Chinese goods, the U.S. government has turned a blind eye. The truth about China is worse than inconvenient. It is painful. So a special context has been devised for dismissing inconvenient facts. This context is inculcated at graduate schools, think tanks and in government. The context for understanding international affairs must not admit the existence of a coordinated, secretive and dangerous combination of countries motivated to overthrow the United States. In other words, the existence of a “communist bloc” cannot be admitted. And China’s role within this bloc above all must be rated as a crackpot notion. And yet, the existence of something identical to the old communist bloc—whatever we choose to call it –is  indicated by actions across the board by Russia, the East European satellite countries, North Korea, Vietnam, Cuba and China. Some ideas fall from fashion. But truth is always true, fashion or not. U.S. experts failed to connect the dots regarding China’s development of a long-range cruise missile, a new attack submarine, new ground-to-air missiles, a new anti-ship missile (for sinking U.S. aircraft carriers) and more. China is preparing for war against the United States, specifically. As absurd as it sounds to the economic optimists who think trade with China guarantees peace, the U.S. and China are bound to collide. Anyone who thinks otherwise doesn’t have a sense of history, doesn’t understand communist thinking or the overall policy Beijing has consistently followed since 1949. Communist countries periodically experiment with capitalism, they always seek trade with the West, and they always sink the money and technology they gain thereby into a military buildup. Ultimately, they don’t care about the prosperity of their people, the state of the national infrastructure, personal or press freedom. Some believe that we mustn’t say that China is a threat. Such a statement would be akin to self-fulfilling prophecy. But an honest appreciation of Chinese actions should not be disallowed by an appeasing diplomacy or wishful thinking. The job of the analyst is not to guarantee good relations with countries that are preparing for destructive war. The job of the analyst is to see war preparations, diplomatic maneuvers and economic policies and draw a common sense conclusion about them. If world peace depends on hiding China’s military buildup, then world peace is like your fat uncle dressed in a Santa Claus suit. Saying it’s your fat uncle may ruin Christmas for your little sister, but Santa Claus isn’t a real person and never will be. On June 27 we read another Washington Times article by Bill Gertz: “Beijing devoted to weakening enemy U.S., defector says.” According to Gertz, a former Chinese diplomat named Chen Yonglin says that top Chinese officials consider the United States to be “the largest enemy, the major strategic rival” of China. There is no reason to doubt Mr. Chen’s testimony. He is doubtless telling the truth, which helps to explain China’s rapid military buildup. Chen’s statement underscores a certain lack of symmetry between Beijing and Washington. Top U.S. officials do not consider China to be America’s largest enemy or major strategic rival. Instead, China is viewed as a major trading partner, and U.S. economic interests generally prefer the appeasement of China. Consequently, you will not find the U.S. Congress cutting off favored trading status for China. The White House has carefully avoided any hint that China is considered an “enemy country.” Growing Chinese involvement in Latin America is not viewed with alarm. Politicians refuse to acknowledge that China is building a military alliance with Russia, Cuba, Iran and others. Gertz further tells us that China is engaged in a massive military intelligence-gathering operation against the United States. Chinese agents are working day and night to monitor its enemies as well as Chinese nationals living abroad. Chinese agents are working to influence the military, trade and foreign policies of key countries like Australia, Canada and the United States. China is playing a game of “divide and conquer,” seeking to drive a wedge between America and its traditional allies. In fact, Beijing’s influence operations are so successful that Chinese diplomat Chen’s request for political asylum in Australia was turned down by the Australian government. The Chinese penetration of Canada has been outlined by a joint RCMP-CSIS report titled Sidewinder. According to this report, “Hand in hand with their ethnicity and their commercial obligations, the financial network of the Chinese entrepreneurs associated to the organized crime and to the power in Beijing has grown exponentially and very rapidly in Canada. Their influence over local, provincial and national political leaders has also increased. In the game of influence, several of these important Chinese entrepreneurs have associated themselves with prestigious and influential Canadian politicians, offering them positions on their boards of directors. Many of those companies are China’s national companies." It is difficult for an open democratic society to counter such methods. Those who believe that China is democratizing, by way of capitalism, will be disappointed. Diplomatic defector Chen told the Washington Times that the ruling Communist Party of China has not changed or softened its Marxist-Leninist views. China’s swing toward capitalism is a tactic for building communist military power, not a foundation for Chinese democracy. Americans who invest in China have made a foolish bargain. In a two-part series by Gertz (see Chinese Dragon Awakens) we find that China could be ready for war in two years. China has developed advanced weapons systems through the theft of U.S. technology. America appears unable to secure its military secrets. The attitude of Americans in government as well as in the private sector may be characterized as unwary, sleepy or downright sloppy. The Chinese have not only stolen the secret of America’s most advanced nuclear warhead, they have also stolen the secret of our Aegis anti-air weapon system. In a war with China U.S. servicemen will be killed by U.S. technology in Chinese hands.
D. [Insert Impact Module]

2NC Defense Ext
No risk of an impact—US currently has a huge nuclear advantage

Lieber and Press, ‘7 (July/August, Keir and Daryl, “Superiority Complex,” The Atlantic Monthly, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200707/china-nukes) 
In the 1990s, with the Cold War receding, nuclear weapons appeared to be relics. Russian and Chinese leaders apparently thought so. Russia allowed its arsenal to decline precipitously, and China showed little interest in modernizing its nuclear weapons. The small strategic force that China built and deployed in the 1970s and early 1980s is essentially the same one it has today. But meanwhile, the United States steadily improved its “counterforce” capabilities—those nuclear weapons most effective at targeting an enemy’s nuclear arsenal. Even as it reduced the number of weapons in its nuclear arsenal, the U.S. made its remaining weapons more lethal and accurate. The result today is a global nuclear imbalance unseen in 50 years. And nowhere is U.S. nuclear primacy clearer—or potentially more important—than in the Sino-U.S. relationship. China has approximately 80 operationally deployed nuclear warheads, but only a few of them—those assigned to single-warhead DF-5 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)—can reach the continental United States. (There is no definitive, unclassified count of China’s DF-5 ICBMs, but official U.S. statements have put the number at 18.) China has neither modern nuclear ballistic-missile submarines nor long-range nuclear bombers. Moreover, China’s ICBMs can’t be quickly launched; the warheads are stored separately, and the missiles are kept unfueled. (Unlike the solid fuel used in U.S. missiles, the liquid fuel used to propel Chinese ICBMs is highly corrosive.) Finally, China lacks an advanced early-warning system that would give Beijing reliable notice of an incoming attack. 

China War – War Inevitable
War inevitable:

A. Extend the 1NC Nyquist cards:

B. CCP Economic Transition
Nyquist, 7 – Geopolitical and economic theorist (Jeffrey R., “China’s Economic Strategy,” 3/2/7, http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2007/0302.html)
Tuesday’s stock market correction was partly triggered by a correction in China’s benchmark stock index On February 28 The Wall Street Journal alleged that Shanghai’s 8.8 percent tumble “came despite little news suggesting any ill health in the global economy.” The problem here is that Western analysts have yet to understand that China’s economy is one of the sickest in the world. (The very thinking behind China's economy is sick.) The Chinese financial sector is in the grip of the country’s Communist Party, which uses money in a controlled, strategic fashion. The normal investment environment of a free economy does not exist in China. Normal banking and normal trade practices do not exist either. The country is run by Communist Party strategists and economic front men whose logic is not the logic of normal people. They are not capitalists. They are not bourgeois. They place no hope in the normal pattern of economic growth because China is in a hopeless situation, and the Chinese Communist Party is in grave danger. China is severely overpopulated, its water is polluted, its resources limited. The country’s growth cannot be sustained with the advent of peak oil (i.e., the inevitable decline of global oil production). And even more important, the Communists know that a normal path of development will lead to the gradual overthrow of the Chinese Communist Party. Even if things go well for China, the Communist Party itself will be destroyed. “The Western oppositional forces always change the world according to their own visions,” said former Chinese Defense Minister Chi Haotian in a secret speech, “they want to change China and use peaceful evolution to overturn the leadership of our Communist Party.” Because of this threat the Chinese leaders realize that they will eventually be declared criminals. According Chi, “if we only develop the economy we still face the possibility of losing control.” Therefore, another path must be charted. “We have been thinking about how to prevent peaceful evolution and how to maintain the Communist Party’s leadership,” Chi explained. “We thought it over but did not come up with any good ideas. If we do not have good ideas China will inevitably change peacefully, and we will all become criminals in history.” What possible formula could simultaneously solve all of China’s problems and simultaneously save the Chinese Communist Party? “After some deep pondering,” said Gen. Chi, “we finally came to this conclusion: only by turning our developed national strength into the force of a fist striking outward only by leading people to go out can we win forever the Chinese people’s support and love for the Communist Party. Our party will then stand on invincible ground, and the Chinese people will have to depend on the Communist Party.” 
China War – War Inevitable
C. Nationalism and resource tensions

CNN, ‘3 (“China preparing for future fight with US”, June 27, 2003, http://www.rense.com/general38/conflict.htm)

State Council think-tank member Tong Gang saw the conflict as the first salvo in Washington's bid to "build a new world order under U.S. domination." Chinese strategists think particularly if the U.S. can score a relatively quick victory over Baghdad, it will soon turn to Asia -- and begin efforts to "tame" China. It is understood the LGNS believes the U.S. will take on North Korea -- still deemed a "lips-and-teeth" ally of China's -- as early as this summer. These developments have prompted China to change its long-standing geopolitical strategy, which still held true as late as the 16th CCP Congress last November. Until late last year, Beijing believed a confrontation with the U.S. could be delayed -- and China could through hewing to the late Deng Xiaoping's "keep a low profile" theory afford to concentrate almost exclusively on economic development. "Now, many cadres and think-tank members think Beijing should adopt a more pro-active if not aggressive policy to thwart U.S. aggression," said a Chinese source close to the diplomatic establishment. He added hard-line elements in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) had advocated providing weapons to North Korea to help Pyongyang defend itself against a possible U.S. missile strike at its nuclear facilities. Forestalling the challenge Hu was elected president of China by the NPC this month. Hu was elected president of China by the NPC this month. Even less hawkish experts are advocating beefing up the national security apparatus. Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) economist Yang Fan pointed out the recent global flare-ups had alerted China to the imperative of improving national security and cohesiveness. "Equal weight should be given to economic development and national security," Yang said. "As we become more prosperous, we must concentrate our forces [on safeguarding national safety]." What is China doing to forestall the perceived U.S. challenge? Firstly, the CCP leadership is fostering nationalistic sentiments, a sure-fire way to promote much-needed cohesiveness. While not encouraging anti-U.S. demonstrations, Beijing has informed the people of what the media calls "increasingly treacherous international developments." This explains what analysts including Beijing scholars considered the unexpectedly virulent official reaction to the start of the Iraq war. Foreign Ministry spokesman Kong Quan said the U.S.-led military campaign had "trampled on the U.N. constitution and international law" and that it would lead to regional and global instability. Equally tough statements were issued by the National People's Congress (NPC) and the advisory Chinese People's Political Consultative Conference. Major official media such as Xinhua and People's Daily have run dozens of articles and analyses whose gist is that, in the words of commentator Li Xuejiang, the invasion of Iraq had "damaged the international order." In an apparent departure from Beijing's cautious attitude at the beginning of the Iraqi crisis, authorities last weekend allowed a group of nationalist intellectuals to hold a conference condemning U.S. "hegemonism." The corollary of boosting national cohesiveness could be the suppression of dissent, particularly politically incorrect views expressed by "pro-West" intellectuals. The warning and punishment that party authorities recently meted out to several Beijing and provincial publications may augur a relatively prolonged period of ideological control in the interest of promoting "unity of thinking." On the economic front, the authorities may play up the imperative of concentrating resources to boost China's "economic security" and "energy security." "The Wen leadership is checking out why earlier plans to build up a strategic oil reserve failed to materialize last year, when prices were much lower," said a Beijing-based party source. 

China War – Missile Tests Module
1. China will test missiles to modernize
Jannuzi, 2K – Senior East Asia 
2. Extinction Specialist on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (10/13, Frank, “Missile Defense and East Asia: Downside and Risks An Address” www.icasinc.org/f2000/f2000fsj.html) 

If China were to increase its strategic nuclear forces so as to counter our missile defense, it might well decide to MIRV its missiles. After all, that's how you field lots of warheads without having to build so many missiles. China's nuclear doctrine has been based upon an ability to absorb a first strike and then respond. Will they maintain that doctrine if they MIRV their ICBM's? Will they be confident that we can't target their new mobile ICBM's? Or will they put them on "hair-trigger" alert? China has little or no missile warning capability, so a China with MIRV's on hair-trigger alert is not a comforting thought. Consider, also, just how China would MIRV its missiles. Some experts believe that in order to field small enough warheads, China would have to resume nuclear testing. That would put a stake through the heart of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, and perhaps the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as well. Does that give us greater security? 

Chalko, ‘3 – PhD in Geophysics (3/3, Thomas, “Can a Neutron Bomb Accelerate Global Volcanic Activity?", http://nujournal.net/neutron_bomb.pdf)

However, the military seem to ignore the fact that a neutron radiation is capable to reach significant depths in the planetary interior. In the process of passing through the planet and losing its intensity, a neutron beam stimulates nuclei of radioactive isotopes inside the planet to disintegrate. Stimulated disintegration, in turn, produces more neutrons. This process causes not only an increase in radiation levels but also increased nuclear heat generation in the planetary interior, far greater than the energy of the bomb itself. It typically takes many days or even weeks for this extra heat to conduct/convect to the surface of the planet and cause increased seismic/volcanic activity. Due to this variable and seemingly inconsistent delay, nuclear tests are not currently associated with seismic/volcanic activity, simply because it is believed that there is no theoretical basis for such an association. Perhaps you heard that after every major series of nuclear test there is always a period of increased seismic activity in some part of the world. This actually cannot be explained by direct energy from the explosion. The mechanism of neutron radiation accelerating decay of radioactive isotopes in the planetary interior – a process that generates more neutrons and heat, however, is a very realistic explanation of Observable Reality. The process of accelerating volcanic activity is nuclear in essence. Accelerated decay of radioactive isotopes already present in the planetary interior provides the necessary energy. The TRUE danger of modern nuclear weaponry is that their neutron radiation is capable to induce global overheating of the planetary interior, global volcanic activity and, in extreme circumstances, may even cause the entire planet to be demolished. 
China War – Nanotech Module
Need to go to war now to prevent Chinese buildup of nanotech weapons to destroy the US
News Max interview with Lev Navrozov, ‘3 - interview with Lev Navrozov – a journalist, author, and columnist—extensively studied superweapons and won the Albert Einstein Price for outstanding intellectual achievements (9/26/03, “an interview on nanoweapons,” http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2003/9/25/210250.shtml) 

RM: What countries are developing the post-nuclear superweapons involving nanotechnology? LN: It is worthwhile to speak only of China, Russia if dictatorship comes back to that country, and the United States if it awakens from its sleep, which may well be its last. To make the nanoweapons useful, a country must have the ability and the will to either world domination or to the defense against another country’s world domination. RM: What do you believe are the motives and goals of the countries that are developing the post-nuclear superweapons? LN: The national student movement of 1989, associated with Tiananmen Square, endangered the Chinese dictatorship more than any group in Soviet Russia endangered the Soviet dictatorship two years later. Yet the Soviet dictatorship fell. What a lesson for the Chinese dictators! We know authentic information about the Tiananmen Square movement from Zhang Liang’s publication "The Tiananmen Papers,” a 514-page collection of Chinese government documents. It is clear that the dictators of China saw how absolutism was endangered in China and understood that the only way to prevent future Tiananmens was to annihilate or subjugate the source of subversion, viz., the West. RM: What do you believe are going to be China’s next steps in terms of acquiring territory? LN: In contrast to Hitler, who stupidly grabbed the rump of Czechoslovakia in 1939, China has been very cautious in its territorial claims, since the position of China now is the best for the development of "Superweapon No. 3,” such as the nano superweapon. RM: Who does China see as allies and enemies? LN: The worst enemy is the democratic West, whose very existence produces Tiananmens able to destroy the Chinese dictatorship. The best ally is the democratic West, supplying China with everything necessary for the annihilation or subjugation of the democratic West. RM: Are the other post-nuclear weapons being researched to this day? If so, are they known? If not, can you enlighten us? LN: Since the nano "Superweapon No. 3” is a hypothesis, and not an absolute certainty, the Chinese Project 863 has been engaged in genetic engineering and at least six or seven other fields. RM: If China has or is close to, molecular nanotechnology to be used in war, what is the purpose of having a large, advanced conventional army and "traditional” nuclear weapons? LN: Eric Drexler, the Newton of nanotechnology, alive and enriching us with his wisdom, discusses the problem in his historic book of 1986 "Engines of Creation.” My assistant Isak Baldwin says that, according to Drexler, "A nation armed with molecular nanotechnology-based weapons would not require nuclear weapons to annihilate a civilization. In fact, it seems that a rather surgical system of seeking and destroying enemy human beings as cancerous polyps could be developed--leaving the nation’s infrastructure intact to be repopulated.” Nevertheless conventional weapons might be useful even on the "D-day,” after nanotechnology has been successfully weaponized. Conventional non-nuclear weapons have been useful even after 1945. Please recall that two "atom bombs” were delivered in 1945 by conventional U.S. bombers with conventional machine guns and all. RM: What beliefs or desires are motivating the rulers of China? The belief that Communism must triumph over Capitalism? LN: A New York taxi robber risks his life, life imprisonment, or death sentence to acquire the taxi driver’s $200. Hence the bulletproof partitions in taxis. The dictators of China defend not $200, but their power, which is worth trillions of dollars, apart from what cannot be expressed in terms of money (royal grandeur, cult, and glorification). Remember the French king who said, "The state – it is me”? Many dictators have been saying and can always say: "Communism/capitalism/democracy/freedom/socialism/national socialism/our great country/the meaning of life/the goal of history – it is me." RM: If the U.S. is the most technologically advanced country, does this mean we have been surpassed? LN: The "most technologically advanced country” is an ambiguous generality. In the 1950s, Russia was still a technologically backward country, with most of its population deprived of running water, to say nothing of passenger cars. Yet it did not prevent Russia from outstripping the United States in space rocketry, when the Soviet space satellite was launched before its American counterpart. In its annual "Soviet Military Power,” to which I subscribed, the Pentagon could not help praising certain Soviet weapons as second to none in the world. RM: What today is holding China back from becoming overtly aggressive and reshaping the geopolitical world? LN: The dictators of China are not insane! China’s government-controlled "capitalist corporations” have been penetrating the entrails of the Western economies, absorbing the latest science and technology – or sometimes entire Western corporations, induced to operate in China on cheap local labor. To become "overtly aggressive”? What for? To invade Taiwan? To perish, along with the West, in Mutually Assured Destruction? No, the dictators of China are not insane! They are developing superweapons able to annihilate the Western means of nuclear retaliation.
China War – Prolif Module

1. Chinese modernization removes every barrier for global prolif
Sanders and Jing-Dong, 2K – Strategists at the Monterey Institute of International Studies (July, Phillip and Yuan, “China's Strategic Force Modernization: Issues and Implications in Proliferation Challenges and Nonproliferation Opportunities for New Administrations”, Occasional Paper No. 4. Center for Nonproliferation Studies, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/op4/op4.pdf) 

Because this scenario involves a significant expansion of China’s strategic nuclear force, it would have a broad negative impact on international arms control and nonproliferation regimes. In the worst case, the United States might interpret China’s buildup in response to a US NMD deployment as evidence of hostile Chinese intentions, stimulating an arms race and an end to cooperation on regional security, nonproliferation, and arms control issues. The United States might also respond by attempting to build a “thick” NMD system capable of neutralizing China’s nuclear deterrent. The costs of such an offense-defense arms race would be heavy for both sides, and it is not clear whether the technology for a “thick” missile defense system would be effective or affordable. China’s nuclear buildup in an arms race with the United States would have major negative consequences for other regional actors, such as Japan, Russia, and India. A doctrinal shift from minimal deterrence to limited deterrence would call China’s NFU pledge into question. The associated build up of Chinese nuclear missile forces, coupled with a US-Russian START III build-down, would move China closer to numerical parity. This could have two contradictory consequences. China’s two-decade free ride on superpower nuclear weapons reductions might end, as international pressure mounted for China to participate in the global nuclear disarmament process. However, the United States and Russia might reconsider further reductions in their strategic nuclear arsenals, especially if China refused to make reductions in its arsenal. A shift in Chinese nuclear doctrine would probably be interpreted by the United States as evidence of Chinese hostility, which would worsen relations and undermine regional stability. Any significant expansion of China’s nuclear force would have important implications for regional security dynamics. Some Japanese analysts would interpret China’s strategic modernization as a threat, especially if it includes a shift to limited deterrence and an expansion in the number of MRBMs. The closing of the gap between Chinese nuclear missile forces and US military capabilities and the potential for nuclear exchanges in the western Pacific could cause Tokyo to question the credibility of extended deterrence and the US nuclear umbrella. This might lead Japan to make a greater commitment to theater missile defense and to reconsider its nuclear and ballistic missile options. This reassessment might also be triggered by an easing of tensions on the Korean peninsula, which might undercut the rationale for a forward-based US presence in Northeast Asia.
2. Global nuclear war
Utgoff, ‘2 - Deputy Director for Strategy, Forces, and Resources at the Institute for Defense Analyses, (Summer, Victor, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, Volume 44, Number 2, p. 87-90) 

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 toward 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 on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

China War – Space Leadership Module
1. China will end US space domination 

IFPA, ‘9, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (Japan, “Space and US Security, A Net Assessment”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf) 
China is currently developing and acquiring technologies needed for space-based military purposes in order to leapfrog past the present U.S. technological dominance of space. Chinese use of the U.S. GPS and the Russian GLONASS (Global Navigation Satellite System) systems provides PLA units and weapons systems with navigation and location data that can potentially be used to improve ballistic and cruise missile accuracy. In the last few years, Chinese research on small mobile launch vehicles has shown an increased focus on nano-satellites which could enable China to launch satellites swiftly from mobile launchers. China is also developing high-powered lasers, which could be used to “blind” satellites. On January 11, 2007, China conducted a successful anti-satellite weapons test.

2. US Space domination is key to a global missile defense which solves WMD
IFPA, ‘9, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (Japan, “Space and US Security, A Net Assessment”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf) 
The proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their possession by growing numbers of adversaries, ranging from traditional strategic competitors to terrorist organizations, pose a serious and growing threat to the United States, its civilian population and deployed military forces, and friends and allies. This threat encompasses: States such as North Korea and Iran which are working hard to acquire (or already possess) WMD and the means to deliver them; Strategic competitors, Russia and China, which are extending the sophistication of their strategic arsenals in terms of warhead accuracy, countermeasures, and delivery systems; Terrorist groups, which are making concerted efforts to obtain WMD that would enable them to conduct chemical, biological, radiological, or nuclear attacks; and Threats are increasing at a pace that may not give the United States the luxury of lengthy timelines to develop and deploy a missile defense against them. A global layered defense capability is necessary to counter these threats. Near-term options exist for developing viable space-based defenses within the next decade resulting in a comprehensive, global layered missile defense system. This option would complement the system currently being deployed but afford superior coverage at less cost than expanding the number of GMD sites beyond those already planned in the United States and in Europe. Layered defenses provide multiple opportunities to destroy attacking missiles in all three phases of flight from any direction regardless of their geographic starting point. Furthermore, a layered defense makes the countermeasures available to the offensive systems much less effective than would be the case if interdiction was only possible in one (or two) phase(s) of the missile’s flight. Boost phase intercepts, most efficiently conducted by components deployed in space, are particularly desirable because a missile is most vulnerable during this segment since it is relatively slow moving, presents a readily identifiable target (bright rocket plume), and has not released any of its warheads or countermeasures which would complicate interception in subsequent phases. Boost phase interception has the added advantage that the missile’s payload may, depending on how early interdiction occurs, fall back on the attacking nation. This situation could deter the launching state if it is confronted with the likelihood of serious damage to its own territory. In addition, depending on the number of assets deployed, a space-based boost-phase defense could always be on station on a world-wide basis, unfettered by sovereignty issues of overflight and operations on another nation’s territory.
China War – Space War Module
1. China is developing space weapons to deploy against the US
IFPA, ‘9, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (Japan, “Space and US Security, A Net Assessment”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf) 
In addition to the ground-based missile intercept of a Chinese satellite in January 2007, China is reported to be conducting research for other anti-satellite weapons, such as a ground-based laser capable of damaging and destroying satellites.79 Such a capability could paralyze U.S. civilian and military space systems that are crucially important for a variety of commercial and national security purposes. Again, to highlight the apparent Chinese focus on asymmetric capabilities to hold at risk U.S. space-based assets, the loss of U.S. space-based satellites would have a dramatic effect on communications, whether for civilian or for military purposes. Wireless telephones, pagers, and electronic mail would be disrupted. In addition, satellites that provide automated reconnaissance and mapping, aid weather prediction, track fleet and troop movements, give accurate positions of U.S. and enemy forces, and guide missiles and pilotless planes to their targets during military operations would have their services curtailed or terminated.
2. Space wars make space unusable for future generations
O’Neill, ‘8 - Postgraduate Researcher at University and Webmaster at the Mars Foundation (3/24, Ian, “A Space War would be a Seriously Messy Business”, Universe Today, http://www.universetoday.com/2008/03/24/a-space-war-would-be-a-seriously-messy-business/) 

What if there was a Pearl Harbour-like, pre-emptive strike against orbiting satellites? What if our quarrels on the ground spill into space? This is no longer a storyline for the next sci-fi movie, early warning systems are currently being developed to defend satellites, low Earth orbit satellites are being quickly and accurately shot down by the US and China, plus satellite technology is becoming more and more valuable as a strategic target. Like all wars there is a losing side, but in the event of a war in space, we'll all be losers. Its one thing watching a space battle in a sci-fi movie, it's quite another to see it happen in reality. The critical thing about blowing stuff up in space is it produces a lot of mess and will leave a nasty legacy for future generations. Space debris is becoming a serious problem and should there be some form of orbital war, the debris produced may render space impassable.
China War – Space War Module Timeframe
China will have space weapons by the end of the year—prevents US space dominance
Martel and Yoshihara, ‘03 - Prof of National Security @ Naval War College, **AND PhD candidate @ Tufts Fletcher School of Law and Dipolomacy (William and Toshi, The Washington Quarterly, 2003 Autumn, Vol. 26, No. 4, Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race) 

These differing bilateral perspectives on space and security are contributing to the growing perception in both capitals that the other poses a significant military and strategic threat in space. The prevailing assessments in Beijing and Washington are notable for their unmistakable apprehension of each other. For example, annual Pentagon reviews of China’s military, which began in 1998, have produced an ominous picture of PRC space capabilities. 18 Even while conceding that China’s technologies lag far behind those of the West, these reports argue that the exploitation of space is beginning to dominate Chinese military strategy. They also assert that the PRC has established key military programs for the specific purpose of denying the United States its use of space. For example, China is reportedly developing a high-energy laser that could temporarily dazzle or permanently blind the sensors on imaging satellites. Department of Defense assessments have also concluded that, by 2010, China will have indigenously developed advanced space technologies as well as imaging and communications satellites. Of particular concern and the subject of intense scrutiny by the Pentagon is China’s interest in developing anti-satellite capabilities that would prevent the United States from using military and commercial satellites.19 
China War – AT: Cooperation Possible

 Can’t increase strategic cooperation with China on pressing issues—domestic problems, different agendas, and bureaucracy—despite increasing relations

Bremmer, ‘9 - IR prof, Columbia and faculty member at Stanford’s Hoover Institution (9/1/9, Ian, “The Yin and Yang of U.S.-China Relations”, http://corporateforeignpolicy.com/china/us-china-relations-the-yin-and-yang) 

American and Chinese officials said all the right things during this summer’s inaugural round of their Strategic and Economic Dialogue. President Barack Obama pledged to “forge a path to the future that we seek for our children.” Chinese State Councilor Dai Bingguo wondered aloud whether America and China can “build better relations despite very different social systems, cultures and histories.” He answered his own question, in English, with a “Yes we can.” According to Nouriel Roubini and Ian Bremmer, President of the Eurasia Group and author of the groundbreaking book entitled “The Fat Tail: The Power of Political Knowledge for Strategic Investing“, China and the U.S. indeed can, “but they probably won’t“. In an article in the Wall Street Journal, the political scientists argue that although Mr. Obama will visit China in November, when it comes to international burden-sharing, Washington is focused on geopolitical headaches while China confines its heavy-lifting to geoeconomic challenges. “The two sides have good reason to cooperate, but there’s a growing gap between what Washington expects from Beijing and what the Chinese can deliver.“ As excerpted from the Wall Street Journal: Many of the issues that create conflict in U.S.-Chinese relations are well known: an enormous bilateral trade deficit, disputes over the value of China’s currency, protections for U.S. intellectual property, the dollar’s role as international reserve currency, conflicts over human rights, naval altercations, protectionist threats from both sides, and disagreements over how best to handle North Korea’s Kim Jong Il. But there are other, less obvious obstacles to partnership. First, both governments remain largely focused on formidable domestic challenges. Mr. Obama knows his political fortunes depend largely on the resilience of the U.S. economy and its ability to generate jobs. He’s occupied for the moment with a high-stakes poker game with lawmakers in his own party over ambitious health-care and energy-reform plans. China’s leadership faces competing internal demands from those who want to stimulate the economy toward another round of export-driven growth and others who want to shift quickly toward greater dependence on domestic consumption. Given the trade deficit, Washington would like Beijing to focus on the latter, but China won’t move as fast as the U.S. would like, in part because the leadership recognizes that the loss of millions of manufacturing and construction jobs in recent months could fuel further turmoil in a country that already sees tens of thousands of large-scale protests each year. Second, there’s the bureaucratic problem. For the past several years, former U.S. Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson chaired a strategic dialogue with Chinese Vice Premier Wang Qishan. Washington and Beijing have now expanded the scope of talks to include the State Department and China’s foreign ministry. Leaving aside the difficulties in building trust between U.S. and Chinese negotiators, State and Treasury don’t coordinate well on strategy, and there’s no guarantee that China’s foreign and finance ministries will work seamlessly together either. The new formula for talks is bureaucratic infighting squared. The third reason the U.S. and China won’t build a durable strategic partnership is that Beijing has little appetite for the larger geopolitical role Washington would like it to play. Why should Beijing accept the risks that come with direct involvement in conflicts involving Iran and Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan, Israelis and Palestinians, Somalia and Sudan, and other sources of potential turmoil? It has more immediate problems at home. On many issues where the U.S. wants China’s support—on Iran’s nuclear program, for example—Beijing’s interests don’t coincide with Washington’s. Even in East Asia, China has good reason to avoid the heavy lifting on security, because the U.S. naval presence limits the risk that Japan, India, and other states will spend much more money on their militaries. It’s not as though Beijing is enjoying a free ride. China’s more than $2 trillion in foreign currency reserves gives its leadership enormous clout as international lender of last resort. Its considerable contribution to global stability is mainly in financing Washington’s spiraling debt. By righting its own economy, China can be the primary engine of near-term global growth. Isn’t that service enough, Chinese officials ask, at a time when economic crises aggravate so many international problems? The one tangible result of this summer’s Strategic and Economic dialogue, a “memorandum of understanding” on climate change, reveals the larger problem. It’s valuable to have an agreement in principle, but there were no hard choices on the primary bone of contention—carbon emissions. That’s a problem that will generate friction in months to come. Whenever U.S. and Chinese officials get together these days, they trigger a new round of speculation that the world’s most important bilateral relationship might soon become its most valuable strategic alliance. It’s wrong to entirely dismiss the value of effective speeches and positive political symbolism. But as U.S. and Chinese negotiators move from words to work, they’re going to be pulling in different directions.

China War – AT: Cooperation Possible

Too many alt causes to strategic cooperation

Hutzler, ‘9 (9/2/9, Charles, “New US ambassador: global issues test China ties”, http://abcnews.go.com/International/wireStory?id=8471396) 

Wrangling over the troubled global economy, climate change and security hotspots will test sometimes unsteady U.S.-China relations the rest of this year, the new U.S. ambassador to Beijing said Wednesday. A week and a half into his post, Ambassador Jon Hunstman said global, "big-picture issues" were coming to define relations between Washington and Beijing. At the top of President Barack Obama's instructions to him, he said, are shoring up the world economy, dealing with regional security troubles like Iran and Pakistan and securing an agreement on reducing greenhouse gas emissions to pave the way for a new worldwide global warming treaty. Both governments will have ample opportunity to air their positions, from Chinese President Hu Jintao's attendance at a summit of major economies in Pittsburgh later this month to Obama's planned Beijing visit in November and meetings of officials in between, Huntsman said. Friction looms on trade disputes, including a White House decision on whether to impose punitive tariffs on surging imports of Chinese tires. "We'll put to the test the durability of the U.S.-China relationship over the coming months," Hunstman said in an interview with U.S. reporters, his first with the American media since taking up his post. He later said: "We don't always have interests that precisely converge, but I think increasingly the relationship recognizes that if the two parties aren't going to get serious about solutions then there likely won't be solutions any time soon." The assessment underscores the Obama administration's emerging strategy in dealing with a suddenly powerful China: respecting Beijing's newly influential position and encouraging the often prickly communist government to assume what Washington sees as responsible leadership on global issues. Huntsman, the Republican governor of Utah before being named ambassador by Democrat Obama, described relations as more broadly based than at any time since diplomatic ties resumed 30 years ago. For much of that time, the 49-year-old Huntsman has been personally involved with China.  A Mandarin speaker from his days as a Mormon missionary in Taiwan, Huntsman has also served as a deputy U.S. trade representative and U.S. ambassador to Singapore. One of his seven children, a 10-year-old daughter, was adopted from the eastern Chinese city of Yangzhou and, he said, is excited to be back in China. "She has grown up in the United States but also recognizes what it means to be Chinese," he said.  In meetings with China's Hu last week and Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi on Wednesday, Huntsman said he sensed a willingness to deal with disputes frankly and make sure disagreements do not undermine what both governments see as important overall relations. "There's a desire to engage in forthright conversation," Huntsman said. "I think that's a sign of a mature relationship." But he said when raised human rights last week with the governor of Sichuan province, he was rebuffed. Huntsman said he was given the stock answer that such cases are dealt with according to Chinese laws and procedures. Among the benchmarks Huntsman said he set for himself in the next few months would be building up fragile relations between the U.S. and Chinese militaries and restarting the on-again, off-again dialogue on human rights.  Huntsman said his relationship with China goes back further than his official biography. When he was 11 in 1971 and went to the White House to visit his father who was an aide, Huntsman said he carried national security adviser Henry Kissinger's briefcase to his awaiting car when he left on a secret visit to Beijing that restarted relations.  

***Democracy
Democracy Unsustainable (Pakistan)

Pakistan proves- democracy doesn’t work in some countries, leads to instability, poverty, and violence

USA Today, 1/10/05 (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/2005-01-10-democracy-pakistan_x.htm)
Pakistan has been the greatest disappointment among the major states that tried democracy. It should have been a contender, having begun its nationhood with a legacy of British legal traditions, an educated political class and a vigorous press. Instead, Pakistan became a swamp of corruption, demagogy and hatred. Those who believe in democracy need to recognize an ugly truth: Military government remains Pakistan's final hope — and even that hope is a slight one. This is painful for us to accept. Well-intentioned Americans with no personal experience of the outrageous criminality that came to characterize every one of Pakistan's major political parties rebel against the notion that any military government can ever be good. Certainly, military regimes are despicable. Gen. Pervez Musharraf's government, albeit imperfect, is the sole exception in the world today. A country pieced together Pakistan is an artificial country, cobbled together from ethnically different parts and flooded early on with Muslim refugees from India — who still form a distinct social and political bloc. The Pathans of the northwest frontier have more in common with their Afghan neighbors than with the Sindhis on the other side of the Indus River, whose culture reflects that of Mughal India. The Punjabis of Lahore inhabit a different civilization from the tribesmen of Baluchistan. Pakistan's Kashmiris are something else entirely. Instead of seeking unity, Pakistan's political parties exploited internal divisions for short-term advantage. Well-educated political families, such as the Bhuttos, took a page from the Chinese nationalists, telling Westerners exactly what we wanted to hear. Preaching democracy and the rule of law abroad, they looted shamelessly at home. And they blamed the colonial powers, then America, for the destruction of a once-promising society. No matter their political allegiance, Pakistan's party bosses stole everything in sight, reducing the country to stinging poverty and stunning violence. It wasn't just the remote frontiers that became lawless, but even Karachi, Pakistan's largest city. In order to win elections, one party after another pandered to Muslim extremists. English lessons faded from the classroom, robbing the country of a great advantage it had enjoyed in a globalizing world. About 3,000 schools funded by the government were found to be non-existent "ghost schools." Rural landholders and party hacks had pocketed the money. Fundamentalist madrassas filled the educational vacuum. I recall standing in a classroom in Murree Hills, a once-lovely hill station dating to colonial days, as a young man lectured me about America's theft of Pakistan's wealth. That was what he had been taught. Yet, I could see over his shoulder the hideously eroded mountainsides stripped of timber with the connivance of local officials. Elsewhere, I saw poverty in the shadow of the extravagant wealth of political insiders. Pakistan's elite had robbed the country of its future. Military's unique role In traveling through Pakistan, one thing became unmistakable: the least-corrupt institution was the military. The military government attempting to rescue Pakistan is the country's last hope. The alternatives are chaos and terror. We may wish it were otherwise: Military government is repugnant. But the world is more complex than we try to make it. Perverted democracy brought ruin upon more than 100 million Pakistani Muslims. We all are paying the price. At present, Musharraf's government is a useful ally in combating terror, but its greater contribution lies in preventing the country from collapsing into chaos. We all should hope that the day will come when Pakistan's military government becomes obsolete. But for now we must do two things: resist the cynical pleas of the displaced politicians who devastated their own homeland, and learn what we can from democracy's failure on the banks of the Indus. The two essential lessons are pertinent to Iraq. • First, democracy faces an uphill struggle in tribal cultures where blood ties trump national interests. • Second, democracy has no worse enemy than corruption. If held on schedule, the Iraqi elections will be the most openly staged in the Arab world. But if Iraq cannot rise above the culture of corruption endemic to the region and cannot persuade Shiite and Sunni Arabs, Kurds, Turkmen, Assyrians and others to form political alliances that transcend ethnicity and religious identity, it's unlikely democracy will take root and endure. The world doesn't need another Pakistan, where only bayonets hold the state together. If anyone dooms democracy in Iraq, it won't be the foreign terrorists, but a corrupt political elite. The politicians pave the way for the generals. 

Democracy --> Authoritarianism/Prolif

Democracy supports authoritarianism and prolif-history proves

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from Buffalo, New York “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

Supporting dictatorships. Paradoxically, democracies, especially the United States, have a long history of supporting dictatorship. The most murderous regime in history, the Soviet Union, was the ally of the United States in World War II. This was in spite of that regime’s continuous history of mass murder and treachery since its founding in 1917. "The United States supplied the Soviet Union with 15,000 aircraft, 7,000 tanks, 350,000 tons of explosives, and 15,000,000 pairs of boots."30 Nationalist China, history’s fourth most murderous regime,31 also received substantial military supplies from the United States during World War II and thereafter. These are the most odious examples of dictatorial regimes supported by the United States. Yet, the list is long and includes the Shah of Iran, The House of Saud, Marcos in the Philippines, Pinochet in Chile, Somoza in Nicaragua, Mobutu in Zaire/Congo, and the Duvalier family in Haiti.32 In 1991, the United States went to war to reinstall a dictatorship in Kuwait and stave off an invasion of another dictatorship, Saudi Arabia. Granted that many of these attacks on democracy were allegedly for the purpose of fighting communism. However, the U.S. once was allied with communism to stamp out Nazism. More recently, the U.S. is allied with dictatorship in part to stamp out Islamic radicalism. The world’s leading democracy always seems to have an excuse for supporting dictatorships. Trading arms with dictatorships. Yet another way that democracies contribute to violence is by selling arms to dictatorships. Figure No. 12 shows the top arms exporters. Figure No. 13 shows the world’s leading arms importers, including dictatorial United States ally, Saudi Arabia. 

Democracy --> Civil War

Democracy leads to war—more prone to be drawn in.

Henderson, 2002 (Errol, assistant professor, department of political science at the University of Florida, “Democracy and War the end of an Illusion?” pg. 147-148)

Are Democracies in the Postcolonial World Less Likely to Experience Civil Wars? The results fail to support the democratic peace for civil wars in post-colonial states since democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased probability of intrastate war in postcolonial states. Instead, the result corroborate previous findings that semidemocracy is associated with an increased likelihood of civil war. Therefore, although coherent democracy does not appear to reduce the likelihood of postcolonial civil wars, partial democracy exacerbates the tensions that result in civil war. Given the findings from Chapter 6, these results suggest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is not likely to succeed for those states that need it most—the postcolonial, or third world, states. Further, even if full-fledged democracy were to engender peace within these states—which is not indicated by the findings reported here—it would likely generate conflict, internationally, since democracies are more prone to initiate and become involved in interstate wars and militarize disputes. As noted earlier, the promise of egalitarianism, which is the true appeal of democracy seems to involve a Hobson’s choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an increased likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a decreased likelihood of international stability.
If a full scale civil war emerges in Iraq, spillover is inevitable and disastrous—our evidence is predictive

Frazier 8(Derrick V, Assistant Professor, Political Science; and Robert Stewart-Ingersoll, Assistant Professor, Grand Valley State University, “Another Inconvenient Truth: Why a U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq Would Be a Mistake,” The Illinois International Review, 5/2/08, http://www.ips.uiuc.edu/ilint/mt/iir/online/2008/07/frazier.html )
Perhaps nowhere are such ripe conditions for ethnic conflict more apparent than in Iraq right now, where a repressive regime that represented and benefited the minority Sunni population has given way to a government that favors the interests of the majority Shia, as well as providing more influence for the Kurds, both of whom have withstood brutal repression and discrimination for several decades. Such transition represents an opportunity for previously disadvantaged groups to reap the benefits that they perceive as justifiably due, increasing the losses for the Sunni population so long in control of Iraq. Accentuating this loss for the Sunnis is the fact that they also happen to primarily occupy the part of Iraq that does not possess a wealth of oil resources, diminishing their ability to sustain a prosperous life by themselves in the near future. Given this, Iraq is ripe for a major sectarian conflict that exceeds the levels of violence witnessed thus far. Without the imposition of security (in physical, economic, political, and social terms), largely guaranteed by the U.S., the possibility of escalation into a full-scale civil war remains very real. As two prominent international security experts put it in 2006, “The only thing standing between Iraq and a descent into a Lebanon- or Bosnia-style maelstrom is 140,000 American troops, and even they are merely slowing the fall at this point.” Moreover, the conflict within Iraq to a large degree mirrors both the identity conflict as well as the traditional power politics game that defines the region as a whole. To be certain, this simplifies the Iraqi conflict quite a bit, given the in-fighting between sects of the same identity groups as well. However, in terms of the broader strategic interests of the regional powers, the defining fault-line in Iraq is centered on the recession of Sunni control over a core part of the Middle East, as well as the rise of Shiism, as evidenced by the changes in Iraq and the growth of Iranian power. Such a rise, if indeed led by Iran, would represent a severe threat to U.S. interests. Included in this threat is the one potentially directed toward Saudi Arabia, a regime who has lost some or all of its credibility among Sunnis and extremist Sunni groups like Al Qaeda. The overall strategic importance of the Iraq conflict is thus very high at the regional level, making it likely that without a strong U.S. presence, states like Iran and Saudia Arabia, as well as non-state actors like Al Qaeda will make greater efforts to intervene in Iraqi affairs than they are currently making. To these strategic regional considerations, we should also consider what would happen if a full scale civil war were to break out. Civil wars tend to spread in disease-like fashion to surrounding countries, particularly if these countries possess similar dynamics of ethnic unrest. Unfortunately, in the Middle East countries surrounding Iraq do exhibit characteristics that make them susceptible to civil conflicts. These characteristics include persistent economic, political, and social grievances that seem to correlate highly with ethnic identities and repressive police states that lack popular legitimacy or peaceful means through which to resolve these grievances. Thus, we would expect that escalated conflict in Iraq will lead to outright conflict in these countries or widespread destabilization. Into this dangerous mix of conditions, several important spillover effects tend to occur. First, masses of refugees flow into neighboring countries. This is already occurring in the case of Iraq but would certainly increase if hostilities escalated. These mass flows lead to two further spillover effects: a straining of the host’s resources and a potential radicalization of neighboring populations through the dissemination of information regarding grievances and tales of brutality. Both increase the likelihood of destabilization in the host country and may lead to calls for the host government to intervene, a scenario likely to create further conflict with little political change. Finally, such conditions also lead to a fourth spillover effect, increased activity of terrorist groups that organize, identify, and fight across borders.
Democracy --> Econ Collapse

Democracy destroys economic growth

Buisness Week 93’

Business Week, 6/7/93, Is Democracy Bad For Growth?, http://www.businessweek.com/archives/1993/b332260.arc.htm

Nor does democracy ensure growth for the world's leading industrialized nations. Many are mired in recession or sluggish recovery, and democratic governments from Italy to Japan have been damaged by scandal and aren't delivering growth. Just a few years after the fall of the Berlin Wall and communism's failure in Eastern Europe, democracy's weaknesses seem glaring. Just what is the relationship between democracy and growth? John F. Helliwell, an economist at the University of British Columbia, compared economic results for nearly 100 nations from 1960 to 1985 and concluded that there was a slight downdraft for democracies compared with nondemocracies or authoritarian regimes. His findings confirm the view that over the near term, authoritarian governments, especially those that offer citizens "economic rights" such as the protection of private property, can achieve strong results. But while the evidence shows that democracy does not lead to growth, it makes a powerful case that growth leads to democracy. This was something that Britain's worldly philosophers of the 18th century knew in their bones. Now, as this century comes to a close, it is a pattern being played out around the world. Growth leads to democracy for two reasons. First, as a small slice of the population is enriched, the rest of the citizens agitate for their fair shot at doing better, and such privilege is granted only in democracies. Then, too, rising incomes at first go toward needed goods and investment, then later toward more and more of what economists call "luxury goods," such as higher education. A more educated population tends to demand political and civil rights, and so democratization begins.

Extinction. 

Bearden, 2000 [Tom, US Army Lieutenant, Director, Association of Distinguished American Scientists, Fellow Emeritus, Alpha Foundation's Institute for Advanced Study, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How To Solve It Quickly”, http://cheniere.org/techpapers/Unnecessary%20Energy%20Crisis.doc, 6/12] 

Bluntly, we foresee these factors — and others { } not covered — converging to a catastrophic collapse of the world economy in about eight years. As the collapse of the Western economies nears, one may expect catastrophic stress on the 160 developing nations as the developed nations are forced to dramatically curtail orders. History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea {i} launches nuclear weapons based upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China – whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States – attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one’s adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-borne preemptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.  

Democracy --> Ethnic Conflict

The inherent qualities of democracies promote ethnic conflict

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from  Buffalo, New York.  He graduated from St. Joseph’s Collegiate Institute in 1975 and obtained a degree in philosophy from the State University of New York at Buffalo in 1980. His articles have appeared in the Wall Street Journal, Buffalo News, Cleveland Plain Dealer and Legislative Gazette. His policy studies have been published by the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, the Ludwig von Mises Institute at Auburn University, and the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C.  His articles have been used as course materials at numerous colleges including Brown, Rutgers and Stanford, “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

The empirical evidence indicates that democracy promotes ethnic conflict. An examination of the dynamics of the democratic process explains why this is so. In democracies, people tend to vote along ethnic/religious lines. (Since ethnicity and religion are closely linked, they can be dealt with together.) All experience confirms this. People of one ethnic group tend to vote for candidates of the same ethnic group, or candidates known to favor the interests of such group. For example, 93 percent of Republicans are white according to the Gallup Poll; while 93 percent of blacks voted for Al Gore for President in 2000. That being the case, it must be true that the candidates people vote against are usually identified with other ethnic groups. Since those voters opposed that candidate, it is reasonable to assume that they harbor a certain amount of resentment against those whose votes put that candidate into office. Voters may come to view any increase in the population of other ethnic groups as a threat to their well being, portending as it does the election of officials they believe will harm their interests. It is no accident that people tend to vote along ethnic and religious lines. It is inherent in the nature of democracy. Democracy gives each person a virtually meaningless single vote. It allows them to vote for one of the candidates on the ballot, none of whom may represent the views and values of the voter. The average voter in a lifetime is unlikely to decide an election with his vote. The odds of casting the deciding vote in favor of a candidate whose views precisely mirror your own are millions to one. Since voters implicitly recognize the virtual meaninglessness of their one vote, they have little incentive to inform themselves in detail about candidates, issues, and polices. It is much easier to vote for ethnic reasons. The ethnic identity of candidates is usually clear. Further, it takes little additional effort to ascertain which ethnic groups a candidate serves. Thus, ethnic voting is a rational response to the problem of rational ignorance about candidates and issues. Ethnic identity provides valuable information at very low cost. Given its efficiency, it always has been and likely always will be a major factor in elections. Even if it is argued that people of similar ethnic and religious backgrounds vote alike, not because of those backgrounds per se, but because of their similar experiences, situations, values, and needs, we reach the same conclusion. Since these factors themselves are closely tied to ethnic and religious identity, the voting patterns they produce will be closely tied to and, in practice, virtually indistinguishable from, ethnicity and religion. Thus, democracy, inherently, contains the seeds of ethnic conflict. History shows that, under certain circumstances, people who are members of ethnic minorities prefer to fight wars of secession, to escape from the control of majority ethnic groups they believe are hostile to their interests. The ethnic conflict created by democracy necessarily worsens over time. The natural tendency of democratic government is to grow in size, power and scope, a critical fact that seems to have escaped the notice of the democratic pacifists.19 By its nature, the state is the means by which some people can impose the costs of achieving their goals onto unwilling others. As Bastiat put it, "Government is the great fiction, through which everybody endeavors to live at the expense of everybody else."20 The desire to impose costs on others is virtually limitless. Thus, governments tend to grow over time. For example, the government of the United States has been steadily growing in power ever since 1776. Even conservative Republican Presidents increase the power of the federal government. Every one since Hoover did so.21 The pattern continues. The federal government is much stronger now than it was in January, 2001, when a conservative President took office. In all likelihood, it will be even stronger ten years from now. Government tends to grow until it has substantially destroyed the society upon which it depredates. As government power increases, so does the threat perceived by ethnic minorities, and, finally, their willingness to fight wars of secession. At some point, ethnic minorities will simply refuse to have their wealth confiscated and their cultures destroyed by majority ethnic groups. They will fight.

Democracy --> Nuke Proliferation

Democratic countries advanced the threat of nuclear proliferation

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from  Buffalo, New York.  He graduated from St. Joseph’s Collegiate Institute in 1975 and obtained a degree in philosophy from the State University of New York at Buffalo in 1980. His articles have appeared in the Wall Street Journal, Buffalo News, Cleveland Plain Dealer and Legislative Gazette. His policy studies have been published by the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, the Ludwig von Mises Institute at Auburn University, and the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C.  His articles have been used as course materials at numerous colleges including Brown, Rutgers and Stanford, “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

Arguably, the greatest threat to world peace is the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The risk of nuclear war increases with the number of states which have them. The risk of accidental explosion increases with the number of such weapons as does the risk of terrorists securing such weapons. Democracies have led the way in inventing, producing, and exploding nuclear weapons. Currently, of the eight states that have them, only two are dictatorships. See, Figure No. 7. The first nuclear power, the United States, developed them at the same time it was becoming the world’s most powerful state. Therefore, the nuclear bomb soon became the symbol of global political power. Other states rushed to develop them. Perhaps they would have done so anyway, but the fact that the United States, the world’s most prestigious state, had done so, made such pursuit irresistible. We are told that the United States developed these weapons to stop Hitler. However, production was rushed even after Hitler was defeated, "to defeat Japan." After Japan was defeated, nuclear weapons production continued at a vigorous pace. Of course, about one minute after World War II ended, we were told that we needed them to defend against our ally, the Soviet Union. The truth is, democratic states produce nuclear weapons, not to defend against a specific enemy, but to advance their power, which is after all the coin of the political realm. The proliferation of nuclear weapons by mostly democratic states means that democracy has failed to provide a solution to the greatest danger of our times. Rather, democracies are a major part of the problem.

Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division 02 of Institute for Defense Analysis (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, 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.
Democracy --> Terrorism

Empirically disproven that democracy promotion eliminates terrorism – US, Spain, UK, Israel, Japan, and Italy

Gause 05 – University of Vermont political science  Professor & Director of the University's Middle East Studies Program [F. Gregory Gause III. “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Sep/Oct 2005. Vol. 84, Iss. 5; pg. 62//Metapress, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism] 
More anecdotal evidence also calls into question a necessary relationship between regime type and terrorism. In the 1970s and 1980s, a number of brutal terrorist organizations arose in democratic countries: the Red Brigades in Italy, the Provisional Irish Republican Army in Ireland and the United Kingdom, the Japanese Red Army in Japan, and the Red Army Faction (or Baader-Meinhof Gang) in West Germany. The transition to democracy in Spain did not eliminate Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA) Basque separatist terrorism. Turkish democracy suffered through a decade of mounting political violence that lasted until the late 1970s. The strong and admirable democratic system in Israel has produced its own terrorists, including the assassin of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. It appears that at least three of the suicide bombers in the London attacks of July were born and raised in the democratic United Kingdom. Nearly every day brings a painful reminder that real democratization in Iraq has been accompanied by serious terrorism. And a memorial in Oklahoma City testifies to the fact that even U.S. democracy has not been free of terrorism of domestic origins.

Terrorism Causes Extinction

Sid-Ahmed, political analyst 04 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

And  there’s no academic support for their claims

Gause 05 – University of Vermont political science  Professor & Director of the University's Middle East Studies Program [F. Gregory Gause III. “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Sep/Oct 2005. Vol. 84, Iss. 5; pg. 62//Metapress, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism] 
Despite the wide acceptance of this connection, the academic literature on the relationship between terrorism and other sociopolitical indicators, such as democracy, is surprisingly scant. There are good case studies and general surveys of terrorists and terrorist organizations, but few that try to determine whether more democracy leads to less terrorism. Part of the problem is the quality of the data available. The Western press tends to report terrorist incidents with a cross-border element more completely than homegrown terrorist attacks. Moreover, most of the statistics identify the location of an incident, but not the identity of the perpetrators -- and much less whether they came from nondemocratic countries.

Democracy --> Terrorism
Increased democracy promotion leads to terrorism

Sawyer 05 (John, Doctoral Candidate Department of Government Masters Candidate Security Studies Program Georgetown University, “Terrorism, Democracy, and Press Freedom,” http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/1/2/2/pages71228/p71228-2.php)

Past research has demonstrated a strong positive correlation between democracy and terrorism. Unfortunately, these investigations conflated democracy with press freedom despite some independent variance and distinct theoretical causal mechanisms. For example, Cohen-Almagor writes, “Free speech and free media-the basic instruments (many would say values) of every democracy-provide terrorists with the publicity they need to inform the public about their operations and goals. Indeed, democracy is the best arena for those who wish to reach their ends by violent means.” 1 The failure to control for press freedom obfuscates the analysis of the connection between democracy and terrorism. When the freedom of the press is separated analytically from the concept of democracy, high degrees of press freedom clearly have a positive influence on the occurrence of terrorism. At the same, though, and of equal importance, is that in a controlled research design, the overall impact of democracy is to reduce the incidence rate. Democracy is a complex concept that can incorporate structures, mechanisms and values. Despite Dahl’s attempt to standardize the definition along procedural lines, 2 there has been a push to expand the definition. Collier and Levitsky provide a clear minimalist definition of democracy as “fully contested elections with full suffrage and the absence of massive fraud, combined with effective guarantees of civil liberties, including freedom of speech, assembly, and association.” 3 Marshall and Jagger adopt a similar definition, but include a measure for constraints on governmental power. Democracy is conceived as three essential, interdependent elements. Oneis the presence of institutions and procedures through which citizens canexpress effective preferences about alternative policies and leaders. Second is the existence of institutionalized constraints on the exercise ofpower by the executive. Third is the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens in their daily lives and in acts of political participation. Other aspects of plural democracy, such as the rule of law, systems of checksand balances, freedom of the press, and so on are means to, or specific manifestations of, these general principles. 4 For the purposes of this analysis, I will use Marshall and Jaggers’ definition. It is important to note that although the freedom of the press may be an indication of democratic principles in a country, it is neither necessary nor sufficient to categorize a country as democratic. The elements of democracy outlined above incorporate causal mechanisms that have opposing effects on the incidence of terrorism. Democracies offer relatively easy access to power and political participation, thereby decreasing the incentive for political agitators to turn to violence. On the other hand, through constraints on the executive and protection of civil liberties, terrorists are better able to locate like-minded individuals, are freer to coordinate, and run a lower risk of effective interference by the authorities. These factors effectively lower the costs to the terrorist while increasing those of the state to monitor and prevent terrorism. Additionally, a free press offers its own incentive structure for employing certain tactics in pursuit of various political goals. Given the inherent political character and the tendency toward showmanship of most terrorism, it appears necessary to control for press freedom when discussing democracy’s relationship to terrorism. The current analysis focuses on the discrete and distinct effects of press freedom. The interaction between the media and democracy may be intermixed and complicated because democracies rely on access to information to form public opinion, which in turn drives the political process. A more unfettered press raises awareness of specific grievances, allows disputes to be openly redressed, and magnifies the voice of the dissenter. This last characteristic can encourage a malcontent to increase the level of dissent above a certain threshold in the hope of reaching a much larger audience by capturing the attention of the media. A bombing, assassination, or violent attack by itself has a finite audience, which in addition to the immediate victims and eye witnesses may include friends and relatives in a limited ripple effect. But with the addition of press coverage, the incident becomes a public commodity. This enlargement makes it more likely that the terrorist will reach both his target audience and his constituent audience, if one exists. To borrow from the vocabulary of conventional warfare, the press acts as a “force multiplier” for the terrorists. In this article, I examine the theoretical underpinnings of the relationship between the press, democracy, and terrorism. I begin with a discussion of the definition of terrorism. I then examine the role of the press in setting the political agenda, the incentives for terrorists to accommodate the press, and the motives for the press to emphasize terrorism relative to other stories. The next section examines the theory and the current state of research on the effect of democracy on terrorism. Following that, I outline the methodology, results, and implications of my statistical analysis. Theory Before addressing the exact relationship between press freedom and terrorism, it is useful to define terrorism. Wardlaw is correct in pointing out that “the use of terror in itself does not constitute terrorism.” 5 This illustrates the difficulty of the task of defining terrorism because one cannot simply rely on observable phenomena. As a result, there is no true consensus within the field. In a survey of 100 terrorism experts (both academic and professional), Schmid et al. received 109 different definitions. 6 Some approaches emphasized the specific tactics used, while others emphasized the actors or the targets. Nonetheless, there is a fair amount of overlap between definitions, and in the interest of parsimony in the theoretical discussion, I will apply Bruce Hoffman’s definition to non-state actors: “The deliberate creation and exploitation of fear through violence or the threat of violence in the pursuit of political change.” 7 Thus, terrorism is made of three basic elements. First, it is a tactic used in pursuit of a broader political or social change. Second, it is an intentional, calculated, rational, and strategic application of violence. These terrorist organizations are on average smaller and weaker than states and so cannot wage a conventional war. Therefore, they must rely on alternative means of cowing their enemy. They may also perhaps lack the ability to mobilize the populace in support of their political goals. Therefore, they must rely on alternative means of cowing their enemy. 8 Third, change is effected by manipulating the emotions and perceptions of the audience—the body politic – rather than the physical capabilities of the target. The more detailed working definition of transnational/international terrorism is provided by Mickolus et al: the use, or threat of use, of anxiety-inducing, extra-normal violence for political purposes by any individual or group, whether acting for or in opposition to established governmental authority, when such action is intended to influence the attitudes and behavior of a target group wider than the immediate victims and when, through the nationality or foreign ties of its perpetrators, its location, the nature of its institutional or human victims, or the mechanics of its resolution, its ramifications transcend national boundaries. 9 Both definitions capture the central idea that terrorism is not simply about attacking a specific target or attacking in a certain manner, but rather it is designed to have an impact on a larger audience. As Jenkins noted, “Terrorism is theatre.” 1 Press Freedom Like all forms of theater, success is determined by both the size of the audience and the level of reaction an event receives. The news media spreads the impact of the terrorist event across a much wider population than the immediate victims of the violence. A free press has an enormous impact on the political discourse of a society, helping to inform about and to define important issues. As a result, the terrorist has a strong motivation to manipulate the media to maximize the political payoff of whatever action or non-action he chooses to pursue. In contrast, a state-controlled media would impede the dispersion of an alternate political message, making that country a less attractive target for terrorist violence. In a free press, news reporters have both collective and individual incentives to increase their coverage of terrorism. There is a large public appetite for controversial stories, especially those that induce fear, so the media needs to meet the demand. Furthermore, the competition between news organizations and individual reporters creates a pressure to outscoop one’s rivals and publicize a greater level of detail than prudence would dictate. Thus, the interests of the press and the terrorists appear to converge to a certain degree. Whether the media tells the public what to think, or simply what to think about, the influence it has on the political agenda is enormous. 11 If nothing else, the media in its various forms provides the basic information about what is happening in the world beyond what an individual can directly see, hear, or experience. Because the world is so large and experiences are infinite, the press must filter and prioritize stories. The media acts as a gatekeeper of information, deciding about much of what the public is made aware. Jacobs and Shapiro point out that, “The media have been found to exert a significant impact on the public’s agenda and priorities of policy concerns: a high volume of coverage of an issue increases its salience in the public mind.” 12 If the media chooses to emphasize a given issue, it is more likely to take on a political life of its own; conversely, if it chooses to ignore something, the issue is unlikely to enter to political discourse. Beyond this agenda-setting capacity, the news reporter, both corporate and individual, influences the reception and interpretation of information. Gandy et al demonstrate that the media has a major impact in how individuals perceive not only political events and movements, but also other racial, economic, and social groups simply through the manner in which the news story is framed. 13 The order in which various subjects are addressed, as well as the choice of words in the descriptions, facilitate shaping the public’s reaction. This influence on the public discourse can be both overt and subtle. For example, an interview with a terrorist leader may be replete with negative inferences, but the interview itself may offer some legitimacy to the individual, the organization, and the cause. NBC’s justified its interview with Abul Abbas in 1986 after hijacking of the Achille Lauro and murder of the wheelchair-bound Leon Klinghoffer by saying, “We like to interview all leaders….It is important for the American people to understand, be informed and make their own judgments.” 14 This has the effect of equating the leader of a terrorist organization with that of an established state and so enhancing the perception of terrorist power. Obviously, the terrorist would undoubtedly prefer positive coverage that both distributes his political message and portrays terrorist violence and the broader political goals as legitimate and desirable, but any coverage is preferable to none at all. Accordingly, there is a systemic pressure to adopt certain tactics that are more likely to receive greater publicity. While it is relatively easy to capture the attention of a free press, even in a country with a restricted press a terrorist incident will almost certainly enter the public discourse if it is large and spectacular enough. Schmid and de Graaf offer a comprehensive analysis of the benefits the terrorist draws from the relationship with the media. They examined 30 different uses the terrorist has for the media, including, but not limited to: communicate messages to a mass audience, attract converts, promote political agendas, verify compliance with demands, mislead the enemy by disseminating false information, discredit the enemy and victim by forcing public confessions, boost internal morale; communicate with other terrorists, learn new coercive techniques, learn about the enemy’s countermeasures, and identify future targets. 15 In addition, sometimes the media provides the terrorists with valuable real-time tactical information, such as the strength and location of counter-terrorist forces, their source of , or particular pressures or weaknesses to exploit during negotiations. Strong media coverage thus affords the terrorist both tactical and strategic advantages. In the event of a hostage-taking, media coverage enhances the political value of those taken captive. As the situation drags on, the media often explores different angles on the story, such as personal interviews with the families, friends, and neighbors. The potential for the public to develop a sense of connection with the hostages increases, thereby building up the political pressure on the government to ensure their safety. One wife of a hostage thanked the media, “If we like it or not, television is a way…to put pressure where pressure needs to be put.” 16 The personalization of the victims and the subsequent social reaction make it more difficult for the government to pursue the national or collective interest instead of the personal. Not only does media coverage often increase the power, or perceived power, of the terrorist during an attack, but heavy press coverage of terrorism also enhances the psychological impact of hoaxes. Claiming future or imminent attacks has a destabilizing effect on society and costs the terrorist nothing. One of the IRA’s most effective tactics was the use of one bomb to stimulate fear, which was intensified and spread by a series of false bomb warnings in the following days. What they knew was that the root of the fear was not the certainty that Belfast, London or some other city would be bombed, but the uncertainty produced by knowledge that it might be. 17 The simple threat of an attack can instill terror in the target audience, especially when it is perceived as credible. To maintain the credibility of threats, there should be an attack at some point, so there is still a certain cost to the enterprise. However, even threats from unknown groups or groups with a history of failure to follow through on their threats still force the authorities or potential victims to modify their behavior, at least temporarily. As a result, the payoff for very limited expenditure of resources is maximized by taking advantage of the press in the pursuit of their political agenda. With the assumption that the terrorist rationally weighs the cost-benefit ratio of his actions, one would expect to see more threats than actual attacks. Most terrorists have a dual purpose when they act. The first is to spread a political ideology or call for change by inducing fear in the target population. Of primary importance is not whether the target perceives the terrorists as legitimate or valid, but rather it is the action or reaction sparked by the belief that the terrorists present a credible and timely threat. In fact, if the terrorists had a fairly strong approval rating, it is quite possible that their political agenda would join the mainstream and so the incentive to resort to terrorism would be reduced. The second communicative goal is to demonstrate the terrorists’ capability and sense of purpose to a constituent audience, which may include the terrorist organization itself, its close supporters, and even those with some stake in the organization’s political agenda. As Schmid and de Graaf point out, violence is often cathartic to the terrorist organization. Action provides exemplars, which serve to maintain the organizational momentum. A terrorist group that ceases attacking is likely to suffer a decline of morale and die out. 

Democracy --> War

Democracies go to war-economic incentives

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from  Buffalo, New York.  He graduated from St. Joseph’s Collegiate Institute in 1975 and obtained a degree in philosophy from the State University of New York at Buffalo in 1980. His articles have appeared in the Wall Street Journal, Buffalo News, Cleveland Plain Dealer and Legislative Gazette. His policy studies have been published by the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, the Ludwig von Mises Institute at Auburn University, and the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C.  His articles have been used as course materials at numerous colleges including Brown, Rutgers and Stanford, “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

A myriad of domestic political concerns have led democracies into war. Modern democracies tend to extensively intervene in the free market by means of high taxes, welfare, and subsidies in order to buy the votes that keep the politicians in power. As Ludwig von Mises demonstrated, each intervention into the economy causes problems that lead to the demand for ever further interventions. Government thereby creates its own demand. Eventually, the economic problems become intractable, leading to the inevitable temptation to create a foreign policy distraction.34 Combine that with the fact that war, while undeniably harming the economy, gives the appearance of stimulating the economy, and we have a formula for why democratic governments would have a motive for war. For example, the Great Depression was caused by the Federal Reserve’s expansion of the money supply in the late 1920’s.35 Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal had failed to bring America out of the Great Depression as late as 1941. Many believe that FDR welcomed American entrance into World War II to distract attention from his domestic policy failures or in the hope that the war would get the economy moving again. Such theories cannot definitively be proven. What cannot be denied is that, on two fronts, FDR did everything he possibly could do to goad either Germany or Japan into attacking the United States. Why did the United States fight a pointless war in Viet Nam? One theory is that President Kennedy escalated U.S. involvement because he had accused President Eisenhower in 1960 of being "soft" on communism. When Lyndon Johnson came to power, he had ambitious domestic plans for creating a "Great Society," and could not afford to lose political capital over the "loss" of another country to communism.36 Socialists have often supported war as a means to introduce their command and control economies. Historian Ralph Raico quotes John Dewey’s enthusiasm about World War I: "In every warring country there has been the same demand that in the time of great national stress production for profit be subordinated to production for use. 

Democracy causes wars—history and theory prove
Schwartz and Skinner '01 Thomas and Kiron K (Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, associate professor of history and political science at Carnegie Mellon University); December 22, 2001; “The Myth of Democratic Peace”; JAI Press; ORBIS
Here we show that neither the historical record nor the theoretical arguments advanced for the purpose provide any support for democratic pacifism. It does not matter how high or low one sets the bar of democracy. Set it high enough to avoid major exceptions and you find few, if any, democracies until the Cold War era. Then there were no wars between them, of course. But that fact is better explained by NATO and bipolarity than by any shared form of government. Worse, the peace among the high-bar democracies of that era was part of a larger pacific pattern: peace among all nations of the First and Second Worlds. As for theoretical arguments, those we have seen rest on implausible premises. Why, then, is the belief that democracies are mutually pacific so widespread and fervent? The explanation rests on an old American tendency to slip and slide unawares between two uses of the word "democracy": as an objective description of regimes, and as a term of praise--a label to distinguish friend from foe. Because a democracy (term of praise) can do no wrong--or so the thinking seems to run--at least one side in any war cannot be a democracy (regime description). There lies the source of much potential mischief in foreign policy. The Historical Problem Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often--bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.)  Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain)  Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France)  War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain)  Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico)  Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico)  Roman Republic vs. France, 1849  American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy)  Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863  Franco-Prussian War, 1870  War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia)  Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian  nations)  Spanish-American War, 1898  Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State)  World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.)  Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina)  Ecuador-Peru, 1941  Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon)  Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic)  Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus)  Ecuador-Peru, 1981  Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan)  Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia)  Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia)  Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia)  Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and  allegedly Russia)  Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995  NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999  India-Pakistan, 1999
Democracy --> War
Democracies are bullying in nature and inevitably go to war-Civil wars proves

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from  Buffalo, New York.  He graduated from St. Joseph’s Collegiate Institute in 1975 and obtained a degree in philosophy from the State University of New York at Buffalo in 1980. His articles have appeared in the Wall Street Journal, Buffalo News, Cleveland Plain Dealer and Legislative Gazette. His policy studies have been published by the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, the Ludwig von Mises Institute at Auburn University, and the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C.  His articles have been used as course materials at numerous colleges including Brown, Rutgers and Stanford, “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

Though ethnic conflict is the primary instigator of intrastate war, democracy also fails to deter ideological civil war. Ironically, democracy was supposed to avoid just such wars by allowing people to resolve their disputes through elections. Evidently, this works better in theory than in reality. American Civil War. The primordial example is the American Civil War (War Between the States). It is not well known that the democratic idea led to the most destructive war ever fought in the Western Hemisphere. Why did Lincoln order armies into Virginia, which had not been involved in the attack on Fort Sumter? Let him speak for himself: "[W]e divide upon [all our constitutional controversies] into majorities and minorities. If a minority . . . will secede rather than acquiesce [to the majority], they make a precedent which, in turn, will divide and ruin them; for a minority of their own will secede from them, whenever a majority refuses to be controlled by such minority . . . the central idea of secession, is the essence of anarchy."22 Thus, a substantial motive for Lincoln’s invasion of the South was to preserve the principle of majority rule, that is, the ability of the majority to impose its will on the minority. The War Between the States revealed the true nature of democracy as bullying. It just so happens that people usually put up with it, and the bullied minority is scattered throughout the nation. In the War Between the States, however, the bullied minority was clustered together and willing to fight. Democracy, ultimately, is majority rule at gunpoint. Such a philosophy is perfectly consistent with a tendency to fight wars. Majority rule encourages minority groups that feel exploited by the majority to attempt to secede. The bullying majority rarely lets its subjects go in peace, and thus war breaks out. The provocateur is often the majoritarian state, and that state’s rationalization for fighting is always the preservation of the majority principle. Perhaps the leading cause of war in the foreseeable future will be the struggle of peoples who constitute a minority in their countries to escape from oppressive democratic majority rule by those animated by alien ethnic, cultural, religious, economic, or philosophic values. Ideological Civil Wars. It is commonly thought that left-wing civil wars arise in response to repressive dictatorships which ruthlessly exploit the population for the benefit of a few, leaving a large body of discontents. However, such revolutions do occur in democratic countries. As indicated in Figure No. 9, such wars have occurred recently in Colombia, Peru, India, and Indonesia.

Democracies are more likely to start wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.68-70

My findings refute the monadic level DPP, which suggests that democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, and they reveal that democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to be involved in—and to initiate—interstate wars and MIDs. Wedding these findings to those in Chapter 2, it appears that the spread of democracy may precipitate an increase in the likelihood of wars as individual states become democratic and, subsequently, more war-prone. Further, cast​ing these findings in the light of recent studies of the DPP highlights some daunting prospects for global peace. For example, recent empirical findings indicate that regime changes are much more likely to occur during or following wars and that losing states are much more likely to experience regime change (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992). Since democracies are more likely to win wars as compared to nondemocracies (Lake, 1992; Stain, 1996; Reiter and Stain, 1998a), it follows that nondemocracies are more likely to experience regime change, which in some cases may result in their full democratization. The result is that war involvement may actually increase the proportion of democratic states in the system and, subsequently, increase the likelihood of war​fare for those newly democratic states. From this perspective, the spread of democracy will create more of the most war-prone states, thereby increasing the likelihood of war involvement and initiation for those states. These relationships hardly encourage a sanguine view of the prospects for peace with a democratic enlargement strategy.

Democracy --> War

Democracy causes war-contradictory interpretations
Schwartz and Skinner '01 Thomas and Kiron K (Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, associate professor of history and political science at Carnegie Mellon University); December 22, 2001; Wall Street Journal

Criticism of democratic pacifism is not new either. In Federalist 6, Alexander Hamilton attacked “the paradox of perpetual peace” as wrong and dangerous—wrong because it is naive about popular passions, dangerous because quack nostrums steal attention from real remedies. In a “republic,” Kant thought, a majority would refuse to bear the cost of aggressive war. Hamilton saw, on the contrary, that majorities can be as belligerent as monarchs, clamoring for war not forced by foes. Majorities did just that in 1812 and 1848. In the latter case, President Polk, who wanted to fight Mexico, had to resist popular pressure to fight Britain, too, over the U.S.-p boundary. In 1898 President McKinley gave in to popular pressure for war with Spain. In 1917 President Wilson easily ignited mass belligerency after campaigning against war the year before. Another Kantian argument is that democratic decision making faces procedural hurdles and the need to enlist popular support, delaying decisions on both sides when democracies are in conflict and leaving time for peaceful resolution. But sometimes popular support is there already, sometimes the problem facing leaders is not to enlist it but to resist it, and often enough they have manufactured it with remarkable alacrity. Besides, democracies today have semimobilized standing forces with executive authority to use them. A newer argument, the current favorite, is that states project internal norms outward: Because the democratic norm is that of peaceful conflict resolution, democrats follow it in conflicts with foreign democrats. But since when are norms projected outward? Hockey teams have “norms” for peacefully settling internal conflicts, but externally they compete as ruthlessly as possible. So do corporations and armies. How are states different? All durable states enjoy internal peace, but the democratic ones foster competition for power. Isn’t that the democratic “norm”?  What do the facts show? Assuming lax enough tests of democracy, exceptions to democratic pacifism abound. With limited suffrage but the mother of parliaments, Britain fought the United States in 1776 and 1812 and revolutionary France in its comparatively democratic years of 1793 and 1795. In 1848 the United States fought Mexico, not a perfect democracy but a good one for the times: Mexico’s elected Congress chose and deposed President Santa Anna and ratified the terms of peace. In the American Civil War, North and South shared a democratic history of fourscore and several years. One side had slaves, but so had the other, and if they were not democracies there were none. After the Civil War, the hardest cases for democratic pacifism were the Boer and Spanish-American Wars and especially World War I. Woodrow Wilson proclaimed a war for democracy against “Prussian dictatorship,” but that was propaganda. Germany had civil rights, an elected parliament, competing parties, universal male suffrage, and an unparalleled system of social democracy. Although appointed by the kaiser, ministries typically fell when their programs lost parliamentary votes. The kaiser was commander in chief, but so was the king of the Belgians, and so today is the king of Spain, lauded for using that power to defend democracy. On the other side, Britain and France ruled most of their subjects with bullets, not ballots. Britain still had a potent House of Lords, and, unlike Germany, the United States disenfranchised a large minority of adult male citizens: Their color was wrong. Our point is not that Germany was a perfect democracy or the United States no democracy at all, only that democratic pacifists who microscopically examine Germany for nondemocratic bacteria do not subject the Allies to similar scrutiny: Either World War I was between democracies or there were none. We can exclude those and other cases (the U.S.-French Naval War in 1797, Roman Republic versus France in 1849, Franco-Prussian War in 1870, War of the Pacific in 1879, Israel versus Lebanon in 1948 and 1967, United States versus Guatemala in 1954, Ecuador versus Peru in 1981 and 1995, Armenia versus Azerbaijian in 1992, recent Balkan wars, and so on) with tougher tests of democracy, including constitutional longevity. That pretty much shrinks the democratic category to the Cold War democracies, to those states that have continuously enjoyed high-class democratic regimes since soon after World War II. Indeed there have been no wars between them. But mutual democracy is not the best explanation. Pick two states and a year at random and most likely they did not fight then. More important, most of the Cold War democracies formed a North Atlantic cluster riven by no deep disputes but menaced by the Soviet Empire, which did nothing to lure any away. That made them do two things: aim their weapons eastward and pool their forces in a security organization—one strong enough to enforce peace between them if need be. 
alliances are a dime a dozen. No mere alliance, NATO was an armed and integrated organization. To control for “alliance” and find that NATO and our other factors do not fully explain peace between the Cold War democracies is like controlling for “passage of laws” and finding that the Social Security Act does not fully explain why retirees mysteriously received checks after 1935 but not before.  Adopt a tough enough test of democracy and democratic pacifism applies to naught but the Cold War democracies. Relax the test just a bit and the doctrine becomes false. But those democracies were either so far apart, so effectively neutralized in the vice jaws of NATO and the Soviet Empire, or so integrally organized against a common foe that the fifty-year peace between them—virtually the whole case for democratic pacifism—has better explanations than the magic of mutual democracy. Yes, “magic.” For no one has plausibly said how mutual democracy blocks war. Democratic pacifism is not the first doctrine to come into vogue among intellectuals, though logic and history point away. Its initial appeal is understandable: If true, it reconciles principle and prudence, gratifying the soft of heart and hard of head in one fell swoop. But true it is not. Why, then, has it survived scrutiny by scholars and statesmen who should know better? The answer we think is the dual use Americans make of the word democracy. It has a descriptive use, marking off states that prize liberty and have popular elections to choose and change governments. But it is also a term of praise, used to distinguish good guys (like us) from bad guys (like them). Since aggressors cannot be democracies (“good guy” use), democracies (descriptive use) cannot be aggressors, can they?.
Authoritarianism Solves War
Authoritarian regimes solve conflict – they are comparitvely more cooperative

Gause 05 – University of Vermont political science  Professor & Director of the University's Middle East Studies Program [F. Gregory Gause III. “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Sep/Oct 2005. Vol. 84, Iss. 5; pg. 62//Metapress, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism] 

It is highly unlikely that democratically elected Arab governments would be as cooperative with the United States as the current authoritarian regimes. To the extent that public opinion can be measured in these countries, research shows that Arabs strongly support democracy. When they have a chance to vote in real elections, they generally turn out in percentages far greater than Americans do in their elections. But many Arabs hold negative views of the United States. If Arab governments were democratically elected and more representative of public opinion, they would thus be more anti-American. Further democratization in the Middle East would, for the foreseeable future, most likely generate Islamist governments less inclined to cooperate with the United States on important U.S. policy goals, including military basing rights in the region, peace with Israel, and the war on terrorism.

AT: Democracy Solves War
“Democracy stops wars” distorts reality – democracy is the main cause of the three greatest threats to world peace

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from Buffalo, New York “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

Spencer R. Weart alleges that democracies rarely if ever go to war with each other. Even if this is true, it distorts reality and makes people far too sanguine about democracy’s ability to deliver the world’s greatest need today – peace. In reality, the main threat to world peace today is not war between two nation- states but, (1) nuclear arms proliferation; (2) terrorism; and (3) ethnic and religious conflict within states. As this paper was being written, India, the world’s largest democracy, appeared to be itching to start a war with Pakistan, bringing the world closer to nuclear war than it has been for many years. The United States, the world’s leading democracy, is waging war in Afghanistan, which war relates to the second and third threats noted above – terrorism and ethnic/religious conflict. If the terrorists are to be believed – and why would they lie?─they struck at the United States on September 11th because of its democratically-induced interventions into ethnic/religious disputes in their parts of the world. As I shall argue below, democracy is implicated in all three major threats to world peace and others as well. The vaunted political machinery of democracy has failed to deliver on its promises. The United States, the quintessential democracy, was directly or indirectly involved in most of the major wars in the 20th Century. On September 11, 2001, the 350-year experiment with the modern nation-state ended in failure. A radical re-thinking of the relationship between the individual and the collective, society and state is urgently required. Our lives depend on it. We must seriously question whether the primitive and ungainly political technology of democracy can possibly keep the peace in tomorrow’s world. Thus, a thorough reconsideration of the relationship between democracy and peace is essential. This paper makes a beginning in that direction.
***Democratization
Democratization --> No Credibility

Democracy promotion causes fear – hurts credibility, causes ethnic conflict, and suspicion

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)

The recent "color revolutions" in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan and the widespread suspicion that U.S. groups such as the National Democratic Institute (NDI), the International Republican Institute (IRI), Freedom House, and the Open Society Institute played a key behind-the-scenes role in fomenting these upheavals have clearly helped trigger the backlash. Politicians from China to Zimbabwe have publicly cited concerns about such events spreading to their own shores as justification for new restrictions on Western aid to NGOs and opposition groups. Yet there is something broader at work than just a fear of orange (Ukraine's revolution came to be known as the Orange Revolution). The way that President George W. Bush is making democracy promotion a central theme of his foreign policy has clearly contributed to the unease such efforts (and the idea of democracy promotion itself) are creating around the world. Some autocratic governments have won substantial public sympathy by arguing that opposition to Western democracy promotion is resistance not to democracy itself, but to American interventionism. Moreover, the damage that the Bush administration has done to the global image of the United States as a symbol of democracy and human rights by repeatedly violating the rule of law at home and abroad has further weakened the legitimacy of the democracy-promotion cause.
Democratization --> No Credibility
Everybody else hates democracy promotion, too

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)
Russia is not the only country pushing back against Western democracy assistance; the resistance has become a widespread post-Soviet pastime. Uzbek President Islam Karimov is currently in the process of shutting down most of the Western democracy programs in his country, as well as most of the domestic NGOs that work on democracy issues: in 2005, more than 60 percent of Uzbekistan's active NGOs were put out of business. Articles in the state-controlled media have accused the United States of trying to undermine Uzbek sovereignty through the Trojan horse of democratization. Meanwhile, in Belarus, President Aleksandr Lukashenko has also forbidden most external political aid and has relentlessly stamped out political challengers and independent civil society. After first putting all foreign funding destined for local NGOs under state control, in 2003, Lukashenko banned foreign funding of any political or educational activities in the country. The Tajik government announced new regulations in April 2005 requiring foreign embassies and foreign organizations working in the country to give the authorities notice before making any contact with local political parties, NGOs, or media organizations. Government-controlled newspapers in Tajikistan have accused the United States of criminality in its support for Ukrainian and Kyrgyz activists and have praised Belarus for its resistance to Western interference. Nearby in Kazakhstan, President Nursultan Nazarbayev has enacted similarly tight restrictions on cooperation between foreign entities and Kazakh political parties. In a speech last September, he added his voice to the regional chorus warning foreign NGOs not to try to destabilize former Soviet states. The backlash against democracy aid has also started to spread outside the former Soviet Union. One enthusiastic participant is China. Last April, an article in the People's Daily condemned the United States' "democratic offensive" in the former Soviet Union and elsewhere as self-serving, coercive, and immoral. The following month, the Chinese Communist Party reportedly mapped out a strategy for resisting U.S. and European efforts to promote color revolutions in China and its neighborhood. Beijing has delayed the passage of a new law that would liberalize the rules on NGOs in the country and has cracked down on various local groups that receive foreign funding, including a human rights group supported by the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), a private foundation funded by the U.S. government devoted to supporting democracy worldwide. Beijing is also tightening restrictions on foreign media by stepping up measures to scramble external radio broadcasts and reversing an earlier decision to allow the local publication of foreign newspapers. Elsewhere in Asia, governments have enacted similar restrictions: in Nepal, for example, after 15 years of relative openness to Western democracy programs, the government recently issued new regulations sharply restricting such activities. The backlash is spreading to Africa as well. Zimbabwean President Robert Mugabe has driven out Western NGOs and forced the closure of many local groups that get external support, claiming that they are fronts through which Western "colonial masters" subvert the government. In December 2004, Zimbabwe's parliament passed legislation prohibiting local NGOs from receiving any outside aid. Mugabe has not yet signed the bill but has kept up his rhetorical attacks on alleged Western meddling. Further north, Ethiopia expelled the IRI, the NDI, and IFES (formerly the International Foundation for Election Systems) prior to national elections last May. Prime Minister Meles Zenawi stated on Ethiopian television that "there is not going to be a 'Rose Revolution' or a 'Green Revolution' or any color revolution in Ethiopia after the election." And in Eritrea, the government enacted a new law last year forbidding local NGOs from engaging in any work other than relief activities and blocking them from receiving external support. In August, Asmara asked the U.S. Agency for International Development to cease operations in the country, stating that it was uncomfortable with the agency's activities, which include promoting citizen participation in economic and political life. In South America, Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez regularly blasts U.S. democracy promotion as being part of a Bush administration campaign to oust him. Chávez has accused groups such as the NED and the IRI of supporting the Venezuelan opposition and has intimidated many local NGOs that receive outside funding. And like Putin, Chávez is not content just to block U.S. aid at home. He has allegedly used his petrodollars to support anti-American parties and candidates in Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and elsewhere, in the hope of spreading what he calls his "Bolivarian Revolution." Although Chávez remains an extreme case, wariness of U.S. democracy promotion is rising in the region, which is rife with anti-Americanism and increasingly dominated by left-leaning governments. The rejection last year by the Organization of American States of a U.S. proposal to establish a new regional mechanism to monitor governmental compliance with democratic norms reflected this growing skepticism. 
Democratization --> Heg Collapse

Democratization causes counterbalancing—eroding hegemony

Emmerson, January 30, 2003 (Donald, senior fellow at the Institute for International Studies, “democratic Divergence: A Challenge to U.S. Primacy?” http://www.ciaonet.org/pbei/csis/pac03/emd01/) 

Who will, then, counterbalance U.S. power? Conceivably, no one will. But the sheer dynamic uncertainty of global affairs must surely, eventually, bring to a conclusion even this protracted “unipolar moment.” There is one more speculation worth noting, if only because it has been almost wholly ignored. Namely: The consequences of democratization will pose the chief and most enduring challenge to U.S. primacy. Never have there been more electoral democracies in the world - 121 today, by Freedom House's latest count, up from 66 in 1987. So far, this trend has been cause mainly for American celebration. Viewed from the United States, democratization has been easy to construe as imitation - the sincerest form of flattery. American politicians routinely project U.S. democratic values as not just humane but human: what, deep in their hearts, everyone thinks and wants or, at any rate, would if they knew what was best. [Cont…] Nor is the prospect of democratic divergence limited to these admittedly special cases. In foreign democracies generally, other things being equal, it is implausible that candidates and voters should consistently favor U.S. positions. Most Muslims, for example, are moderate. But in countries with large Muslim majorities and without strong secular traditions, it is not hard to envision an election whose results reduce the distance between state and religion, regardless of what the U.S. constitution's first amendment recommends. Nor is the chance of such outcomes limited to balloting among Muslims, witness the recent electoral success of hardline Hindus in the Indian state of Gujarat.

Nuclear war.

Khalilzad, Rand Corporation 95 (Zalmay Khalilzad, Spring 1995. RAND Corporation. “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly 18.2, Lexis.)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Democratization --> Heg Collapse Ext
Collapses hegemony—forces countries to become too interventionist

Layne, Fall 1994 (Christopher, visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at the CATO institute, International Security, “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace,” Page 5)

Those who want to base American foreign policy on the extension of democracy abroad invariably disclaim any intention to embark on a "crusade,” and profess to recognize the dangers of allowing policy to be based on excessive ideological zeal. These reassurances are the foreign-policy version of "trust me." Because it links American security to the nature of other states' internal political systems, democratic peace theory's logic inevitably pushes the United States to adopt an interventionist strategic posture. If democracies are peaceful but non-democratic states are "troublemakers" the conclusion is inescapable: the former will be truly secure only when the latter have been transformed into democracies, too. Indeed, American statesmen have frequently expressed this view. During World War I. Eiihu Root said that “To be safe democracy must kill its enemy when it can and where it can. The world cannot be half democratic and half autocratic.” 143 During the Vietnam War, Secretary of State Dean Rusk claimed that the “United States cannot be secure until the total international environment is ideologically safe.” These are not isolated comments; these views reflect the historic American propensity to seek absolute security and to define security primarily in ideological (and economic) terms. The political culture of American foreign policy has long regarded the United States, because of its domestic political system, as a singular nation. As a consequence, American policymakers have been affected by a “deep sense of being alone” and they have regarded the United States as "perpetually beleaguered. “ Consequently, America's foreign and defense policies have been shaped by the belief that the United States must create a favorable ideological climate abroad if its domestic institutions are to survive and flourish Democratic peace theory panders to impulses which, however noble in the abstract, have led to disastrous military interventions abroad, strategic overextension, and the relative decline of American Power. The latest example of the dangers of Wilsonianism is the Clinton administration’s Partnership for Peace. Under this plan, the asserted American interest in projecting democracy into East Central Europe is advanced in support of NATO security guarantees and eventual membership for Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic (and some from of U.S. security guarantee for Ukraine). The underlying argument is simple: democratic governments in these countries will guarantee regional peace in the post-Cold War era, but democracy cannot take root unless these countries are provided with the "reassurance" of U.S. or NATO security guarantees. 

Democracy promotion causes fear – hurts credibility, causes ethnic conflict, and suspicion

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)

The recent "color revolutions" in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan and the widespread suspicion that U.S. groups such as the National Democratic Institute (NDI), the International Republican Institute (IRI), Freedom House, and the Open Society Institute played a key behind-the-scenes role in fomenting these upheavals have clearly helped trigger the backlash. Politicians from China to Zimbabwe have publicly cited concerns about such events spreading to their own shores as justification for new restrictions on Western aid to NGOs and opposition groups. Yet there is something broader at work than just a fear of orange (Ukraine's revolution came to be known as the Orange Revolution). The way that President George W. Bush is making democracy promotion a central theme of his foreign policy has clearly contributed to the unease such efforts (and the idea of democracy promotion itself) are creating around the world. Some autocratic governments have won substantial public sympathy by arguing that opposition to Western democracy promotion is resistance not to democracy itself, but to American interventionism. Moreover, the damage that the Bush administration has done to the global image of the United States as a symbol of democracy and human rights by repeatedly violating the rule of law at home and abroad has further weakened the legitimacy of the democracy-promotion cause.
Democratization --> Heg Collapse Ext-Intl Backlash

Everybody else hates democracy promotion, too

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)
Russia is not the only country pushing back against Western democracy assistance; the resistance has become a widespread post-Soviet pastime. Uzbek President Islam Karimov is currently in the process of shutting down most of the Western democracy programs in his country, as well as most of the domestic NGOs that work on democracy issues: in 2005, more than 60 percent of Uzbekistan's active NGOs were put out of business. Articles in the state-controlled media have accused the United States of trying to undermine Uzbek sovereignty through the Trojan horse of democratization. Meanwhile, in Belarus, President Aleksandr Lukashenko has also forbidden most external political aid and has relentlessly stamped out political challengers and independent civil society. After first putting all foreign funding destined for local NGOs under state control, in 2003, Lukashenko banned foreign funding of any political or educational activities in the country. The Tajik government announced new regulations in April 2005 requiring foreign embassies and foreign organizations working in the country to give the authorities notice before making any contact with local political parties, NGOs, or media organizations. Government-controlled newspapers in Tajikistan have accused the United States of criminality in its support for Ukrainian and Kyrgyz activists and have praised Belarus for its resistance to Western interference. Nearby in Kazakhstan, President Nursultan Nazarbayev has enacted similarly tight restrictions on cooperation between foreign entities and Kazakh political parties. In a speech last September, he added his voice to the regional chorus warning foreign NGOs not to try to destabilize former Soviet states. The backlash against democracy aid has also started to spread outside the former Soviet Union. One enthusiastic participant is China. Last April, an article in the People's Daily condemned the United States' "democratic offensive" in the former Soviet Union and elsewhere as self-serving, coercive, and immoral. The following month, the Chinese Communist Party reportedly mapped out a strategy for resisting U.S. and European efforts to promote color revolutions in China and its neighborhood. Beijing has delayed the passage of a new law that would liberalize the rules on NGOs in the country and has cracked down on various local groups that receive foreign funding, including a human rights group supported by the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), a private foundation funded by the U.S. government devoted to supporting democracy worldwide. Beijing is also tightening restrictions on foreign media by stepping up measures to scramble external radio broadcasts and reversing an earlier decision to allow the local publication of foreign newspapers. Elsewhere in Asia, governments have enacted similar restrictions: in Nepal, for example, after 15 years of relative openness to Western democracy programs, the government recently issued new regulations sharply restricting such activities. The backlash is spreading to Africa as well. Zimbabwean President Robert Mugabe has driven out Western NGOs and forced the closure of many local groups that get external support, claiming that they are fronts through which Western "colonial masters" subvert the government. In December 2004, Zimbabwe's parliament passed legislation prohibiting local NGOs from receiving any outside aid. Mugabe has not yet signed the bill but has kept up his rhetorical attacks on alleged Western meddling. Further north, Ethiopia expelled the IRI, the NDI, and IFES (formerly the International Foundation for Election Systems) prior to national elections last May. Prime Minister Meles Zenawi stated on Ethiopian television that "there is not going to be a 'Rose Revolution' or a 'Green Revolution' or any color revolution in Ethiopia after the election." And in Eritrea, the government enacted a new law last year forbidding local NGOs from engaging in any work other than relief activities and blocking them from receiving external support. In August, Asmara asked the U.S. Agency for International Development to cease operations in the country, stating that it was uncomfortable with the agency's activities, which include promoting citizen participation in economic and political life. In South America, Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez regularly blasts U.S. democracy promotion as being part of a Bush administration campaign to oust him. Chávez has accused groups such as the NED and the IRI of supporting the Venezuelan opposition and has intimidated many local NGOs that receive outside funding. And like Putin, Chávez is not content just to block U.S. aid at home. He has allegedly used his petrodollars to support anti-American parties and candidates in Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and elsewhere, in the hope of spreading what he calls his "Bolivarian Revolution." Although Chávez remains an extreme case, wariness of U.S. democracy promotion is rising in the region, which is rife with anti-Americanism and increasingly dominated by left-leaning governments. The rejection last year by the Organization of American States of a U.S. proposal to establish a new regional mechanism to monitor governmental compliance with democratic norms reflected this growing skepticism.

Democratization --> Heg Collapse Ext-Intl Backlash

Even if the US isn’t directly involved in conflict, democracy promotion means we still get backlash

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)
What exactly explains this global backlash against democracy promotion? The recent revolutions in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan were clearly important events. The dramatic upheavals in these countries showed what huge numbers of ordinary citizens can do when they rally bravely for democracy. But as accounts multiplied of U.S. support for key civic and political groups in these countries, the color revolutions also spread the idea that the United States was the shadowy guiding force behind these events.

Democracy Promotion is seen as regime change, encouraging backlash

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)
Washington's use of the term "democracy promotion" has come to be seen overseas not as the expression of a principled American aspiration but as a code word for "regime change" -- namely, the replacement of bothersome governments by military force or other means. Moreover, the Bush administration has also caused the term to be closely associated with U.S. military intervention and occupation by adopting democracy promotion as the principal rationale for the invasion of Iraq. The fact that the administration has also given the impression that it is interested in toppling other governments hostile to U.S. security interests, such as in Iran and Syria, has made the president's "freedom agenda" seem even more menacing and hostile. This is especially so since when Bush and his top advisers single out "outposts of tyranny," the governments they invariably list are those that also happen to be unfriendly to the United States. Meanwhile, friendly but equally repressive regimes, such as that in Saudi Arabia, escape mention. This behavior has made many states, nondemocratic and democratic alike, uneasy with the whole body of U.S. democracy-building programs, no matter how routine or uncontroversial the programs once were. It also makes it easier for those governments eager to push back against democracy aid for their own reasons to portray their actions as noble resistance to aggressive U.S. interventionism. And the more President Bush talks of democracy promotion as his personal cause, the easier he makes it for tyrannical leaders to play on his extraordinarily high level of unpopularity abroad to disparage the idea.
Democratization --> ME Terror

A. Democratization would increase terror in the Middle East and stunt policy objectives
Gause, ’05 - Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program (F. Gregory, Foreign Affairs, September/October, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism)

Even if democracy were achieved in the Middle East, what kind of governments would it produce? Would they cooperate with the United States on important policy objectives besides curbing terrorism, such as advancing the Arab-Israeli peace process, maintaining security in the Persian Gulf, and ensuring steady supplies of oil? No one can predict the course a new democracy will take, but based on public opinion surveys and recent elections in the Arab world, the advent of democracy there seems likely to produce new Islamist governments that would be much less willing to cooperate with the United States than are the current authoritarian rulers. The answers to these questions should give Washington pause. The Bush administration's democracy initiative can be defended as an effort to spread American democratic values at any cost, or as a long-term gamble that even if Islamists do come to power, the realities of governance will moderate them or the public will grow disillusioned with them. The emphasis on electoral democracy will not, however, serve immediate U.S. interests either in the war on terrorism or in other important Middle East policies.
B. Terrorism Causes Extinction

Sid-Ahmed, political analyst 04 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Democratization --> ME Terror Ext
Democratization would hurt Middle East relations

Gause, ’05 - Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program (F. Gregory, Foreign Affairs, September/October, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism)
It is highly unlikely that democratically elected Arab governments would be as cooperative with the United States as the current authoritarian regimes. To the extent that public opinion can be measured in these countries, research shows that Arabs strongly support democracy. When they have a chance to vote in real elections, they generally turn out in percentages far greater than Americans do in their elections. But many Arabs hold negative views of the United States. If Arab governments were democratically elected and more representative of public opinion, they would thus be more anti-American. Further democratization in the Middle East would, for the foreseeable future, most likely generate Islamist governments less inclined to cooperate with the United States on important U.S. policy goals, including military basing rights in the region, peace with Israel, and the war on terrorism. 
Democratization --> ME Terror Ext-Al Qaeda Hates
Al-Qaeda hates democracy – they won’t just close up shop, especially if Middle East relations improve

Gause, ’05 - Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program (F. Gregory, Foreign Affairs, September/October, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism)
The United States' major foe in the war on terrorism, al Qaeda, certainly would not close up shop if every Muslim country in the world were to become a democracy. Osama bin Laden has been very clear about democracy: he does not like it. His political model is the early Muslim caliphate. In his view, the Taliban regime in Afghanistan came the closest in modern times to that model. In an October 2003 "message to Iraqis," bin Laden castigated those in the Arab world who are "calling for a peaceful democratic solution in dealing with apostate governments or with Jewish and crusader invaders instead of fighting in the name of God." He referred to democracy as "this deviant and misleading practice" and "the faith of the ignorant." Bin Laden's ally in Iraq, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, reacted to the January 2005 Iraqi election even more directly: "The legislator who must be obeyed in a democracy is man, and not God. ... That is the very essence of heresy and polytheism and error, as it contradicts the bases of the faith and monotheism, and because it makes the weak, ignorant man God's partner in His most central divine prerogative -- namely, ruling and legislating." Al Qaeda's leaders distrust democracy, and not just on ideological grounds: they know they could not come to power through free elections. There is no reason to believe that a move toward more democracy in Arab states would deflect them from their course. And there is no reason to believe that they could not recruit followers in more democratic Arab states -- especially if those states continued to have good relations with the United States, made peace with Israel, and generally behaved in ways acceptable to Washington. Al Qaeda objects to the U.S. agenda in the Middle East as much as, if not more than, democracy. If, as Washington hopes, a democratic Middle East continued to accept a major U.S. role in the region and cooperate with U.S. goals, it is foolish to think that democracy would end Arab anti-Americanism and dry up passive support, funding sources, and recruiting channels for al Qaeda.
Democratization --> Kills Russian Relations

A. Democracy Promotion hurts US-Russian Relations

Carothers, ’06 – Director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Thomas, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2006, “The Backlash Against Democracy Promotion,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61509/thomas-carothers/the-backlash-against-democracy-promotion)
The most systematic and forceful resistance to Western democracy aid has come from Russia under Putin. The NGO law is just one of a series of recent actions Moscow has taken to constrain or challenge democracy-promotion groups. The Kremlin has also attacked the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) for its election-monitoring work in Russia and neighboring countries. Several U.S. democracy-promotion groups have experienced minor but pointed harassment from Russian authorities. Putin's government has criticized Russian NGOs working on human rights or other politically sensitive issues for accepting outside funds, and senior Russian officials have denounced external democracy aid as subversive and anti-Russian. President Putin has also taken to warning fellow autocrats in surrounding countries of the dangers of allowing such aid, and Russia has started building its own capacity to provide parallel forms of assistance, through election monitors and political consultants. Putin's supporters have cast his campaign against pro-democracy groups as a security imperative, asserting that the United States is trying to encircle Russia with pro-Western governments and subvert its political order.
B. U.S.-RUSSIA RELATIONS CHECK FOUR SCENARIOS OF NUCLEAR WAR

COHEN 1 (Stephen, Prof of Russian Studies at NYU, June 7, http://www.thenation.com/doc.mhtml?i=20010625&c=1&s=cohen)

In these and other ways, Russia has been plunging back into the nineteenth century. And, as a result, it has entered the twenty-first century with its twentieth-century systems of nuclear maintenance and control also in a state of disintegration. What does this mean? No one knows fully because nothing like this has ever happened before in a nuclear country. But one thing is certain: Because of it, we now live in a nuclear era much less secure than was the case even during the long cold war. Indeed, there are at least four grave nuclear threats in Russia today: § There is, of course, the threat of proliferation, the only one generally acknowledged by our politicians and media--the danger that Russia's vast stores of nuclear material and know-how will fall into reckless hands. § But, second, scores of ill-maintained Russian reactors on land and on decommissioned submarines--with the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons--are explosions waiting to happen. § Third, also for the first time in history, there is a civil war in a nuclear land--in the Russian territory of Chechnya, where fanatics on both sides have threatened to resort to nuclear warfare. § And most immediate and potentially catastrophic, there is Russia's decrepit early-warning system. It is supposed to alert Moscow if US nuclear missiles have been launched at Russia, enabling the Kremlin to retaliate immediately with its own warheads, which like ours remain even today on hairtrigger alert. The leadership has perhaps ten to twenty minutes to evaluate the information and make a decision. That doomsday warning system has nearly collapsed--in May, a fire rendered inoperable four more of its already depleted satellite components--and become a form of Russian nuclear roulette, a constant danger of false alarms and accidental launches against the United States. How serious are these threats? In the lifetime of this graduating class, the bell has already tolled at least four times. In 1983 a Soviet Russian satellite mistook the sun's reflection on a cloud for an incoming US missile. A massive retaliatory launch was only barely averted. In 1986 the worst nuclear reactor explosion in history occurred at the Soviet power station at Chernobyl. In 1995 Russia's early-warning system mistook a Norwegian research rocket for an American missile, and again a nuclear attack on the United States was narrowly averted. And just last summer, Russia's most modern nuclear submarine, the Kursk, exploded at sea. Think of these tollings as chimes on a clock of nuclear catastrophe ticking inside Russia. We do not know what time it is. It may be only dawn or noon. But it may already be dusk or almost midnight. The only way to stop that clock is for Washington and Moscow to acknowledge their overriding mutual security priority and cooperate fully in restoring Russia's economic and nuclear infrastructures, most urgently its early-warning system. Meanwhile, all warheads on both sides have to be taken off high-alert, providing days instead of minutes to verify false alarms. And absolutely nothing must be done to cause Moscow to rely more heavily than it already does on its fragile nuclear controls. These solutions seem very far from today's political possibilities. US-Russian relations are worse than they have been since the mid-1980s. The Bush Administration is threatening to expand NATO to Russia's borders and to abrogate existing strategic arms agreements by creating a forbidden missile defense system. Moscow threatens to build more nuclear weapons in response. Hope lies in recognizing that there are always alternatives in history and politics--roads taken and not taken. Little more than a decade ago, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, along with President Ronald Reagan and the first President George Bush, took a historic road toward ending the forty-year cold war and reducing the nuclear dangers it left behind. But their successors, in Washington and Moscow, have taken different roads, ones now littered with missed opportunities. If the current generation of leaders turns out to lack the wisdom or courage, and if there is still time, it may fall to your generation to choose the right road. Such leaders, or people to inform their vision and rally public support, may even be in this graduating class. Whatever the case, when the bell warning of impending nuclear catastrophe tolls again in Russia, as it will, know that it is tolling for you, too. And ask yourselves in the determined words attributed to Gorbachev, which remarkably echoed the Jewish philosopher Hillel, "If not now, when? If not us, who?" 
Democratization --> Terrorism

Democracy promotion causes terrorist backlash

Gause 05 – University of Vermont political science  Professor & Director of the University's Middle East Studies Program [F. Gregory Gause III. “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Sep/Oct 2005. Vol. 84, Iss. 5; pg. 62//Metapress, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism] 
But this begs a fundamental question: Is it true that the more democratic a country becomes, the less likely it is to produce terrorists and terrorist groups? In other words, is the security rationale for promoting democracy in the Arab world based on a sound premise? Unfortunately, the answer appears to be no. Although what is known about terrorism is admittedly incomplete, the data available do not show a strong relationship between democracy and an absence of or a reduction in terrorism. Terrorism appears to stem from factors much more specific than regime type. Nor is it likely that democratization would end the current campaign against the United States. Al Qaeda and like-minded groups are not fighting for democracy in the Muslim world; they are fighting to impose their vision of an Islamic state. Nor is there any evidence that democracy in the Arab world would "drain the swamp," eliminating soft support for terrorist organizations among the Arab public and reducing the number of potential recruits for them. Even if democracy were achieved in the Middle East, what kind of governments would it produce? Would they cooperate with the United States on important policy objectives besides curbing terrorism, such as advancing the Arab-Israeli peace process, maintaining security in the Persian Gulf, and ensuring steady supplies of oil? No one can predict the course a new democracy will take, but based on public opinion surveys and recent elections in the Arab world, the advent of democracy there seems likely to produce new Islamist governments that would be much less willing to cooperate with the United States than are the current authoritarian rulers.
Democratization increases terrorism

Gause, ’05 - Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program (F. Gregory, Foreign Affairs, September/October, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism)
Terrorism, of course, is not distributed randomly. According to official U.S. government data, the vast majority of terrorist incidents occurred in only a few countries. Indeed, half of all the terrorist incidents in "not free" countries in 2003 took place in just two countries: Iraq and Afghanistan. It seems that democratization did little to discourage terrorists from operating there -- and may even have encouraged terrorism. As for the "free" countries, terrorist incidents in India accounted for fully 75 percent of the total. It is fair to assume that groups based in Pakistan carried out a number of those attacks, particularly in Kashmir, but clearly not all the perpetrators were foreigners. A significant number of terrorist events in India took place far from Kashmir, reflecting other local grievances against the central government. And as strong and vibrant as Indian democracy is, both a sitting prime minister and a former prime minister have been assassinated -- Indira Gandhi and her son, Rajiv Gandhi, respectively. If democracy reduced the prospects for terrorism, India's numbers would not be so high. 

Democratization --> Transition War

Transitions - Democracy promotion causes conflict in the short-term-lack of basic prerequisites

Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder 06 (Columbia University Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Relations, University of Pennsylvania Hum Rosen Political Science Professor, “Prone to violence”, http://lynnspulp.blogspot.com/2006/01/questions-of-character-and-political.html)

THE BUSH Administration has argued that promoting democracy in the Islamic world, rogue states and China will enhance America's security, because tyranny breeds violence and democracies co-exist peacefully. But recent experience in Iraq and elsewhere reveals that the early stages of transitions to electoral politics have often been rife with violence. These episodes are not just a speed bump on the road to the democratic peace. Instead, they reflect a fundamental problem with the Bush Administration's strategy of forced-pace democratization in countries that lack the political institutions needed to manage political competition. Without a coherent state grounded in a consensus on which citizens will exercise self-determination, unfettered electoral politics often gives rise to nationalism and violence at home and abroad. Absent these preconditions, democracy is deformed, and transitions toward democracy revert to autocracy or generate chaos. Pushing countries too soon into competitive electoral politics not only risks stoking war, sectarianism and terrorism, but it also makes the future consolidation of democracy more difficult. 

There is no peaceful path to democracy

Sheri Berman (Columbia University political science Professor, “Lessons from Europe,” Journal of Democracy Volume 18, Number 1 January 2007)

The idea that a gradual, liberal path to democracy exists and that it makes sense to discourage countries that do not follow it from democratizing is a chimera based on a misreading or misinterpretation of history. Although such a path is certainly attractive in theory, there are in fact very few cases of stable and well-functioning democracies that have developed in this manner. Indeed, the political backstory of most democracies is one of struggle, conflict, and even violence. Problems and even failures did not preclude the success of democracy; in retrospect, problems and failures can even be seen as integral parts of the long-term processes through which nondemocratic institutions, elites, and cultures are delegitimized and eventually eliminated, and their democratic successors forged. Many contemporary analysts do not seem to realize this because of a lack of historical perspective: They often ignore or misread the frequently messy and unattractive manner in which the current crop of stable democracies actually developed. It should hardly surprise us that many young democracies today are proving to be weak, ineffectual, illiberal, and often little more than [End Page 38] arenas for extraparliamentary and even violent contestation. Many countries' first or early experiments with democracy were not smooth, so why should today's fledglings be that different? If it took France—the birthplace of modern European democracy—more than 150 years and significant amounts of violence to achieve a set of stable and successful democratic institutions, why should democracy be expected to consolidate itself in many other parts of the world within just a few years? As was the case in France and in other parts of Western Europe, such failed experiments might well turn out to be crucial parts of long-term processes involving cultural learning and institution building—processes that eventually allow democratic governance to emerge and flourish. 

Democratization --> War

History proves-waves of democratization has led to war
Ferguson 2006 [Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford.  The next war of the world, Foreign Affairs.  V 85. No 5.]

others seek the cause of conflict in the internal political arrangements of states.  It has become fashionable among political scientiststo posit a causal link between democracy and peace, extrapolating from the observation that democracies tend not to go to war with one another.  The corollary, of course, is that dictatorships generally are more bellicose.  By that logic, the rise of democracy during the twentieth century should have made the world more peaceful.  Democratization may well have reduced the incidence of war between states.  But waves of democratization in the 1920s, 1960s, and 1980s seem to have multiplied the number of civil wars.  Some of those (such as the conflicts in Afghanistan, Burundi, China, Korea, Mexico, Mozambique, Nigeria, Russia, Rwanda, and Vietnam) were among the deadliest conflicts of the century.  Horrendous numbers of fatalities were also caused by genocidal or “politicidal” campaigns waged against civilian populations, such as those carried out by the Young Turks against the Armenians and the Greeks during World War I, the Soviet government from the 1920s until the 1950s, the Nazis between 1993 and 1945 – to say nothing of those perpetrated by the communist tyrannies of Mao in China and Pol Pot in Cambodia.  Indeed, such civil strife has been the most common form of conflict during the past 50 years.  Of the 24 armed conflicts recorded as “ongoing” by the University of Maryland’s Ted Robert Gurr and George Mason University’s Monty Marshal in early 2005, nearly all were civil wars.  

Demo Peace Theory --> Military Intervention

The myth of democratic peace is used to justify military interventions and used to mask the real agenda of war-making—the result is not true democracy

Mueller, 9—pol sci prof and IR, Ohio State. Widely-recognized expert on terrorism threats in foreign policy. AB from U Chicago, MA in pol sci from UCLA and PhD in pol sci from UCLA (John, Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East, 15 June 2007, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

Philosophers and divines not only encased democracy in a vaporously idealistic or ideological mystique, they have done the same for the democracy-peace correlation. After all, if correlation is taken to be cause, it follows that peace will envelop the earth right after democracy does. Accordingly for those who value peace, the promotion of democracy, by force or otherwise, becomes a central mission. This notion has been brewing for some time. Woodrow Wilson's famous desire to "make the world safe for democracy" was in large part an antiwar motivation. He and many others in Britain, France, and the United States had become convinced that, as Britain's Lloyd George put it, "Freedom is the only warranty of Peace" (Rappard 1940, 42-44). With the growth in the systematic examination of the supposed peace-democracy connection by the end of the century, such certain pronouncements became commonplace. Notes Bruce Russett, sentiments like those have "issued from the White House ever since the last year of the Reagan administration" (2005, 395). Foolish consistency, fatal consequence: the role of little statesmen It was left to George W. Bush to put mystique into practice. As he stressed to reporter Bob Woodward during the runup to his war with Iraq, "I say that freedom is not America's gift to the world. Freedom is God's gift to everybody in the world. I believe that. As a matter of fact, I was the person that wrote that line, or said it. I didn't write it, I just said it in a speech. And it became part of the jargon. And I believe that. And I believe we have a duty to free people. I would hope we wouldn't have to do it militarily, but we have a duty" (2004, 88-89). And in an address shortly before the war, he confidently proclaimed, "The world has a clear interest in the spread of democratic values, because stable and free nations do not breed the ideologies of murder. They encourage the peaceful pursuit of a better life" (quoted, Frum and Perle 2003, 158). In this, Bush was only trying to be consistent (foolishly so, perhaps, but nonetheless), a quality that endears him to so many of his followers. If democracy is so wonderful, and if in addition it inevitably brings both peace and creates favorable policy preferences, then forcefully jamming it down the throats of the decreasing number of nondemocratic countries in the world must be all to the good. He had already done something like that, with a fair amount of success, in Afghanistan; his father had crisply slapped Panama into shape; Reagan had straightened out Grenada; and Bill Clinton had invaded Haiti and bombed the hell out of Bosnia and Serbia with the same lofty goal at least partly in mind. Further, the Australians had recently done it in East Timor and the British in Sierra Leone (Mueller 2004, ch. 7). Critics have argued that democracy can't be spread at the point of a gun, but these cases, as well as the experience with the defeated enemies after World War II, suggests that it sometimes can be, something that supporters of the administration were quick to point out (Kaplan and Kristol 2003, 98-99. Frum and Perle 2003, 163). Even Russett, a prominent democratic-peace analyst, eventually, if rather reluctantly, concedes the possibility (2005, 398-400; see also Peceny and Pickering 2006). However, Bush and some of his supporters--particularly those in the neo-Conservative camp--foolishly, if consistently, extrapolated to develop an even more extravagant mystique. Not only would the invasion crisply bring viable democracy to Iraq, but success there would have a domino effect: democracy would eventually spread from its Baghdad bastion to envelop the Middle East. This would not only bring (it needs hardly to be said) blissful peace in its wake (because, as we know, democracies never fight each other), but the new democracies would also adopt all sorts of other policies as well including, in particular, love of, or at least much diminished hostility toward, the United States and Israel (because, as we know, the democratic process itself has a way of making people think nice thoughts). Vice President Dick Cheney attests, reports Woodward, to Bush's "abiding faith that if people were given freedom and democracy, that would begin a transformation process in Iraq that in years ahead would change the Middle East" (Woodward 2004, 428). Moreover, since force can establish democracy and since democracies rather automatically embrace peaceful and generally nice thoughts, after Iraq was forced to enter the democratic (and hence peaceful and nice-thinking) camp, military force would be deftly applied as necessary to speed up the domino-toppling process wherever necessary in the area. Such extravagant, even romantic, visions fill war-advocating neo-Conservative fulminations. In their book, The War Over Iraq, Lawrence Kaplan and William Kristol apply due reverence to the sanctified correlation--"democracies rarely, if ever, wage war against one another"--and then extrapolate fancifully to conclude that "The more democratic the world becomes, the more likely it is to be congenial to America" (2003, 104-5). And war architect Paul Wolfowitz also seems to have believed that the war would become an essential stage on the march toward freedom and democracy (Woodward 2004, 428). In a 2004 article proposing what he calls "democratic realism," Charles Krauthammer urges taking "the risky but imperative course of trying to reorder the Arab world," with a "targeted, focused" effort that would (however) be "limited" to "that Islamic crescent stretching from North Africa to Afghanistan" (2004 23, 17). And in a speech in late 2006, he continued to champion what he calls "the only plausible answer," an ambitious undertaking that involves "changing the culture of that area, no matter how slow and how difficult the process. It starts in Iraq and Lebanon, and must be allowed to proceed." Any other policy, he has divined, "would ultimately bring ruin not only on the U.S. but on the very idea of freedom." And Kaplan and Kristol stress that "The mission begins in Baghdad, but does not end there....War in Iraq represents but the first installment...Duly armed, the United States can act to secure its safety and to advance the cause of liberty--in Baghdad and beyond" (2003, 124-25). With that, laments Russett, democracy and democratic peace theory became "Bushwhacked" (2005). Democratic processes of pressure and policy promotion were deftly used by a dedicated group to wage costly war to establish both peace and congenial policy in the otherwise intractable Middle East. It could be argued, then, that the little statesmen of the Bush administration had the courage of the mystical convictions of the democracy and democratic peace philosophers and divines. However, although Bush's simple faith in democracy may perhaps have its endearing side, how deeply that passion is (or was) really shared by his neo-Conservative allies could be questioned. That is, did they really believe that the United States which, as Francis Fukuyama notes, "cannot eliminate poverty or raise test scores in Washington, DC," could "bring democracy to a part of the world that has stubbornly resisted it and is virulently anti-American to boot" (2004, 60)? Although they hype democracy, David Frum and Richard Perle carefully caution that "in the Middle East, democratization does not mean calling immediate elections and then living with whatever happens next," but rather "opening political spaces," "creating representative institutions," "deregulating the economy," "shrinking and reforming the Middle Eastern pubic sector," and "perhaps above all" changing the educational system (2003, 162-63). Similarly, Krauthammer's "democratic realism" approach doesn't seem, actually, to stress democracy all that much. (Its wildly extravagant calls for massive warfare over a very substantial portion of the globe--only "limited" in comparison to Bush's exuberant crusadery--suggests it is rather lacking in realism as well.) Most interesting is a call issued by neo-Conservatism's champion guru, Norman Podhoretz, in the runup to the war. He strongly advocated expanding Bush's "axis of evil" beyond Iraq, Iran, and North Korea "at a minimum" to embrace "Syria and Lebanon and Libya, as well as 'friends' of America like the Saudi royal family and Egypt's Hosni Mubarak, along with the Palestinian Authority." However, Podhoretz proved to be less mystical (or simply less devious) than other neocons about democracy by pointedly adding "the alternative to these regimes could easily turn out to be worse, even (or especially) if it comes into power through democratic elections." Accordingly, he emphasized, "it will be necessary for the United States to impose a new political culture on the defeated parties."14 (Although Podhoretz may be more realistic that others about democracy, his extravagant notion that the US would somehow have the capacity to impose a new political culture throughout the non-Israeli Middle East is, like Krauthammer's comparable vision, so fantastic as to border on the deranged.) Indeed, after one looks beneath the boilerplate about democracy and the democratic peace, what seems to be principally motivating at least some of these people is a strong desire for the United States to use military methods to make the Middle East finally and once and for all safe for Israel (Drew 2003, 22; Fukuyama 2004; Roy 2003). All of them are devoted supporters of Israel, and they seem to display far less interest in advocating the application of military force to deal with unsavory dictatorial regimes in other parts of the world that do not seem to threaten Israel--such as Burma, Zimbabwe, Sudan, Haiti, or Cuba. As John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt point out in their discussion of what they call "The Israel Lobby" (2006), such policy advocacy is entirely appropriate and fully democratic: "There is nothing improper about American Jews and their Christian allies attempting to sway US policy" (although they also note that Jewish Americans generally actually were less likely to support the war than was the rest of the population). Democracy, as noted earlier, is centrally characterized by the contestings of isolated, self-serving, and often tiny special interest groups and their political and bureaucratic allies. What happened with Iraq policy was democracy in full flower. It does not follow, of course, that policies so generated are necessarily wise, and Mearsheimer and Walt consider that the results of much of the Lobby's efforts--certainly in this case--have been detrimental to American (and even Israeli) national interest, although their contentions that the Lobby was "critical" or "a key factor" in the decision to go to war or that that decision would "have been far less likely" without the Lobby's efforts would need more careful analysis. It is also their view that the Lobby has too much influence over U.S foreign policy--a conclusion, as it happens, that is shared by 68 percent of over 1000 international relations scholars who responded to a 2006 survey.15 However that may be, it could certainly be maintained that, as an Israeli scholar puts it, the United States by its action eliminated what Israel considered at the time to be a most "threatening neighbor" (Baram 2007). Following this line of thinking, then, the Israel Lobby and its allies skillfully and legitimately used democracy to Bushwhack the democracy and democratic peace mystiques as part of its effort to nudge, urge, or impel the United States into a war that, as it happens, has proven to be its greatest foreign debacle in its history after Vietnam. It should be noted, however, that, although Bush and Cheney and at least some of the neocons may actually have believed their pre-war fantasies about the blessings that imposed democracy would in turn impose on the Middle East, the arguments they proffered for going to war stressed national security issues, not democracy ones--the notion that Saddam's Iraq was a threat to the United States because of its development, or potential development, of weapons of mass destruction and of its connections to terrorist groups out to get the United States (Roy 2003). The democracy argument rose in significance, notes Russett, only after those security arguments for going to war proved to be empty (2005, 396). As Fukuyama has crisply put it, a prewar request to spend "several hundred billion dollars and several thousand American lives in order to bring democracy to...Iraq" would "have been laughed out of court" (2005). Moreover, when given a list of foreign policy goals, the American public has rather consistently ranked the promotion of democracy lower--often much lower--than such goals as combating international terrorism, protecting American jobs, preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, strengthening the United Nations, and protecting American businesses abroad (see Figure 1).

AT: Democracy Solves Terrorism

Democracy Promotion doesn’t stop terrorism

Gause, ’05 - Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Vermont and Director of its Middle East Studies Program (F. Gregory, Foreign Affairs, September/October, “Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61021/f-gregory-gause-iii/can-democracy-stop-terrorism)

But this begs a fundamental question: Is it true that the more democratic a country becomes, the less likely it is to produce terrorists and terrorist groups? In other words, is the security rationale for promoting democracy in the Arab world based on a sound premise? Unfortunately, the answer appears to be no. Although what is known about terrorism is admittedly incomplete, the data available do not show a strong relationship between democracy and an absence of or a reduction in terrorism. Terrorism appears to stem from factors much more specific than regime type. Nor is it likely that democratization would end the current campaign against the United States. Al Qaeda and like-minded groups are not fighting for democracy in the Muslim world; they are fighting to impose their vision of an Islamic state. Nor is there any evidence that democracy in the Arab world would "drain the swamp," eliminating soft support for terrorist organizations among the Arab public and reducing the number of potential recruits for them. 
AT: Democracy Solves War

“Democracy stops wars” distorts reality – democracy is the main cause of the three greatest threats to world peace

Ostrawski ‘2, (James, a trial and appellate lawyer and libertarian author from Buffalo, New York “The Myth of Democratic Peace: Why Democracy Cannot Deliver Peace in the 21st Century,” Lewell Rock, http://www.lewrockwell.com/ostrowski/ostrowski72.html)

Spencer R. Weart alleges that democracies rarely if ever go to war with each other. Even if this is true, it distorts reality and makes people far too sanguine about democracy’s ability to deliver the world’s greatest need today – peace. In reality, the main threat to world peace today is not war between two nation- states but, (1) nuclear arms proliferation; (2) terrorism; and (3) ethnic and religious conflict within states. As this paper was being written, India, the world’s largest democracy, appeared to be itching to start a war with Pakistan, bringing the world closer to nuclear war than it has been for many years. The United States, the world’s leading democracy, is waging war in Afghanistan, which war relates to the second and third threats noted above – terrorism and ethnic/religious conflict. If the terrorists are to be believed – and why would they lie?─they struck at the United States on September 11th because of its democratically-induced interventions into ethnic/religious disputes in their parts of the world. As I shall argue below, democracy is implicated in all three major threats to world peace and others as well. The vaunted political machinery of democracy has failed to deliver on its promises. The United States, the quintessential democracy, was directly or indirectly involved in most of the major wars in the 20th Century. On September 11, 2001, the 350-year experiment with the modern nation-state ended in failure. A radical re-thinking of the relationship between the individual and the collective, society and state is urgently required. Our lives depend on it. We must seriously question whether the primitive and ungainly political technology of democracy can possibly keep the peace in tomorrow’s world. Thus, a thorough reconsideration of the relationship between democracy and peace is essential. This paper makes a beginning in that direction.
AT: Demo Peace Theory
The democratic peace theory is obsolete

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.145

I n this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study and briefly discuss their research and policy implications. The main finding resulting from the statistical analyses is that democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of internation​al wars, militarized disputes, or civil wars in postcolonial states. There does not appear to be a dyadic democratic peace or a monadic one. To the extent that a democratic peace obtains, it does for extrastate wars, which are more than likely relics of a bygone era; nevertheless, even for these wars, while democracies in general are less likely to become involved in them, Western states—especially Western democracies— are more likely to fight them. These findings result from analyses using straightforward research designs, similar data, and identical sta​tistical techniques as those found in research supporting the DPP. They suggest that politico-economic factors in the postwar era greatly con​tributed to the phenomenon that is erroneously labeled the “democrat​ic peace.” Further, they imply that foreign policy strategies aimed at increasing the likelihood of peace in the future by spreading democra​cy are likely to be ineffective, at best, or conflict exacerbating, at worst.

Even if democratic peace theory is true, it will only minimally dampen propensity for conflict

Randall Schweller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, 2000, American Democracy Promotion, p. 43

The bad news is that extending the democratic zone will not lead to a per​petual peace among nations. This is because the fundamental causes of inter​national conflict will remain, for they cannot be transcended. The spread of democracy promises to dampen potential conflicts but it will not effect a major ‘qualitative change’ in international politics, which will remain much as it has always been: a struggle for power and influence in a world of, at a min​imum, moderate scarcity. Though I am willing to concede the point—though other realists have challenged it—that democracies have not fought each other in the past, I, like Kydd, ‘find it perfectly possible that democracies could fight—indeed could fight long and bloody wars against each other—so long as the aims of the populations are in fundamental conflict’
***Environment

Environment Collapse --> Biological Cooperation

Habitat and species loss doesn’t negatively affect an area’s biology – evolutionary incentive to cooperate rather than compete ensures increased adaptability and mutual aid
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 26, CM)
We know so little about their inter-relationships that the view from the rowing boat remains a fairy story. A popular view is that all this fighting, all this competition between individuals and species, is the motor of evolution. That is a myth from Victoriana, placed under the Darwinian banner of ‘survival of the fittest’.  It’s an old-fashioned concept that should be banished to the annals of what is wrong about biology.  Now, we know that the complex relationship between the organisms and the environment is also important.  Evolution is less to do with winning battles between species and individuals, more do with being able to do with being able to live well together in the same environment.  It is not necessarily the strongest that succeeds, but the most adaptable to new environments that might develop suddenly and unexpectedly.
Environment Collapse --> Ecosystem Stability

Lack of environmental catastrophe forces evolution to crawl, making species and ecosystems vulnerable when change inevitably does occur – ecological destruction is the only way to ensure stability
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 27, CM)

In the tranquil times of the Jurassic and Cretaceous there were very few and undramatic environmental changes. Temperature and CO, concentrations steadily increased well above today's values. The vicious battles between individuals and groups of Mesozoic monsters did not encourage major evolutionary changes. New species took over from earlier ones, a few new Families originated when there was a major altercation in battle with other animals or with any of the rare environmental changes. A few species and even genera became extinct. There was peace and relative quietness on Earth: evolution happened on a small scale, origins mainly at the species level, a few genera and were Families. Without big environmental changes there are few, if any, big evolutionary advances. Especially during the middle of the Jurassic there were only small and subtle changes in the marine and terrestrial environments. Without catastrophe there were only small evolutionary changes during the time, usually at the level of the species and genus. Of many important things to be learnt from these most tranquil ages, there is one that most people do not expect. A popular view is that all the fighting, all the business of one thing eating up another, is the primary drive of evolution. They say it leads to the evolution of man and our seeing ourselves as the most powerful beings, sitting it the top of the evolutionary tree. This is not how nature works. The ammonites that ate most fish or resisted attacks from a soaring Pteranodon's beak didn't necessarily do any better than the more compromising species. So the bravest ammonites, charging off to battle in the front lines, perished in larger numbers than the more modest cowards who had found a safe niche. What did survive were those most able to succeed when the environment changed. So the creatures that come to dominate at any given moment do so, not by power of fighting but by change.  They have just happened to fit into new surroundings at that particular time better than the others.  As the environment, or internal biology, or social behavior, changed, so they just happened to be in the right place at the right time with the right kind of biology.  Now, humans think we are at the peak, just as the dinosaurs were through these Mesozoic times before the Cretaceous-Tertiary mass extinction.  But once again the environment is changing dramatically. 
Mass extinctions and ecological destruction benefit the environment by prompting increased evolutionary drive and opening up space for it to thrive – the environment thrives when pruned
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 170, CM)
The same trend of long-drawn-out survival of the final relicts has been further considered by Bob May's group at Oxford, particularly Sean Nee. The Oxford group are vociferous wailers of gloom and doom: `Extinction episodes, such as the anthropogenic one currently under way, result in a pruned tree of life.' But they go on to argue that the vast majority of groups survive this pruning, so that evolution goes on, albeit along a different path if the environment is changed. Indeed, the fossil record has taught us to expect a vigorous evolutionary response when the ecosystem changes significantly. This kind of research is more evidence to support the idea that evolution thrives on culling. The planet did really well from the Big Five mass-extinction events. The victims' demise enabled new environments to develop and more diversification took place in other groups of animals and plants. Nature was the richer for it. In just this same way the planet can take advantage from the abuse we are giving it.  The harder the abuse, the greater the change to the environment.  But it also follows that it brings forward the extinctions of a whole selection of vulnerable organisms.

Creating catastrophe through ecological destruction is necessary to prompt systems to develop and prosper – without it they will collapse
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 62, CM)
Changing environments on a planet with water, atmosphere and carbon compounds can create life and evolution. For these systems to survive, let alone develop, catastrophes become essential features within the complex processes. They initiate progress on the planet from simplicity to complexity and are driven forward by the reactions from inside the system. They have the ability to change the noise from the boring unstructured hiss of white noise to the beauty and orderly complexity of a Bach concerto. 
Environment Collapse --> Ecosystem Stability (Human Induced Good)

Human-induced environmental change is key to stimulating the evolutionary process to maintain stable systems and keeping deadly uncontrolled biodiversity in check 
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 183, CM)
There is another argument that catastrophes like human-induced environmental change are a necessary feature of the self-controlled system of life on Earth. As with the avalanches in the sand pile, they happen when the system reaches a critical state and passes over the edge from one kind of world to another. Equally, extinctions are an essential stimulus to the evolutionary process. We know it from the patterns that show up in our curves of evolution from the fossil record. The exponential line of diversification must never reach a vertical. 

Species Loss Prevents Complete Extinction

Species extinctions are key to check uncontrollable population growth – the impact is total extinction

Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 67, CM)

If biological evolution really is a self-organized Earth-life system there are some very important consequences. One is that life on this planet continues despite internal and external conflicts, so no one else is bothering you, because it is the system that recovers at the expense of some of its former parts.  For example, the end of' the dinosaurs enabled mammals to diversify. Otherwise if the exponential rise were to reach infinity, there would not be space or food to sustain life. It would come to a stop. Extinctions are necessary to retain life on this planet. 

Mass species extinctions are essential to stopping exponential population growth – the impact is extinction of all life on the planet

Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 183-184, CM)

The system of life on Earth behaves in a similar way for all its measurable variables, whether they are communities or ecosystems. For sand grains, substitute species or genes. For avalanches, substitute extinctions. Power laws tell us that large avalanches or large extinctions are much less common than small ones. The controlling factors for the sand piles are weight and angle of the sides of the pile; for mammals they are space and food within the ecosystem. We can kick the sand pile with our feet, and we can reduce the space and the food by changing the environment. But what would happen to the life-Earth system without these external changes? Could it be like a pile without avalanches, eventually collapsing into a mess of white noise? The answer lies in our theory of exponential diversification within macro-evolution; the curve ever rising towards the vertical when the Fossil Record 2 Family data art-plotted (see figure i.5). The situation starts to become critical when numbers rise above a comfortable quantity, whether the system is a pile of sand, cars on a motorway or large mammals in America. If there were no mass extinctions, that exponential curve really could have risen to the truly vertical. It could have happened long ago, and it could happen again if there were no extinctions holding it back from the vertical. If that were so, all life on planet Earth would cease. It would need to start again from scratch.

Species Loss --> Ecosystem Stability
Species extinctions create more diverse and stable ecosystems that can resist unexpected environmental changes

Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 82, CM)
A well-known example of exponential change is found in accounts of rises in species populations, where numbers within a species increase at ever-faster rates until the graph's line reaches almost the upright vertical. The mathematics of logarithms won't allow that point to be reached, but usually some disturbance to the system stops it going on up. So, in the case of the Big Five mass extinctions (figure 2.4) and the exponential change in total diversity (see figure 34), extinctions caused by changes outside the system prevent the curve rising far to the vertical. It is a characteristic of life evolving as a self-organized system, with avalanches like a sand pile, some from within and others from outside forces. For example, changes inside may be such as genetical recombinations and small structural improvements. From outside, climate change and new competitors can upset the balance. All these can cause the loss of a species. Life on Earth needs extinction for it to change and diversify.  

Mass extinctions don’t harm the ecosystem long term – they opens up space for a revitalization of the biology of the environment – extinction of the dinosaurs prove
Boulter, 02 (Michael Boulter - professor for paleobiology at the Natural History Museum and the University of East London,  former editor to the Palaeontological Association, former secretary to the International Organization of Palaeobotany, and UK representative at the International Union of Biological Sciences, “Extinction: Evolution and the End of Man,” pg. 45-47, CM)
But suddenly, 65 million years ago, the dinosaurs were gone, both die carnivores and the herbivores. Although most plants were burnt to the ground by the fireballs that followed the impact, and although the air was dark and smoky, halting photosynthesis, their roots survived. The environment responded to the crisis and quickly recovered. No longer were the conifers and ferns harvested by these hungry foes, the soil was the richer for the forest debris and its microbiology boomed. The temperature of the atmosphere increased and it started to rain very hard in places where it had been drier. The changing environments encouraged the new flowering plants to evolve very quickly. With warm productive ecosystems on land, in the marine realm phytoplankton were major benefactors from these big environmental changes. Microscopic organisms in the sea, soil and air are especially able to adjust to changes very quickly. Small organisms have a much simpler structure and physiology, more vulnerable to most changes, yet more able to recover quickly. Without oxygen most species became extinct at the C and K-T events, but those that didn't quickly recovered and the empty space helped those species to evolve very quickly. There is a sharp delineation at the boundary where some became extinct and others originated in their place. The algae continued to photosynthesize, gathering energy from the sunlight and converting it into food and oxygen, eating up carbon dioxide in the process, clearly a very important stabilizing role in the planet's environment. They had done this through the Cretaceous and before, so we know a lot about the great diversity of the microscopic creatures. Most small mammals also survived, hiding from the heat, being protected by their own sense of exploration. Within a few years some of the planet's ecosystems were beginning to host a new range of animals, plants and bugs. Life began to assume a new normality. Most important of all, there was not a serious loss of the range of DNA, so many branches of the tree of lily were able to continue and recover from the cull. Out of adversity there is usually opportunity, and there was a really creative aspect of the catastrophe. Those organisms that did survive were able to find new opportunities to express structural adaptations. They were able to evolve through the mixing of genes or their mutations that had been taking place quietly through the millions or years before the cull and immediately afterwards. Because the environment had changed very little before the catastrophe there had been no opportunities for these molecular characteristics to express themselves. Evolution was going on inside the cells, in the genes' DNA, and was not showing up in structural features like the colour of a mammal's eyes or a flower's petals. It was as though a strong genetic metal spring had been winding up, collecting energy for millions of years, and then at an instant was released. It caused quick increases in the species diversity of those animal and plant groups that had been inhibited in the wrong environment with its attendant dominant groups of competitors.  Something like this was recognized by Darwin himself, unaware as he was of genes and DNA. He called it ‘preadaptation'. Stephen Jay Gould, usually very good with words, called it ‘expatation.’  The process is at the centre of the adaptive evolutionary mechanisms, and works within the limits of the fitness landscapes, enabling biology to respond to environmental changes and evolve. Could it be that just as the environment appears to have changed in sudden bursts, separated by millions of years of quiet calm, so organisms respond with matching steps of structural change, either extinction or radiation, and stasis? 
***European Union-US Relations
European Union-US Relations --> Heg Collapse
US-EU relations constrain US leadership

John Van Oudenaren, Chief of the European Division of the Library of Congress, Summer 2005 [National Interest]

A partnership on terms likely to be acceptable to the EU would have significant economic disadvantages for the United States and would complicate the ability of the United States to meet its global commitments. The United States would remain the target of revisionist forces elsewhere in the world--whether Islamic radicalism or a rising China--but it would be forced to defer to a greater extent to European views and interests with regard to these areas. While those who favor partnership argue that one of its main advantages would be to provide the United States with added resources to deal with precisely these challenges, it is not clear that the phasing-in of European contributions would keep pace with the decreased freedom of action that partnership on European terms might entail.

European Union-US Relations --> NATO Collapse
Ties with EU trades off with NATO
International Herald Tribune – 2-18-2005
On the face of it, the issue is about how NATO and the European Union can discuss sensitive security issues when some EU countries have not received security clearance from NATO to attend these meetings. In essence, however, diplomats say, it is about how the two organizations are vying with each other to set the agenda for the trans-Atlantic relationship. "There is now a competition between both organizations where member countries try to play off their interests either against the EU or NATO, " said a senior NATO official who, like most officials interviewed for this article, requested anonymity. "The relationship between the EU and NATO is in flux because both are jockeying for influence on the international stage," he added. "As the EU moves slowly along the road toward doing more defense and security, it is seen as threatening to NATO. NATO knows it is no longer Washington's first port of call for its military missions. It is becoming a toolbox for the U.S." 

Collapse of NATO causes multiple escalatory nuclear wars

John Duffield, Assistant Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, 1994
[Political Science Quarterly 109:5, p. 766-7]

Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institu​tional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling milita​rized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively pro​moting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain rele​vant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mech​anism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe— as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies — remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.11
European Union-US Relations --> NATO Collapse Ext

Heightened US-EU cooperation will tradeoff with NATO and other regional alliances

John Van Oudenaren, Chief of the European Division of the Library of Congress, Summer 2005 [National Interest]

Two elements are important for a new U.S. strategy. First, a renewed attention to liberal multilateralism should make clear the direction that U.S. policy should not take. The United States should not pursue with the EU the kinds of charters, compacts, partnerships and other bilateral arrangements currently being promoted in Atlanticist circles. However well intentioned, this kind of U.S.-EU bilateralism moves away from a more plural and open international order. Within Europe, it cannot help but promote the further centralization of policymaking in and through Brussels that shifts power to the European Commission and member states such as France and Germany, even as it helps to marginalize the contributions of more liberal outliers such as the UK, the Scandinavian countries and the new member states to the east. In the wider world, it increases the likelihood that U.S.-EU understandings will be imposed worldwide, thereby marginalizing the influence of third countries that tend to be closer to U.S. positions. The result is a double loss for international pluralism, both within Europe and at the global level. For the United States, such a loss might be worth paying if it meant "pinning the EU down", both with regard to substantive principles (concerning regulation, global governance and so forth) and procedural norms to ensure that these principles would be universalized in a cooperative rather than competitive manner. This is unlikely to happen, however. Any bilateral U.S.-EU understanding is certain to be ambiguous enough to preserve both the EU's internal autonomy and external freedom of action, even as it diminishes the importance of other mechanisms (such as NATO or the U.S.-Japanese relationship) that are valuable in their own right and that give the United States levers of influence over the EU. 

European Union-US Relationship --> Precautionary Principle
US-EU partnership forces adoption of the precautionary principle by the U.S. 

John Van Oudenaren, Chief of the European Division of the Library of Congress, Summer 2005 [National Interest]

Furthermore, an institutionalized partnership acceptable to Brussels and the member states probably would have to be a kind of "partnership plus" in which the United States would cede a great deal more influence than U.S. policymakers are likely to regard as reasonable. It would mean more than improved consultation and a reining-in of what Europeans see as U.S. unilateralism. From the EU perspective, a satisfactory partnership that would qualify as "equal" and "balanced" would be an acknowledgment of a new order in which the EU would play an increased--and the United States a correspondingly decreased--role in setting the global "rules of the game." The EU would expect to call the tune in multilateral settings, much the way it already does in forums such as the Kyoto Protocol and the International Criminal Court (ICC). In the trade area, such EU-pioneered concepts as the precautionary principle, the cultural exception and the multifunctional role of agriculture would have to be accommodated in some form.

The Precautionary Principle forces compliance with internationally binding mechanisms that curtail nanotechnology development

Ronald Bailey, Science Correspondent for Reason and former FERC analyst, 12-1-2004
 To address the social and economic effects of nanotechnology, the ETC Group is proposing a sweeping international effort to regulate and control its development. "Extreme care should be taken that, unlike with biotech, society does not lose control of this technology," warns Mooney. For the ETC Group, raising health and environmental concerns about nanomaterials and nanobots is mainly a delaying tactic. "The biggest concern really is that with a technology as powerful as this one, society has a role in deciding how it can and will be used," says Mooney. "This is going to have a profound effect on people's lives. Let people know that their jobs are going to be taken away."  In an April report on nanotechnology, the ETC Group declares: "The international community must begin work on a legally binding mechanism to govern atomtechnology, based on the Precautionary Principle, one that will look beyond laboratory research to consider the wider heathh, socioeconomic and environmental implications of nanoscale technologies... This protocol should be embedded in one or more of the relevant United Nations agencies... Ultimately, ETC Group believes that the international regulations for atomtechnology should be incorporated under a new International Convention for the Evaluation of New Technologies (ICENT)."  The framework for ICENT's evaluation of new technologies would be the Precautionary Principle. As the ETC Group explains, "The Precautionary Principle says that governments have a responsibility to take preventive action to avoid harm to human health or the environment, even before scientific certainty of the harm has been established. Under the Precautionary Principle it is the proponent of a new technology, rather than the public, that bears the burden of proof." Greenpeace's Douglas Parr also advocates using the Precautionary Principle to regulate the development of nanotechnology.  The Precautionary Principle can be summarized as "never do anything for the first time." (See "Precautionary Tale," April 1999.) The chief problem with the Precautionary Principle is that it encourages the natural conservatism of our species. People far more easily imagine the harms new developments might bring than the benefits. But history clearly demonstrates that the benefits of modern technology have far outweighed the harms. "Basically, people who support the strong Precautionary Principle say, 'We don't care if we throw the baby out with the bathwater,'" says the Foresight Institute's Peterson. "They don't want any risks, so they are willing to forgo the benefits."  
European Union-US Relationship --> Precautionary Principle

This precautionary approach to nanotechnology causes extinction

Ronald Bailey, Science Correspondent for Reason and former FERC analyst, 12-1-2004
 The ETC Group's ICENT proposal is starting to be taken seriously. Committees of both the European Parliament and the United Nations' Food and Agriculture Organization have called for the adoption of an ICENT. "ICENT would have the power to conduct analyses of the economic impacts, the effects on labor, on restructuring society," says Mooney. "ICENT would examine all scientific, economic and social issues of any new technology." Mooney argues that ICENT would improve our ability to forecast the effects of new technologies.  The track record for social, economic, and technological forecasting by experts is not very encouraging. Consider the notorious 1972 Club of Rome study The Limits to Growth and President Carter's Global 2000 report, both of which predicted that humanity would run out of a wide variety of natural resources by now. Or take Stanford University biologist Paul Ehrlich's prediction that hundreds of millions of people would starve to death in massive famines in the 1970s. Such forecasts are not harmless. The predictions in the 1970s that the world would soon run out of oil, for instance, resulted in the creation of the expensive and polluting Synfuels program.  Corporations aren't any better at forecasting than government agencies. In 1876 a Western Union internal memo concluded, "This 'telephone' has too many shortcomings to be seriously considered as a means of communication. The device is inherently of no value to us." In 1943 IBM CEO Thomas Watson famously predicted there would be a global demand for perhaps five computers.  Over the short term, nanotechnology will seem less odd than the telephone or the computer did. It will simply be incorporated into products that we already know how to use: computers, cameras, clothing, cars. It will make them function better and more cheaply. By contrast, a full-fledged nanotechnology, especially if molecular assemblers can be built, will disrupt all kinds of social and economic processes. Yet there is no reason to believe that humanity will be unable to cope with what is coming.  As for unintended consequences, someday something will go wrong with nanotechnology, as it has with electricity, cars, and computers. But we shouldn't deny ourselves the benefits of a new technology just because we cannot foresee every consequence. We should proceed by trial and error and ameliorate problems as they arise. That's how the dramatic progress humanity has seen during the last two centuries was accomplished. If an ICENT had existed in the 19th century, we probably would still be riding horses, using candles for lighting, cooking on wood stoves, and gulping whiskey for anesthesia.  Mooney comes close to celebrating the emancipating possibilities offered by the new technologies he fears. Yet he seems almost wistful for a time when he and many others believed ecological and economic collapse was imminent. "We have lived so long by the assumptions of The Limits to Growth, it is hard to contemplate alternative possibilities" he writes. "If nanotech does work, we might console ourselves with the knowledge that we were not really wrong all this time, it is just that The Limits to Growth have been postponed a few billion years... If nanotechnology is commercialized successfully, Armageddon may have to be put on the back burner." Armageddon may indeed be postponed indefinitely, but only if, with due caution, we leave human genius free to harvest the fruits of technological progress.

European Union-US Relations Trade Off with Russian-EU Relations

U.S.-E.U. relationship trades off with European efforts towards a sustainable relationship with Russia – Key to regional stability.  Recent events make now the key time.

Shapiro and Witney, 9 [TOWARDS A POST-AMERICAN EUROPE: A POWER AUDIT OF EU-US RELATIONS, Jeremy Shapiro and Nick Witney, The European Council on Foreign Relations]

Relations with Russia are of intrinsic and self-evident importance to all the states of Europe and, for sound historical reasons, the subject of a near obsession for some. A schism has long been evident between the “old Europe” led by Germany, which is pursuing engagement (and gas), and the “new Europe” of ex-Communist member states which have an altogether tougher attitude towards Russia. But, in fact, things are even more complex than that schism suggests. History, geography, and culture have all played a part in generating a patchwork of views among the EU’s 27 member states. For example, there is a discernible bond of sympathy between Russia and its Orthodox co-religionists in Bulgaria, Cyprus, and Greece. On the other hand, a significant number of West European member states incline towards a “frosty pragmatism” in dealing with Russia, rather than any enthusiastic pursuit of partnership. However, as the Bush presidency faded away in 2008, European attitudes began noticeably to converge. A number of factors contributed. First, as the dust settled on the Georgia crisis, the extent of Georgian President Mikhail Sakashvili’s contribution to the debacle became clearer, while the effectiveness of French President Nicolas Sarkozy’s intervention on behalf of the EU encouraged a degree of European self-confidence. Second, Russia had, like everyone else, been humbled by the financial crisis – indeed, exceptional pride had gone before an unusually large fall. Third, the gas crisis of early 2009 brought home to many Europeans that the problem is less energy dependency on Russia per se than the murky issues involved in transiting Ukraine, and the lack of the right networks and markets to distribute gas effectively within Europe. Against this background, it became easier for “old” and “new” Europe to find common ground. With hindsight, German-French opposition to setting Ukraine and Georgia on the path to NATO membership at the Bucharest summit of 2008 seemed smart. Member states began to agree that the right way to protect European interests in the Eastern neighbourhood was through the EU (specifically, the new Eastern Partnership initiative), not NATO. Shortly before the 2009 NATO summit, the Polish foreign minister even endorsed the idea of Russia one day joining the alliance – exemplifying both a new conciliation towards Russia and a reluctance to use NATO as a weapon against it. Then, however, the Obama administration announced a “reset” of relations with Moscow. Although most Europeans welcomed the US move, old anxieties about “condominium” – in other words, the idea that Europe could end up sandwiched between converging US and Russian interests – also re-emerged. In the wake of the June 2009 US-Russia summit in Moscow, these anxieties found striking expression in the open letter signed by 22 leading Central and Eastern European figures that urged the US not to take the region for granted.37 The US was deeply irritated – its immediate reaction was, according to one Washington insider, “a very, very angry push-back”. The Obama administration had, after all, done its utmost to reassure the new EU member states that it was committed to their security and to ensure that Russia did not misinterpret “reset” as tacit permission to claim a new sphere of influence in the former Soviet space.  The episode illustrates that nothing so confuses and divides Europeans as an active US policy, whether the president behind it is George W. Bush or Barack Obama. Our audit suggests that the key reason is that Eastern Europeans simply do not trust their European partners and allies, even through NATO, to guarantee their security against Russia. They look only to the US for that security. Neither EU solidarity nor NATO’s mutual security guarantees can compensate for the fear that they might be betrayed by the US. Although the historic roots of this view are clear, it would seem to be anachronistic. After all, the US effectively had no Russia policy during the last year of the Bush administration and did little when Russia invaded its neighbour. Meanwhile, with the US effectively absent during the interregnum between the old and new administrations, Europe worked through the Georgia and gas crises with a quite untypical degree of cohesion and self-confidence. This analysis suggests that Europeans might have more success if they worry a little less about what the US is up to and a little more about defining and asserting their own common interests in relation to Russia. Having launched their new Eastern Partnership initiative – albeit with German Chancellor Angela Merkel as the sole EU head of government in attendance – they now need to devote the necessary attention and resources to making it a success. They need to make it harder for the Russians to play on their divisions by presenting a more united front to Moscow, not just on issues such as energy but also on the wider economic relationship that is waiting to be developed to mutual benefit. Europeans should also debate Moscow’s ideas on a “new security architecture” rather than just waiting to see what the US thinks about them.  Europe’s interests in relation to Russia are not identical with those of the US. Nor is it paranoid to believe that the Obama administration would like to see the Europeans taking rather more responsibility for themselves and indeed for the post-Soviet states covered by the Eastern Partnership. As a global power, the US cannot afford to assign disproportionate time and attention to a region of the world that does not, or at least should not, need it. The US wants the EU to be a more effective player on its own continent. From a European point of view, this would not only be a more effective way of dealing with Russia, but also would prevent Washington and Moscow doing deals over querulous European heads. From an American point of view, a Europe that acted in this way would be the sort of partner that it wants at the other end of an effective transatlantic relationship.

European Union-US Relations Trade Off with Russian-EU Relations

And, Effective EU- Russian relations are key to stabilize Europe and prevent war.

Anderson 7, Russian-EU relations: Leaders, Present Conflicts, and Future Policies, Brussels Research Project, Andrea, Fall

This is a crucial time in EU-Russian relations because, not only is Putin up for reelection in a few months, but his predecessor will most likely be someone he approves oil Will Putin try to use his influence with the EU to promote economic stability in Russia? Or is socialism with a semi-dictatorship back on the table? Even though anything is possible with elections just around the corner, the EU must decide now if close ties with Russia will promote its agenda, as well as advance the EU’s and Russia’s reputation as global actors (“Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation"). Even though anything is possible with presidential elections just around the corner, this paper shows that because EU-Russian relations are still important. Thus, it is in Russia’s best interests to stay tied politically and economically to the EU. The EU needs to stay on good terms and in a relationship with Russia during this Kosovo crisis so that Javier Solana,” who assists with the EU’s foreign policy matters, can influence Russia to put pressure on Serbia to not act violently while the international community attempts to help Serbia with Kosovo’s declaration of independence.  The EU must decide if close ties with Russia will promote its agenda, as well as advance its reputation as a global actor (“EU, Russia signal closer ties at Portugal summit”). This is more likely because parting ways is not the best option for either of them right now. With yesterday’s signing of the Reform Treaty, the EU is rising on the global scene. As becoming a global actor i: also Russia’s intention, the two are going in the same direction just with a few kinks in their relationship. As far as human rights violations are concemed, the EU needs to start discussing  these with Russia; human rights need to be back on the table if Russia wishes to be taken seriously.  Most countries have domestic problems, but the (in some cases, mass) displacement of citizens by authorities and unrepresentative voting arrangements make Russia’s problems more than just domestic conflicts that can be overlooked by the international community.

European Union-US Relations – No Impact
EU will collapse without any major impacts

Appenzell Daily Bell ’10 [ April 16, 2010 Switzerland, The Daily Bell Newswire;  Soros: EU May Collapse; Ron Paul Ties Obama in Polls, US Polarization Grows; http://www.gold-speculator.com/appenzell-daily-bell/27034-soros-eu-may-collapse-ron-paul-ties-obama-polls-us-polarization-grows.html; WBTR]

We think this is how the EU may end, not with a bang but with a whimper. Right now the European elite is fighting hard to prevent a break up and set new sociopolitical power precedents about what Brussels can do to supersede national rule. But we have a hard time believing that Brussels will simply be able to legislate itself into a position of power vis-à-vis the whole of Europe. Conclusion: When times were good, Brussels could pass most any law or regulatory procedure it wanted. But that is much different than legislating frugality, higher taxes, reduced pensions, etc. In the latter cases, we believe Brussels would be first ignored and then confronted. There is no way that the entire European paraphernalia of "social justice" is to be dismantled at Brussel's whim. More likely, the various states of Europe are apt to go their own way for their own reasons. There will probably be a series of announcements, were this to occur, affirming the inviolability of the EU and the sacredness of its unity. And then countries would leave. 
***Free Trade

Free Trade --> Cultural Destruction
Free trade destroys cultural diversity

Maude Barlow, chair of The Council of Canadians, Autumn 2001, Earth Island Journal, http://www.globalpolicy.org/globaliz/cultural/2001/1001mono.htm
Global cultural homogenization is sweeping the world. Indian physicist and activist Vandana Shiva calls it "monoculture of the mind." Dominated by US and Western values and lifestyles, driven by a consumer-based, free-market ideology and carried through the massive US entertainment-industrial complex, the global monoculture has infiltrated every corner of the Earth. In China, Latin America, the Pacific Region, South America, Africa and the industrialized world, young people want Nike sneakers, Gap clothes, Michael Jordan T-shirts, the latest CDs, Hollywood blockbuster movies, American television and mass-market books. Around the world, North American corporate culture is destroying local tradition, knowledge, skills, artisans and values. Artisans groups trying to sell their products locally have been wiped out by global fashions. Much more than an economic problem, the decline of artisanship may be consuming some of the world's older traditions and finer crafts and eroding the world's cultural diversity, with little notice. There are no clear estimates of the number of artisans in the world, although some crafts groups believe it is the largest employer outside agriculture. Says the Toronto Globe and Mail's John Stackhouse, "With each endangered craft are centuries of songs, expressions and lifestyles that are part of an artisan's creative environment." Nawal Hassan, an Egyptian artisan-activist, adds, "This is an issue of identity. All our civilization has ceased to be spiritual. Our civilization has become commercial." Combined with the destruction of the habitat of aboriginal citizens in many parts of the world, this assault on local cultures is having a profound impact. Hundreds of languages spoken today are lost each decade and it is estimated that one-half of the world's 6,000 languages will no longer be spoken or read by the end of the 21st century. Technology is also advancing one culture and one language. The US has more computers than the rest of the world combined. English is used in 80 percent of websites, yet fewer than one in ten people worldwide speak the language. Everywhere, Internet access divides educated from illiterate, rich from poor, young from old and urban from rural. For many countries feeling the deadening and harmonizing impacts of economic globalization, protecting cultural diversity has become as important a fight as preserving biodiversity. Many societies, particularly indigenous peoples, view culture as their richest heritage, without which they have no roots, history or soul. Its value is other than monetary. To commodify it is to destroy it. 

Cultural survival is key to human survival

Maivan Clech Lam, Visiting Associate Professor at American University Washington College of Law, 2000, At The Edge of the State: Indigenous Peoples and Self-Determination, p. 205-206

Nevertheless, as anthropologists know, ethnicity is both an enabling and an inescapable condition of human existence. It is a collective system of meaning that generates social energy which can be put to constructive and destructive uses equally. Stavenhagen writes: Cultures are complex patterns of social relationships, mate​rial objects, and spiritual values that give meaning and iden​tity to community life and are a resource for solving the problems of everyday life. That some very ugly campaigns in modern history, usually unleashed by the destructive economic and military policies of the world’s powerful states, have tapped, frighteningly successfully, into ethnic energy is undeniable. But it is just as undeniable that knowledge—of the universe, of a specific part of it, of workable social rela​tionships, of human nature—that is crucial to the project of human survival remains separately encoded in the distinctive cultures of eth​nic groups. No human community or ethnic group can construct an informed and meaningful future if it is cut off from its cultural past. And alienation from meaning, as much as exploited meaning, can lead to violence.

Free Trade --> Democracy Collapse
Free trade destroys democracy

Ralph Nader, 1993, The Case Against Free Trade, p. 11-12

One of the clearest lessons that emerges from a study of industrialized societies is that the centralization of the power of commerce is environmentally and democratically unsound. No one denies the usefulness of in​ternational trade and commerce. But societies need to focus their attention on fostering community-oriented production. Such smaller-scale operations are more flexible and adaptable to local needs and environmentally sustainable production methods, and more susceptible to democratic con​trols. They are less likely to threaten to migrate, and they may perceive their interests as more overlapping with general community interests. Similarly, allocating power to lower level governmental bodies tends to increase citizen power. Concentrating power in international organizations, as the trade pacts do, tends to remove critical decisions from citizen influence—it’s a lot easier to get a hold of your city council representative than international trade bureaucrats. All over this country—and indeed all over the world—there is a bubbling up of citizen activity dealing with consumer rights, the environment, and public health. People want safe and healthy food, products, and services. They want solar energy instead of fossil fuels; they want recy​cling; they want to contain soil erosion and to clean up toxic waste dumps; they want safer, environmentally benign materials instead of others that happen to be sold in greater numbers worldwide. And if local or state governments can make decisions to help achieve these goals, then people can really make a difference. But if local and state standards can be jeopardized by a foreign country’s mere accusation that the standards are a non-tariff trade barrier, if countries must pay a bribe in trade sanctions to maintain laws ruled to be trade barriers by foreign tribunals, if a company’s claim that the burden the standard would impose is so great that they would have to pick up their stakes and move elsewhere, then the evolution of health and safety standards worldwide will be stalled. For it is rare that regulatory breakthroughs occur at the national, let alone international, level. Usu​ally, a smaller jurisdiction—a town, city, or stare—experiments with a standard, other cities and states copy it and, eventually, national governments and international governments, lagging behind, follow their lead. This percolating-up process will be squelched by GATT and NAFTA, with top-down mercantile dictates replacing bottom-up democratic impulses. 

Global democratic consolidation is essential to prevent many scenarios for war and extinction.

Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, October 1995, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990’s,” http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html, accessed on 12/11/99

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Free Trade --> Environment Collapse

Free Trade and Economic increase can cause deteriorate the environment

Ravenswaay 99 (Eileen O. van, Michigan State University, “A Model of the Relationship Between the Economy and the Environment”, https://www.msu.edu/course/eep/255/relationship_between_the_economy_and_the_environment.htm, CH)
One troubling fact should be apparent from the last few paragraphs. While it is true that the more developed economic system produces more goods and services for more people, some of the goods and services it produces are merely substitutes for ones that are no longer provided by the undeveloped or natural environment. Consequently, the total amount and variety of goods produced by the economy do not necessarily indicate whether people are getting more goods and more needs are being met. The quality and quantity of goods that would have been produced by the natural environment, but are no longer being produced because of the transformation of that system, must be subtracted to be able to say whether more people are better off. For example, suppose a population in a particular territory moves from a hunter-gatherer economic system to an agrarian one. The latter system provides more food, but at the expense of food that would have been available for hunting and gathering anyway. Thus, some food the agrarian system produces simply substitutes for food that would have been available naturally if the natural ecosystem were intact. This part of the output of the agrarian system should not be counted as a net gain from having adopted that system. Likewise, water purification systems established in an industrial system may produce the same amount of drinking water that would have been available naturally in the hunter-gatherer system. The only reason the industrial system has to purify the water is because it has become contaminated with sewage, agricultural runoff, and industrial wastes. Thus, the water produced by the purification system is not a net gain over what would have been available in the hunter-gatherer system. The loss of the naturally available drinking water is a cost of the more developed economic system. Another troubling fact apparent from the paragraphs above is that the more developed economy produces more goods only by using and degrading more matter and energy. Consequently, more economic development means more transformation of the natural environmental system. Is it possible to develop the economic system without harming the environment? Answering this question requires an understanding of how economic development occurs. In other words, we need to understand how a population in a given territory develops its economic system so that it can produce and consume more goods and satisfy more needs and wants of its people. Economic Development and Environmental Improvement The basic way an economy develops is actually very simple. Namely, people can consume more and better goods only if they produce more and better goods. Thus, economic development requires either increasing output per worker (i.e., labor productivity) or expanding the resource base available to workers. Output per worker is increased by developing manufactured capital (e.g., tools, machines, buildings, structures, knowledge and social institutions), creating new technologies, and training people how to use the capital to produce goods. The resource base is expanded by enlarging the territory (e.g., acquiring new land), discovering more about the resource base within the existing territory (e.g., exploring for minerals or discovering new types of matter), or trading with other territories. Unfortunately, increasing output per worker and the size of the resource base, not only increases the quantity and quality of goods available per person. It also increases the amount of matter, energy, and space used by the economic system. This means more environmental damage. Fortunately, there is a way to address this problem because it is also possible to increase the productivity of energy and matter used in the economy. One strategy is to recycle resources within the economic system so that fewer virgin resources must be extracted from the environment and fewer degraded materials are discharged into the environment. A second strategy called dematerialization is to invent new technologies which use and degrade less matter and energy. A third way to increase natural resource productivity is to invent technologies that utilize less polluting resources. This strategy is known as material substitution. A fourth strategy known as waste mining involves finding new uses for waste materials. Increasing natural resource productivity requires investments similar to those for increasing labor productivity. New types of capital and labor must be developed. New systems must be devised to collect and process used materials. Ways of using these recycled materials to produce goods must also be found. Energy-efficient methods for recycling and producing goods must be developed. New materials and production technologies must be found. New ways of locating and siting production facilities also need to be developed. The key to achieving economic development while protecting the environment is improving both labor and natural resource productivity. But many people believe there is another key as well, and that is limiting population size. If population increases, total output of goods and services must increase or per capita consumption must fall. But increasing output means more energy and matter must be extracted from the environment. Improvements in natural resource productivity may slow the rate of extraction over time, but inevitably more people means more extraction. This course focuses on developing productivity gains, not population control.
Free Trade --> Environmental Collapse
Free trade causes environmentally catastrophic resource extraction for export

Tim Lang, Director of Parents for Safe Food and Colin Hines, coordinator of Greenpeace International’s Economic Unit, 1993, The new protectionism, p. 62-63

The gearing of entire economies to increasing raw material exports for international trade also has its environmental impact at the point of extraction or production, especially in developing countries. Tropical timber is perhaps the best publicized case. Although the massive deforestation of the last decade has a range of causes, including clearing land for agriculture and grazing, mining, fuelwood gathering and trees felled for domestic use, the timber trade represents a significant proportion, about 50 per cent of the total production of industrial hardwood in tropical countries.8 The effect of timber trading on deforestation is larger than the mere numbers of trees cut down for export, since roads built for commercial logging bring in their wake farmers, miners and those seeking fuelwood. In 1991, this tropical timber industry was worth $6 billion, but it is beginning to decline as forests are decimated in one country after another to provide for the needs of Europe, Japan and North America. Thailand and the Philippines, which were once exporters, are now net inporters; Nigeria’s exports have slumped over the last decade and several other countries will soon be in the same position. At its most extreme, Sarawak, which along with Sabah provides more than 90 per cent of Japan’s tropical imports, is predicted by environmentalists to have no trees left for felling in five years time. This would be both an environmental disaster and a human tragedy, since it would destroy the homeland of the local Penan people, who are aggressively fighting this trend.9 The fate of timber in international trade is repeated with other commodities sold by the South. Developing countries exploit resources such as food, fish, minerals and energy for export mostly to repay debts, with often dire adverse environmental effects. 

Environmental destruction leads to a global rash of interstate and civil wars 

Thomas Homer-Dixon, assistant professor of political science and director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Programme at the University of Toronto, 1998, World Security Challenges for a New Century, p. 342-343

Another possibility is that global environmental damage might increase the gap between rich and poor soci​eties, with the poor then violently confronting the rich for a fairer share of the world’s wealth. Severe conflict may also arise from frustration with countries that do not go along with agreements to protect the global envi​ronment, or that “free-ride” by letting other countries absorb the costs of environmental protection. Warmer temperatures could lead to contention over more easily harvested resources in the Antarctic. Bulging populations and land stress may produce waves of environmental refugees, spilling across borders and disrupting relations among ethnic groups. Countries might fight among themselves because of dwindling supplies of water and the effects of upstream pollution.6 A sharp decline in food crop production and grazing land could lead to conflict between nomadic tribes and seden​tary farmers. Environmental change could in time cause a slow deepening of poverty in poor countries, which might open bitter divisions between classes and ethnic groups, corrode democratic institutions, and spawn revolutions and insurgencies. In general, many experts have the sense that environmental problems will “ratchet up” the level of stress within states and the inter​national community, increasing the likelihood of many different kinds of conflict—from war and rebellion to trade disputes—and undermining possibilities for cooperation.

Biodiversity decline causes extinction

Richard Tobin, The Expendable Future, 1990, p. 22
Norman Meyers observes, no other form of environmental degradation “is anywhere so significant as the fallout of species.”  Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson is less modest in assessing the relative consequences of human-caused extinctions.  To Wilson, the worst thing that will happen to earth is not economic collapse, the depletion of energy supplies, or even nuclear war.  As frightful as these events might be, Wilson reasons that they can “be repaired within a few generations.  The one process ongoing…that will take millions of years to correct is the loss of genetic and species diversity by destruction of natural habitats.

Free Trade --> Econ Collapse

Free trade causes price fluctuations that unbalance the global economy

Chris Keene, Coordinator of the Anti-Globalisation Network, “20 Excellent Reasons Why The WTO is Bad News,” March 30, 2001, http://www.poptel.org.uk/panap/latest/wto10.htm, accessed 8/23/03

The trade system is increasing economic instability: The deregulation of financial markets and the revolution in information and communication technology has stimulated massive growth in short-term capital flows, undermining countries' economies during economic crises and increasing the number of people in poverty. Trade and investment in least developed countries - particularly in Africa - has been concentrated on primary commodities. Because of fluctuating commodity prices in global markets this leads to increased economic insecurity. 
Depression causes global war

Walter Russell Mead, contributing editor to Opinion and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Los Angeles Times, August 23, 1998, p. M1

Even with stock markets tottering around the world, the president and the Congress seem determined to spend the next six months arguing about dress stains. Too bad. The United States and the world are facing what could grow into the greatest threat to world peace in 60 years. Forget suicide car bombers and Afghan fanatics. It's the financial markets, not the terrorist training camps that pose the biggest immediate threat to world peace. How can this be? Think about the mother of all global meltdowns: the Great Depression that started in 1929. U.S. stocks began to collapse in October, staged a rally, then the market headed south big time. At the bottom, the Dow Jones industrial average had lost 90% of its value. Wages plummeted, thousands of banks and brokerages went bankrupt, millions of people lost their jobs. There were similar horror stories worldwide. But the biggest impact of the Depression on the United States--and on world history--wasn't money. It was blood: World War II, to be exact. The Depression brought Adolf Hitler to power in Germany, undermined the ability of moderates to oppose Joseph Stalin's power in Russia, and convinced the Japanese military that the country had no choice but to build an Asian empire, even if that meant war with the United States and Britain. That's the thing about depressions. They aren't just bad for your 401(k). Let the world economy crash far enough, and the rules change. We stop playing "The Price is Right" and start up a new round of "Saving Private Ryan."

Free Trade --> Food shortages

Trade liberalization causes cycles of food shortages

Seedling, October 1996, http://www.grain.org/publications/oct961-en.cfm

In the South, the different elements of trade liberalisation often translate directly into food insecurity. Among these elements the following have the most severe impacts on peoples livelihood. In addition they easily result in internal migration, urban growth and environmental destruction: * undoing land reform and allowing concentration of land ownership * privatising water * introducing monopoly control on seeds through IPRs * diverting land from food to cash crops for exports * diverting food from local to global markets Volatile prices and globalisation are creating an unstable, insecure and costly food system and undermine the ecological security of agriculture, the livelihood security of farmers and the food security of both poor and affluent consumers. "We in the South Asian subcontinent have more than the World Bank indices as our guide. We have our history", says Vandana Shiva. "India's worst famines took place when India's economy was most integrated though the globalisation of the colonial period." 

Blips in food prices kill billions

Tampa Tribune, 1-20-96
On a global scale, food supplies - measured by stockpiles of grain - are not abundant. In 1995, world production failed to meet demand for the third consecutive year, said Per Pinstrup-Andersen, director of the International Food Policy Research Institute in Washington, D.C. As a result, grain stockpiles fell from an average of 17 percent of annual consumption in 1994-1995 to 13 percent at the end of the 1995-1996 season, he said. That's troubling, Pinstrup-Andersen noted, since 13 percent is well below the 17 percent the United Nations considers essential to provide a margin of safety in world food security. During the food crisis of the early 1970s, world grain stocks were at 15 percent. "Even if they are merely blips, higher international prices can hurt poor countries that import a significant portion of their food," he said. "Rising prices can also quickly put food out of reach of the 1.1 billion people in the developing world who live on a dollar a day or less." He also said many people in low-income countries already spend more than half of their income on food.
Food shortages lead to World War III

William Calvin, theoretical neurophysiologist at the University of Washington, Atlantic Monthly, January, The Great Climate Flip-Flop, Vol 281, No. 1, 1998, p. 47-64

The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields would cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands -- if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, would go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries would attempt to use their armies, before they fell apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food. This would be a worldwide problem -- and could lead to a Third World War -- but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic.

Free Trade --> Monocultures

Free trade causes monoculture

David Frawley, Hindu Swayamsevak Sangh, No Date, “Western Monoculture and Indic Pluralism,” http://www.hssworld.org/homepage/html/boudhik/articles/vamadev1.html

Monoculture does quite well with free trade and the spread of global consumerism, which is monoculture economics. Other economic systems are not allowed and are systematically undermined. The economic might of the monoculture levels any economic diversity, moving towards a single financial standard or currency worldwide. A uniform world economy destroys local economies and their rich diversity of expression and interactions based on an organic dependency. The rule of multinational businesses takes the place of local economies. Global corporate solutions are applied to local management issues, often with disastrous results. Corporate agriculture, the new agricultural monoculture, for example, is advertising its ability to feed the world and end world hunger, portraying itself in the benefic aspect of the church or a socialist government selflessly aiding the poor. What it is really doing is undermining the most basic of human rights, the right to feed oneself and to control one’s food sources. What the global agribusiness envisions is control of the world food market, so that it can force entire countries to bow down before it, who cannot even eat without its favor. Among its tools are genetically engineered crops, including terminator seeds that destroy local plant varieties, fertilizers that weaken the soils and breed dependency, and patents on plants that afford corporate ownership to nature’s bounty. Meanwhile, those who oppose the global food business are deemed backwards, causing hunger and starvation in the world, as if apart from the agribusiness no one could feed themselves! 

Extinction results without sustained genetic diversity

Cary Fowler and Pat Mooney, Rural Advancement Fund International, Shattering: Food, Politics, and the Loss of Genetic Diversity, 1990, p. ix

While many may ponder the consequences of global warming, perhaps the biggest single environmental catastrophe in human history is unfolding in the garden. While all are rightly concerned about the possibility of nuclear war, an equally devastating time bomb is ticking away in the fields of farmers all over the world. Loss of genetic diversity in agriculture—silent, rapid, inexorable—is leading us to a rendezvous with extinction—to the doorstep of hunger on a scale we refuse to imagine. To simplify the environment as we have done with agriculture is to destroy the complex interrelationships that hold the natural world together. Reducing the diversity of life, we narrow our options for the future and render our own survival more precarious. It is life at the end of the limb. That is the subject of this book. Agronomists in the Philippines warned of what became known as southern corn leaf blight in 1061.' The disease was reported in Mexico not long after. In the summer of 1968, the first faint hint that the blight was in the United States came from seed growers in the Midwest. The danger was ignored. By the spring of 1970 the disease had taken hold in the Florida corn crop. But it was not until corn prices leapt thirty cents a bushel on the Chicago Board of Trade that the world took notice; by then it was August—and too late. By the close of the year, Americans had lost fifteen percent of their most important crop—more than a billion bushels. Some southern states lost half their harvest and many of their farmers. While consumers suffered in the grocery stores, producers were out a billion dollars in lost yield. And the disaster was not solely domestic. U.S. seed exports may have spread the blight to Africa, Latin America and Asia.
Free Trade --> North/South Split
Free trade results in a hemorrhage of wealth from the South to the North

Julius Nyerere, former president of Tanzania, February 1990, Recolonization GATT, the Uruguay Round & the Third World, p. 21-22

They have never heard of ‘Aid’ from the South to the North. What these innocent people do not realise is that through the workings of the present international economic arrangements, wealth flows almost all the time from the poor ‘devel​oping’ countries of the Third World to the industrialised and rich countries of the developed world. It flows from the primary producers to the industrialised countries, from the ignorant to the knowledgeable. How could they know these things? Virtually nothing in the Northern media gives them such information. Yet that is the reality. The facts can be extracted from the statistics of all the international organisations; sometimes they are even mentioned in their Annual or Specialised Reports. Tens of billions of dollars flow every year from the Economic South to the Economic North through movements in the terms of trade which have been adverse to the underdeveloped countries almost continually since the 1950’s. The prices of primary commodities like cotton, coffee, cocoa, copper etc. etc. - which are the major export prod​ucts of the Third World - go down in relation to the prices of machinery, lorries, capital investments of all kinds, and most manufactured goods. To an ever increasing extent, Third World countries sell cheap and buy dear. Wealth flows also from South to North through financial mechanisms. For example: in the last decade poor nations have found that the Interest Rates on loans they incurred earlier have been increased by their creditors without consul​tation. They borrow to meet these ‘obligations’. And so get further and further into debt even as they transfer huge amounts to their creditors in debt service. Again, wealth flows through the South’s purchase of knowledge - through fees for education and training, through the purchase of books, through subscriptions to vital infor​mation agencies, and through payment for the use of patents, or trade marks, or production licences. And so on. Yet the poor nations of the Third World borrow money, or buy knowledge, or produce primary products for export rather than food for themselves, in order to invest in development - in a less poor future - or to meet their basic human requirements after natural or economic disaster has hit them. It is these purposes which are frustrated when they make a net export of resources to developed coun​tries. This they have been doing for the last six years on account of debt servicing alone, without taking into account the permanent drain constituted by the unfair trading sys​tem. 

North-South disparity is the primary impetus for nuclear proliferation and terrorism

Bernard Lown, MD Co-Founder, IPPNW, 1996, http://www.ippnw.org/, Crude Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and the Terrorist Threat

Nuclear apartheid cannot endure. The stimulus to proliferation derives largely from an inequitable world order and the growing economic divide between rich and poor countries. One fifth of the world lives on the edge of subsistence. At a time of potential abundance, more people are hungry than ever before. We end the century with far more desperately poor, illiterate, homeless, starving, and sick than we began. Nowhere are the inequities more in evidence than in the health sector. Eight hundred million people are without any health care at all. One-third of the world’s population lives in countries whose health care expenditures are far less than $12 per person per year (the bare minimum recommended by the World Bank) while the industrialized North spends more than $1,000 for health per person annually. Recent UN figures indicate that from 1960 to 1990, per capita income rose eight-fold in the North while increasing only half as much in the deprived lands of the South. This divide is likely to widen further while accelerating over-consumption in the North and burgeoning population pressures in the developing countries. As vital raw materials, scarce minerals, fossil fuels, and especially water become depleted, Northern affluence will be sustained by imposed belt tightening of impoverished multitudes struggling for mere subsistence. This is an agenda for endless conflict and colossal violence. The global pressure cooker will further superheat by the ongoing worldwide information revolution that exposes everyone to the promissory note of unlimited consumption, there by instilling impatience and igniting more embers of social upheaval. If desperation grows, the deprived will be tempted to challenge the affluent in the only conceivable way that can make an impact, namely by going nuclear. Their possession enables the weak to inflict unacceptable damage on the strong. Desperation and hopelessness breed religious fundamentalism and provide endless recruits ready to wreak vengeance, if necessary by self immolation in the process of inflicting unspeakable violence on others. A nuclear bomb affords “the cheapest and biggest bang for the buck.” No blackmail is as compelling as holding an entire city hostage. No other destructive device can cause greater societal disruption or exact a larger human toll. Terrorists will soon raise their sights to vaporizing a metropolitan area rather than merely pulverizing a building.

Free Trade --> Prolif

Globalization causes proliferation

Lieutenant Colonel Antulio Echevarria II, Director of Strategic Research at the Strategic Studies Institute, “Globalization And The Nature Of War,” Strategies Studies Institute, March, 2003, http://www.mindfully.org/WTO/2003/Globalization-War-SSI%20Mar03.htm, accessed 8/23/03
Globalization also facilitates the proliferation of destabilizing capabilities, such as weapons of mass destruction or mass effect. Eleven countries currently have nuclear weapons programs; thirteen more are actively seeking them. More than 25 countries now possess ballistic missiles, and over 75,000 cruise missiles are in existence, with the number expected to rise to between 80,000 and 90,000 by 2010.17 Also, at least 17 countries— including the so-called “Axis of Evil”—currently have active chemical and biological weapons programs, and the number is rising. As the Assistant Secretary of State for Non-proliferation recently explained, despite the provisions of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty and the Chemical and Biological Weapons conventions, proliferation of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and high explosive/high yield weapons continues worldwide: “There is an intense sort of cooperation that goes on among countries that are trying to acquire such weapons.” For example, China and North Korea have long contributed to the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons, both for strategic leverage against the United States and for economic advantages. Thus, globalization assists some powerful motives that run counter to nonproliferation efforts.

Proliferation causes nuclear war

Samuel Totten, Associate Professor in the College of Education at the University of Arkansas, The Widening Circle of Genocide, 1994, p. 289

There are numerous dangers inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons, including but not limited to the following: the possibility that a nation threatened by destruction in a conventional war may resort to the use of its nuclear weapons; the miscalculation of a threat of an attack and the subsequent use of nuclear weapons in order to stave off the suspected attack; a nuclear weapons accident due to carelessness or flawed technology (e.g., the accidental launching of a nuclear weapon); the use of such weapons by an unstable leader; the use of such weapons by renegade military personnel during a period of instability (personal, national or international); and, the theft (and/or development) and use of such weapons by terrorists. While it is unlikely (though not impossible) that terrorists would be able to design their own weapons, it is possible that they could do so with the assistance of a renegade government.
Free Trade --> Terrorism

Globalization facilitates terrorism

Lieutenant Colonel Antulio Echevarria II, Director of Strategic Research at the Strategic Studies Institute, “Globalization And The Nature Of War,” Strategies Studies Institute, March, 2003, http://www.mindfully.org/WTO/2003/Globalization-War-SSI%20Mar03.htm, accessed 8/23/03
In the global war on terrorism, the element of blind natural force is playing the decisive role. Globalization has, among other things, contributed to the creation of fertile breeding grounds for terrorism as some groups try to resist its encroachment. Al Qaeda has associated the United States with the spread of globalization, which it sees as a form of decadence. Building on the perception that Islamic society’s current political and economic problems are the result of the West’s decadent values and duplicitous policies, Al Qaeda has penetrated Islamic nongovernmental organizations and woven itself into the social, political, and religious fabric of Muslim societies. Consequently, it has managed to create a substantial support base that may enable it to regenerate itself indefinitely.53 Despite the arrest of hundreds of operatives in North America and abroad since the attacks of September 11, 2001, for example, Al Qaeda has created new cells and reconstituted older ones.54 While operations in Afghanistan and elsewhere have led to the killing or capture of some 16 of its 25 key leaders, Al Qaeda’s ideology remains intact and will probably continue to draw young Muslims.55
Terrorist attack would spread pathogens globally, causing extinction

John Steinbruner, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, Foreign Policy, December 22, 1997
That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.
Free Trade --> Tobacco Spread
Globalization spreads tobacco, killing hundreds of millions

Gro Harlem Brundtland, Director General of the World Health Organisation, “Health and Population,” 2000, http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/static/events/reith_2000/lecture4.stm, accessed 8/23/03

Interestingly enough, not only infectious diseases that spread with globalisation. Changes in lifestyle and diet prompt an increase in heart disease, diabetes and cancer. More than anything, tobacco is sweeping the globe as it is criss-crossed by market forces. Only weeks after the old socialist economies in Europe and Asia opened up to Western goods and capital, camels and cowboys began to appear on buildings and billboards. Those who think that tobacco-related death and disease is mainly a burden for the rich countries are mistaken. If the growth in tobacco use goes unchecked, the numbers of deaths related to its use will nearly triple, from four million each year today to 10 million each year in thirty years. More than 70% of this increase will take place in the developing countries. 

Free Trade --> War
Free trade results in worldwide wars and famine in India

Shiva 2008 [http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2008/04/200852518574910602.html  Dr. Vandana Shiva is a physicist and ecologist, “A recipe for food rights,” April 14,2008]
Al Jazeera: One of the causes of the huge rises in India's food prices is the soaring rate of inflation. India is experiencing its highest rate of inflation in three years. What is behind this increase?  Dr Shiva: There are a number of reasons why the prices of food commodities are rising in India. The first is related to economic policies – the policies of integrating India with global markets.  There is a huge agrarian crisis but it's not from the beginning of our freedom, it's not a leftover of feudalism. The agrarian crisis is a result of globalisation. The farmers who are committing suicide in India are precisely in those areas where genetically engineered cotton is being grown by Monsanto [a chemicals and agricultural science corporation].   This is a new crisis. A small farmer could make a living in this country a few years ago. Today, as a result of globalisation, agriculture is being run down.  We have grown enough wheat in the last few years – 74 million tonnes. We are still self-reliant in food, but we are being forced to import; both under the multilateral globalisation free trade agreements as well as under bilateral arrangements like a crazy treaty called the Agriculture Knowledge Initiative between the US and India.  It was signed at the same time as the nuclear treaty was signed. The nuclear agreement has had a lot of political attention. The agriculture treaty has had absolutely no attention.  Indian farmers are being paid 8,000 rupees [$200] for a tonne of wheat. When the farmers ask for more, to make a viable living, the government says it will cause a rise in inflation.  So the government goes to Cargill [a transnational agricultural corporation] and the United States because of this bilateral agreement and buys wheat at $400 dollars a tonne, which is 16,000 rupees a tonne – twice the price that Indian farmers can produce wheat for.   What effect is that having on ordinary people in India?  It's having a huge impact. Already, about half of India was not eating full meals; going through days without food. With the price rise, I can see about 70 to 80 per cent of India will be pushed into hunger and starvation.  There are two other additional issues that have come up in recent years. Last year, both the European government and the US government made a 10 per cent blending requirement and put huge subsidies into biofuels, diverting food from feeding the hungry to running automobiles. This has driven up prices of food. Climate change is creating instability in agriculture. Unfortunately the UN representative said the new green revolution in Africa would solve these problems. It is going to make it worse. A green revolution based on nitrogen fertilisers in 2008 is a recipe for emissions of nitrogen oxides, further instability of the climate and further hunger and starvation. We need to localise food systems. We have enough farmers to produce enough food in this country [India], if we were not being forced to integrate with a speculative market. There are now calls for some sort of co-ordinated response to the problem – by the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank and the UN. Is there any short term solution? There is a very short term solution – give up the industrial agriculture using fossil fuels, high cost imports. Give up the forced linking with an international commodity market. Allow farmers to grow and give them a just price. We can solve the problem tomorrow. I work with 400,000 farmers in India growing organic food. We have doubled yields and doubled output on farms. Nobody is dying of starvation in the villages where there is organic farming. But do you think governments will look at that as a solution? What has the government in India done? It has to be the solution. The Third World does not need charity; the Third World needs food sovereignty. It needs freedom to produce it own food. Let's just recognise the ecological endowments – it is Africa and Asia that have the best soils, the best sun, the best biodiversity. Never, ever have we had this scale of a problem, except during the great Bengal famine, which also was driven by so-called free trade. I'd like to just mention: free trade is not free. Every one of the problems we have … have been triggered by government policy. Globalisation is government policy. Trade liberalisation is government policy. Biofuels is government policy. Climate change is triggered by government subsidies for fossil fuel use. If the governments have caused the problem, they cannot now throw up their hands and say that they cannot intervene. They have created the price rise, they need to intervene in creating a fair market for famers and ensure the rights of all. Food is about life, and the right to life is protected in our constitution. If those solutions are not taken, where do you think this will end? Will there be more food riots in Africa and Asia?  If the governments continue to make interventions on behalf of the rich, they can bail out the banks in their absolute unwinding of the financial crisis – then they can intervene in the market.  But if they refuse to intervene in the market to ensure food prices are regulated, we will see more riots. Either governments will fall because of riots or they can become enlightened and not see the pseudo free trade as a sacred cow that has to be protected.  Food rights of people have to be protected; the rights of the poor have to be protected. That is the only obligation governments have. Any democratic government that fails in that duty will only be part of the problem of creating food wars and food riots.

Free trade doesn’t prevent war

Christopher Layne, Naval Postgraduate School, World Policy Journal, Summer 1998, p. 8-28.

These arguments notwithstanding, international economic interdependence does not cause peace. In fact, it has very serious adverse security consequences that its proponents either do not understand or will not acknowledge. Economic relations (whether domestic or international) never take place in a vacuum; on the contrary, they occur within a politically defined framework. International economic interdependence requires certain conditions in order to flourish, including a maximum degree of political order and stability. Just as the market cannot function within a state unless the state creates a stable "security" environment in which economic exchange can occur (by protecting property rights and enforcing contracts), the same is true in international relations. Because there is no world government, it falls to the dominant state to create the conditions under which economic interdependence can take hold (by providing security, rules of the game, and a reserve currency, and by acting as the global economy's banker and lender of last resort). Without a dominant power to perform these tasks, economic interdependence does not happen. Indeed, free trade and interdependence have occurred in the modern international system only during the hegemonies of Victorian Britain and postwar America. 

Even if trade stops war the negotiations of free trade still cause it

Yong 2009 [http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2009-12/29/content_9240189.htm Fu Yong, PhD in Economics, “Free trade easy to swear by but hard to pratice” China Daily, Dec 29 2009] 
But the truth is that the theory works only if several assumptions are met. The crucial assumptions of this theory are: the international market should be a perfect competitive market, and price should be the only factor influencing competition. But we know reality is different.  Transnational enterprises are always affected by other factors. Competitions of national interests play an important role in international trade, and it is not rare to see political or military intervention.  Why does free trade face such difficulties? First, even if free trade is a mutually beneficiary and multi-win game, there will be tough negotiations on prices among different sectors. And even if all trade participants can benefit from exchange, the proportion of interest each of them can gain is crucial. That's why the question "who will gain more from the trade?" leads to endless bargaining among traders.  The results of talks always depend on the negotiating skills of each country, which are directly determined by their relative strengths. And restrictions on imports are usually the most powerful weapon in negotiations, given that governments can easily use it to intervene in the market.
Free Trade --> War Ext

Trade interdependence causes war

George Friedman, founder and chairman of Stratfor, and Meredith Friedman, The Future of War, 1996, p. 7-9

The argument that interdependence gives rise to peace is flawed in theory as well as in practice. Conflicts arise from friction, particularly friction involving the fundamental interests of different nations. The less interdependence there is, the fewer the areas of serious friction. The more interdependence there is, the greater the areas of friction, and, therefore, the greater the potential for conflict. Two widely separated nations that trade little with each other are unlikely to go to war—Brazil is unlikely to fight Madagascar precisely because they have so little to do with each other. France and Germany, on the other hand, which have engaged in extensive trade and transnational finance, have fought three wars with each other over about seventy years. Interdependence was the root of the conflicts, not the deterrent. There are, of course, cases of interdependence in which one country effectively absorbs the other or in which their interests match so precisely that the two countries simply merge. In other cases, interdependence remains peaceful because the economic, military, and political power of one country is overwhelming and inevitable. In relations between advanced industrialized countries and third-world countries, for example, this sort of asymmetrical relationship can frequently be seen. All such relationships have a quality of unease built into them, particularly when the level of interdependence is great. When one or both nations attempt, intentionally or unintentionally, to shift the balance of power, the result is often tremendous anxiety and, sometimes, real pain. Each side sees the other’s actions as an attempt to gain advantage and becomes frightened. In the end, precisely because the level of interdependence is so great, the relationship can, and frequently does, spiral out of control. Consider the seemingly miraculous ability of the United States and Soviet Union to be rivals and yet avoid open warfare. These two powers could forgo extreme measures because they were not interdependent. Neither relied on the other for its economic well-being, and therefore, its social stability. This provided considerable room for maneuvering. Because there were few economic linkages, neither nation felt irresistible pressure to bring the relationship under control; neither felt any time constraint. Had one country been dependent on the other for something as important as oil or long-term investment, there would have been enormous fear of being held hostage economically. Each would have sought to dominate the relationship, and the result would have been catastrophic. In the years before World War I, as a result of European interdependence, control of key national issues fell into the hands of foreign governments. Thus, decisions made in Paris had tremendous impact on Austria, and decisions made in London determined growth rates in the Ruhr. Each government sought to take charge of its own destiny by shift​ing the pattern of interdependence in its favor. Where economic means proved insufficient, political and military strategies were tried. 

Statistical analysis shows free trade increases the risk of war

Katherine Barbieri, Department of Political Science, University of North Texas, February 1996, Journal of Peace Research, p. 42-43

This study provides little empirical support for the liberal proposition that trade provides a path to interstate peace. Even after controlling for the influence of conti​guity, joint democracy, alliance ties, and relative capabilities, the evidence suggests that in most instances trade fails to deter conflict. Instead, extensive economic interdependence increases the likelihood that dyads engage in militarized dispute; however, it appears to have little influence on the incidence of war. The greatest hope for peace appears to arise from symmetrical trading relationships. However, the dampening effect of symmetry is offset by the expansion of interstate linkages. 

Free Trade causes wars

Martin, Mayer, and Thoenig 2008 [Phillipe, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, and Centre for Economic Policy Research; Thierry MAYER, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, CEPII, and Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias THOENIG, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, The Review of Economic Studies 75]
We test the theoretical prediction that bilateral and multilateral trade have opposite effects on the probability of bilateral military conflicts on the 1950–2000 period using a data set from the Correlates of War (COW) project that makes available a very precise description of interstate armed conflicts. The mechanism at work in our theoretical model rests on the hypothesis that the absence of peace disrupts trade and therefore puts trade gains at risk.We first test this hypothesis. Using a gravity-type model of trade, we find that bilateral trade costs indeed increase significantly with a bilateral conflict. However, multilateral trade costs do not increase significantly. Second, we test the predictions of the model related to the contradictory effects of bilateral and multilateral trade on conflict. We address the endogeneity issue by controlling for various codeterminants of conflict and trade; by including country pair fixed effects and time effects; and, finally, by implementing an instrumental variable strategy. Our results are robust to these different estimation strategies. The quantitative impact of trade is surprisingly large for proximate countries (those with a bilateral distance less than 1000 km), those for which the probability of a conflict is the highest. We estimate the quantitative effect of the globalization process of the past 30 years that is characterized by expansion of both bilateral trade flows (with a negative impact on the probability of conflict) and multilateral trade flows (with a positive impact on this probability). We find that its net effect has been to increase the probability of a bilateral conflict by around 20% for proximate countries. However, for more distant countries, the effect of globalization on their bilateral relation has been very small. This fits well with the stylized fact depicted by Figure 2. This strongly suggests that conflicts have become more localized over time as the average distance between two countries in military conflict has been halved during the 1950–2000 period. It is consistent with the changing nature of war as discussed by historians (Keegan, 1984; Bond, 1986; Van Creveld, 1991).

***Growth
Growth --> Environmental Collapse
Economic growth causes environment degradation making environmental regulations irrelevant

Douglas E. Booth, professor of economics at Marquette University, 1995 (“Economic Growth and the Limits of Environmental Regulation: A Social Economic Analysis”, Review of Social Economy, Vol. 54)

After a quarter century of environmental regulation in this country under the auspices of the Environmental Protection Agency and other government agencies, significant environmental threats remain. Ambient standards for ozone and other air pollutants are frequently violated in urban areas, lakes and rivers continue to be heavily polluted, groundwater is increasingly threatened with contamination, ambient levels of toxic chemicals in the biotic food chain are at high levels, little has been done about the potentially serious problem of greenhouse warming, and biodiversity is threatened as a consequence of reduced and fragmented natural habitats. Why has the regulatory system failed to fully address our environmental problems?   The goal of this paper is to suggest that the roots of environmental problems, and the failure of environmental regulation, are deeply embedded in the processes that generate economic growth. The logic of the argument to be presented will take the following form: long-run economic growth relies on the creation of new industries and new forms of economic activity; these new forms of economic activity create new kinds of environmental problems; and new forms of economic activity constitute vested political interests that oppose environmental regulation. Each of the three main sections of the paper will provide theoretical and empirical justification for each component part of the basic argument.  
Environmental destruction results in extinction

Les Kaufmann 81, Chief Scientist at Edgerton Research Lab, THE LAST EXTINCTION, 1981, p. 4
The fourth argument for preserving biological diversity is the simplest: Our lives depend on it. We are part of a common fabric of life. Our survival is dependent on the integrity of this fabric, for the loss of a few critical threads could lead to a quick unraveling of the whole. We know that there have been previous mass extinctions, through which some life survived. As for our own chances of surviving this mass extinction, there can be no promises. If the Grim Reaper plays any favorites at all, then it would seem to be a special fondness for striking down dominant organisms in their prime. David Joblinski examines the fates of rudist dames, mammalike reptiles, dinosaurs, and a host of other scintillating but doomed creatures in his essay. Humans are now the dominant creatures, at least in terms of their influence. So, lest history bear false witness and barring some serious conservation efforts on our part, this mass extinction could well be the last one that we will ever know about.
Growth --> Environmental Collapse Ext
Growth requires the creation of new industries, bringing on new forms of environmental destruction.

Douglas E. Booth, professor of economics at Marquette University, 1995 (“Economic Growth and the Limits of Environmental Regulation: A Social Economic Analysis”, Review of Social Economy, Vol. 54)

A narrowly economic approach to the environmental problem suggests that environmental decline is the result of cost externalization and that the solution is to simply internalize such costs through appropriate voluntary negotiations, court action, or regulation. A broader social economic approach to the environmental problem suggests that environmental decline is inherent in the capitalist economic growth process. Economic growth requires the creation of new industries that bring with them new forms of environmental destruction. These new industries also foster the formation of organized political interests opposed to environmental regulation. Initial regulatory victories are won by environmentalists at the peak of the Downsian issue-attention cycle, but industry interests recover as public interest in environmental issues wane, and regulatory gridlock results. The problem of environmental decline remains. To bring about true environmental protection requires a transformation of the social economic system as a whole.  

An economic standpoint to view the environment makes it impossible to stop economic growth to save the environment

Nadeau 95 (“spaceship earth Homo economicus and the Environmental Crisis”, http://docs.google.com/gview?a=v&q=cache:JQ2B0zSVoeAJ:www.earthscape.org/p3/ES15351/NADEAU_CH_1.pdf+nadeau_ch_1.pdf&hl=en&gl=us, CH)

Environmentalists have typically deﬁned the whole as the entire planet or ecosystem, and they tend to privilege the welfare of this whole over the economic interests of parts (economic actors). Meanwhile, those who base their understanding of economic reality on neoclassical economics have been operating on a very different conception of the whole that privileges the economic interests of parts. In their view, the whole is a market system that exists in a domain separate and discrete from the natural environ- ment; and the relationship of parts (economic actors and ﬁrms) to this whole is rigorously deﬁned in terms of lawful or lawlike forces that govern the behavior and interaction of the parts. From the perspective of environmentalists, those who adhere to the view of economic reality in mainstream economics fail to realize that the future welfare of the parts (economic actors) is intimately connected to the state of the whole (global ecosystem). But from the perspective of those who believe in this economic paradigm, environmentalists fail to realize that the stability of the whole (global market) is dependent on the perpetual growth and expansion of economically productive activities by the parts (economic actors). Although most members of the environ-mental movement view the resources of nature as literally priceless because their value cannot be reduced to or represented by units of money, most believers in mainstream economics take an entirely differ- ent view. From their vantage point, the value of natural resources can and should be represented in units of money, and this value can be deter- mined only by the operation of price mechanisms within closed market economies.

Economic activity threatens the survival of the human species

Nadeau 95 (“spaceship earth Homo economicus and the Environmental Crisis”, http://docs.google.com/gview?a=v&q=cache:JQ2B0zSVoeAJ:www.earthscape.org/p3/ES15351/NADEAU_CH_1.pdf+nadeau_ch_1.pdf&hl=en&gl=us, CH)
In physics, in the years following , attempts to understand the nonlinear dynamics of living systems would reveal a relationship between parts (organisms) and whole (ecosystem) in which the stability of the whole is mediated and sustained by interactions within and between the parts. In biology, the old mechanistic model of evolution as a linear progression from “lower” atomized organisms to more complex atomized organisms would be displaced by a model in which all parts (organisms) exist in interdependent and interactive relation to the whole (life). In environmental science, researchers would not only discover that all parts (organisms) exist in embedded relation to the whole (ecosystem or biosphere) and that the interactions within and between parts function as selfregulating properties of the whole. They would also reach the dire conclusion that continued disruptions of the complex web of interactions between these parts by human economic activity could eventually threaten the survival of our species.

Growth leads to a cycle of environmental abuse

Douglas E. Booth, professor of economics at Marquette University, 1995 (“Economic Growth and the Limits of Environmental Regulation: A Social Economic Analysis”, Review of Social Economy, Vol. 54)

 NEW INDUSTRIES AND THEIR ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS   New industries bring with them new kinds of environmental problems. These problems can be proportionate to industry output, such as particulate emissions from a coal-fired power plant, or they can be cumulative with respect to output, such as the emission of persistent chemicals like DDT into food chains or carbon dioxide from the burning off fossil fuels into the atmosphere. The former disappear when output goes to zero, but the latter remain and accumulate so long as there is any output at all. In some cases, environmental problems caused by older industries will diminish as those industries decline, but in some cases those problems remain. The decline in the use of coal as a heating fuel reduced smoke and particulate emissions in urban areas, but a significant proportion of the carbon dioxide emitted from such uses of coal remains in the atmosphere. Since old industries tend to persist, albeit at retarded growth rates, the environmental problems they cause don't go away, and new environmental problems are added by new industries. Hence, in the absence of regulation, environmental problems tend to increase over time.   The environmental problems created by the industries listed in Tables 1 and 2 are relatively well known. The growth of motor vehicles and the use of electricity are driving forces in the growth of fossil fuels. The growth of fossil fuel use has resulted in a variety of new pollutants being emitted into the environment, including particulate, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxide, and carbon dioxide. Sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide are precursors to acid rain; nitrogen oxide, hydrocarbons, and sunlight result in the formation of ground level ozone pollution; carbon monoxide, particulate, and sulfur dioxide are direct health threats; and carbon dioxide accumulates in the atmosphere, potentially contributing to global warming (Stern et al. 1984; MacDonald 1982). The trend for carbon dioxide emissions is presented in Figure 2, and strongly reflects the trend in fossil fuel consumption [ILLUSTRATION FOR FIGURE 1 OMITTED]. In the absence of regulation, the emission of other pollutants would also parallel fossil fuel consumption trends, but regulation has had modest success in reducing emissions (Table 3). Even though emissions have been reduced, ambient air quality standards for ozone and carbon monoxide are frequently violated in major urban areas (Statistical Abstract 1993: 226). Reduction of emissions has not been sufficient to solve urban air quality problems.  

Growth --> Famine
Economic growth ensures famine through resource depletion—this will spark global resource wars.

Milbrath 89 (Lester, Professor Emeritus of Political science and Sociology at SUNY-Buffalo, Envisioning a Sustainable Society, pp. 343-344, AD: 7-6-9) BL

Trying to solve our nested set of ecological/economic problems only with technological fixes is like treating an organic failure with a bandage. The key difficulties, which will be ignored by that strategy are that biospheric systems will change their patterns and there will be an increasing squeeze on resources. As global human population continues to grow, and these new people demand economic growth to fulfill their needs, there will be unbearable pressure for resources. Soils will be depleted. Farmland will be gobbled up into urban settlements. Water will become scarce, more polluted, and very high priced. Forests will be depleted faster than they can regenerate. Wilderness will nearly disappear. The most easily extracted mineral deposits will be exhausted. We will search the far corners of the globe, at very high economic and environmental cost, for more minerals and possible substitutes for those that are being depleted. Fossil fuels, especially petroleum, will constantly diminish in supply and rise in price. Worst of all, biospheric systems will react to our interference by no longer working the way we have counted on. International competition for scarce mineral and fuel resources could become intense and bloody. The highly developed nations are likely to try using their money and/or military power to garner the bulk of the resources for their own use. (It is difficult to imagine that a big power would allow its supply of critical fuels or minerals to be cut off without putting up a fight.) At best, those actions will only postpone the inevitable adjustment. The poorest nations (usually those with the densest populations) will be unable to maintain even subsistence levels—they are likely to suffer widespread famine and disease. All of this frantic activity will have devastating impacts on the ecosphere. Climate change will debilitate every ecosystem and economy. Ultraviolet radiation will increase, as will acid rain and toxic poisoning of our air, soil, and water. In addition, we can expect more and more soil depletion, loss of crop land, mismanagement of water resources, oil spills, devastating accidents (Bhopal, Chernobyl), deforestation, spreading deserts, extinction of species, loss of wildlife, and air and water pollution. With disrupted biospheric systems and severe resource shortages, I cannot imagine that it will be possible to sustain growth in material throughput. We may be able to grow in nonmaterial ways (increasing knowledge, artistic output, games, and so forth), but material growth cannot continue. Our endeavor not to change will have failed to forestall change; instead, we will become victims of change.
Growth --> Lack of Resources
Growth reverses all gains

Douthwaite 97 (Richard, government economist in the West Indies, THE PROBLEM WITH ECONOMIC GROWTH, http://www.feasta.org/growth.htm, May 1997, AD: 7/6/09) JC

The fact that ISEWs are declining means that the growth process is now running backwards and is destroying more benefits than it creates. Put another way, although national economies are consuming more resources each year, they are using them increasingly wastefully with the result that they are producing less and less in terms of human happiness and well-being.  The truth of this is demonstrated by another index, the Fordham Index of Social Health which has been compiled for the US each year since 1985 by Marc Miringoff and colleagues at the Fordham University Graduate Center, Tarrytown, New York This assembles sixteen measures to get an overall view of human welfare at each stage of life. For children, it reports infant mortality, child abuse and poverty; for young people, it covers teenage suicides, drug use, and the high-school drop-out rate; for adults, it follows unemployment, average weekly earnings, and the proportion of those under 65 covered by health insurance. For the elderly, it reports poverty and the level of health-care costs they are required to pay. And for all groups, it covers homicides, alcohol-related road deaths, food-stamp coverage, access to affordable housing and the gap between rich and poor.  Each statistic for each year is not compared with an impossible target, such as zero homicides, but with the best figure the US has achieved for that particular category since 1970. Thus if the homicide figure for 1996 was equal to the best previous year, it would score 100. Similar calculations are made for each statistic and then an average calculated to give the overall index for the year.  The recent results have been disquieting. From 1970, the first year for which the calculation was done, to around 1977, the index was steady at over 70%. There was then a rapid decline to around 40%, which persisted between 1985 and 1994, the most recent year for which figures have been published. It is, of course, very easy to quibble about these findings. For example, why should all the factors be given an equal weighting? Who says that there should only be sixteen factors anyway? And why do they have to be these particular ones? But despite these valid questions, because the index registers a massive overall decline across so many areas, it can scarcely be denied that welfare for many Americans must have deteriorated. A Fordham Index for Ireland has also fallen since 1974. This is despite - or perhaps because of - that country's recent rapid rate of growth.  So why is the growth process actually damaging the thing it was meant to improve - human well-being? The reason stems from the point I made earlier which was that in a market economy, individual companies make the decisions which bring their own, and thus the country's, growth about. One important way firms use to grow is to introduce new technologies. For example, if a firm develops a process which allows ten workers in its own highly automated plant to do the work of a thousand scattered in independent workshops around the country and which gives the required rate of financial return on the investment required, it will put it into use. The fact that 990 people lose their self-respect and means of livelihood as a result is none of its concern. Nor is the fact that the extra profit it makes could well be inadequate to compensate the 990 for their losses, even if some mechanism could be found for taxing it and distributing it to them. In other words, the technology the firm chose to use has made one group - its shareholders - richer, at the expense of a greater loss to a greater number: its workers and their families. Moreover, the rest of us are losers too as we will have to carry the cost of supporting the 990 workers through the social welfare system.  Although it is easy to see how the adoption of such technologies could mean that growth destroys more benefits than it creates, firms have been introducing new processes for hundreds of years and, as we have seen, it is only within the past two decades or so that ISEWs have fallen despite increases in per capita GNP. What has changed? The answer can be given in one word: Globalisation, a process which has destroyed almost every government's ability to maintain a healthy balance between the interests of corporations and the welfare of its citizens. In most countries scarcely a day goes by without a politician or businessperson announcing that unless the road network is improved, or social welfare benefits reduced so that taxes can be cut, or the use of genetically-modified organisms permitted, or the school curriculum made more relevant to the work-place, or the rate of increase in wages moderated, the economy will become uncompetitive in world markets. In other words, we are being told that unless we give up or change something important to us, we, or those close to us, might find ourselves impoverished and/or out of work. Essentially, we are being threatened, and anyone looking for a handy way of spotting when an economy starts running backwards has only to look for the point at which credible promises of a rosier future get out-numbered by phrases which start with 'unless' and don't even pretend that a brighter tomorrow will come about if we agree to go along with whatever is being proposed.  The threats, which involve a choice between two unsatisfactory outcomes, are always made by people who pretend 'There Is No Alternative'. They are lying, of course, because there are many other ways in which the production and exchange of goods and services could be organised. Moreover, if we make the sacrifice being asked of us this time, they will come back repeatedly to ask us to make further sacrifices if only because people in other countries are also being asked to make environmental, financial and social sacrifices to maintain their competitiveness with us. If we agree to allow a motorway to be built, or social welfare provisions to be cut, pressure will be put on them to provide equivalent financial savings to firms operating in their countries. If they do, the pressure for further cuts will be switched back to us. Round and round the cycle of immiseration will go, screwing the majority down and leaving only a very wealthy minority better off.  The cycle has gone surprisingly far already. Real wages in the US have fallen more than 10% since 1985 and the gap between the well-to-do and everyone else has been growing steadily for more than fifteen years, roughly the period that the ISEW has been falling. If American society is analysed by dividing it into five groups each representing 20% of the population, the incomes of the wealthiest 20% rose 26% between 1979 and 1995, while the incomes of the middle 20% rose only 1% and the incomes of the bottom 20% actually decreased 9%. And if you look at the amount Americans own rather than what they earn, an astonishing 99% of the new assets created by the growth process between 1983 and 1992 was captured by the richest 20% of the people. The share of all the country's assets owned by the richest one per cent rose from 20 per cent to 36 per cent between 1975 and 1995.  Very similar changes have taken place in Britain. In the twenty years between 1971 and 1991, real disposable incomes - that is after taxes, National Insurance and pension contributions - rose by 80% but most of the gains went to the top 20%, whose share of national income increased from 35% to 43%.1 Meanwhile, the share of the bottom 20% fell from 10% to 6%. This had serious effects on their health. Mortality in social class I - professionals - fell by 36% from 438 deaths to 282 for every 100,000 people between 1970-2 and 1991-3, according to government figures. During the same period, however, the mortality in social class V - the unskilled - increased by 2% from 798 to 816. This means that the gap between these two groups widened from an almost two-fold differential in 1970-2 to and almost three-fold one twenty years later. In the early 1980s, this gap was equivalent to a five-year difference in life expectancy for a twenty-year-old.2 So not only was the growth process running backwards, but it was actually killing people at the bottom of the social pecking order.  The gap between rich and poor has widened in the so-called developing countries as well. In Thailand, for example, where, in the two decades before the 1997 crash, very rapid growth had taken place , the ratio of share of income of the richest 10 per cent to the poorest 10 per cent rose from 17 times to 38 times.  The gap between rich and poor countries is growing too. During the past three decades, the poorest 20 per cent of countries have seen their share of global income decline from 2.3 per cent to 1.4 per cent. As a result, the ratio of the income of the richest 20 per cent of countries to the poorest 20 per cent has more than doubled. It rose from 30:1 to 61:1. In more than a hundred countries, the average income per person in 1995 was lower than it had been fifteen years previously, according to the 1996 Human Development Report. More than a quarter of humanity -- 1.6 billion people -- were worse off despite the fact that between 1960 and 1993, total global income had increased six-fold.  Three incontestable conclusions can be drawn from all this. The first is that the growth process is making life worse for a significant proportion of the world's population and no better for all but a tiny minority of the rest. The second is that those who argue that existence of widespread poverty makes growth necessary are either blissfully ignorant of what the process is currently doing or are cynically manipulating us for their own selfish ends. A fairer distribution of wealth and income would be a far more effective way of dealing with poverty than growth in its present form. And the third conclusion? That opposing the present pattern of growth by standing firm against the erosion of income levels, social structures and the environment that globalisation is bringing about is, quite literally, a matter of life and death for millions of people.  

Growth --> Overpopulation

Economic growth bad – overpopulation
Hickerson 5/4 (Jeremy, Statesman Journal, Economic growth might be bad, as well, 5/4/09, AD: 7/6/09 nexis) JC

I couldn't agree more with the April 29 letter from David Ellis, "Population growth might be bad." I suggest "Economic growth might be bad." In both cases, it depends on where you're at in the spectrum of the physical limits of your environment. For the population issue, experts concluded in the 1970s that we were nearing our planet's population limit (see the 1972 "The Limits to Growth" report to the Club of Rome). The idea that economic growth might not be desirable is just an extension of the population growth discussion. Continual economic growth depends on a growing population to supply more labor and more consumers. Likewise, a continually growing population depends on economic growth to provide jobs. Overpopulation implies economic growth is no longer good, though it remains a necessity for some of the undeveloped world. So if we can't have an economy based on continual growth, what should we do? (See Bill McKibben's "Deep Economy.") We must only manufacture what we need and end marketing ploys aimed at getting people to buy new gadgets; dismantling the economy we have known and beginning a totally different way of life. This can't be accomplished solely by the free market. 
Growth --> Structural Violence 
Growth leads to structural violence that outweighs nuclear war

Abu-Jamal 98 (Mumia, activist, 9-19, http://www.flashpoints.net/mQuietDeadlyViolence.html)

We live, equally immersed, and to a deeper degree, in a nation that condones and ignores wide-ranging "structural' violence, of a kind that destroys human life with a breathtaking ruthlessness. Former Massachusetts prison official and writer, Dr. James Gilligan observes; By "structural violence" I mean the increased rates of death and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of the class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society's collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting "structural" with "behavioral violence" by which I mean the non-natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on. --(Gilligan, J., MD, Violence: Reflections On a National Epidemic (New York: Vintage, 1996), 192.) This form of violence, not covered by any of the majoritarian, corporate, ruling-class protected media, is invisible to us and because of its invisibility, all the more insidious. How dangerous is it--really? Gilligan notes: [E]very fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world.

AT: Solves Overpopulation
Rich countries consume more than poor countries
Ramphal 97 (Sir Shridath, 15 years Secretary-General of the Commonwealth, is Co-Chairman of the Commission on Global Governance, and author of Our Country, The Planet, written for the Earth Summit, Now the rich must adjust, http://www.unep.org/ourplanet/imgversn/91/ramphal.html, June 1997, AD: 7/6/09) JC

So far in the global discussion of our environmental predicament, the tendency has been to put the focus on human numbers, on population growth, as the crucial source of environmental stress. Population is undoubtedly part of the picture, and the developing world, where the growth in numbers is predominantly taking place, must hold its growth down. But it is through consumption that people impact on the environment, and because people in industrial countries consume much more per head, the one-quarter of the world population living in them presses far more heavily on the environment than the poorer three-quarters who live in the developing world. Five years after Rio, we need a wider acceptance that how much we consume - and therefore how aggressively, and often unthinkingly, we go for growth - is critical to our common future on this planet. 

Turn – Rich countries consume more and allow poor countries to bandwagon

Jhunjhunwala 3/31 (Bharat, Bachelor's Degree in Science (Physics, Chemistry and Mathematics) from Kanpur University and doctorate in Food and Resource Economics from University of Florida and Assistant Professor of Economics at the Indian Institute of Management, Bangalore, Let the poor suffer more, http://www.expressbuzz.com/edition/story.aspx?title=Let%20the%20poor%20suffer%20more&artid=trgZhqqYRy0=&type=, 3/31/09, AD: 7/6/09) JC

The development of countries follows this pattern too. Again, there are two models. One is that a high rate of growth in rich countries opens markets for the goods of poor countries and pulls them out of poverty. The second model is of independent development of scores of poor countries. The second model alone delivers true development. Twenty per cent of the world’s people living in the rich countries consume 80 per cent of the world’s resources. If they reduce consumption more resources are available for the poor. A reduction in growth of the rich, as is happening in the present recession, will open up opportunities for poor countries but the World Bank does not like this.

Developed countries consume more as their GDP increases – China proves
Yue and Jigang 6 (Pan and Zhou, Deputy Director of China’s State Environmental Protection Administration and Interviewer, “The rich consume and the poor suffer pollution”, http://www.chinadialogue.net/article/show/single/en/493--The-rich-consume-and-the-poor-suffer-the-pollution-, 10/27/6, AD: 7/6/09) JC
PY: The green movement arose out of a re-evaluation of western industrial civilisation. Although the Reformation, the Renaissance and the Industrial Revolution were all contributing factors to the birth of western industrial civilisation, the root cause was colonialism, which permitted the large-scale relocation of developed countries’ economic and social contradictions. To ensure this relocation could proceed smoothly, capitalism created a set of international rules to protect its own interests, and environmental issues are a case in point. Developed countries account for 15% of the world’s population, yet use over 85% of its resources. They raise their own environmental standards and transfer resource-intensive and polluting industries to developing nations; they establish a series of green barriers and bear as little environmental responsibility as is possible. In the end, the green movement found that any problem can be relocated, except pollution, because we all live on the same planet. Green activists believe that although capitalism and socialism are political opposites, they are identical in the way in which they industrialise and are both products of Western industrial economics. Some of them believe that the intrinsic aims of socialism are more suited to an ecological society. In comparison with capitalism – and excluding productive forces – socialism is fairer, puts more emphasis on morality and honesty, and is more able to provide people with fully-rounded development. In particular, green activists and socialists are able to agree on balancing economic growth and the environment, equality of distribution and grassroots democracy. After the collapse of communism in the Soviet Union and eastern Europe, new Marxist thinkers found that ecological issues presented a heaven-sent opportunity to expose the capitalist system and unite socialists. They sought out ecological viewpoints in the works of Marx and Engels, in statements such as: “naturalism is humanism, and humanism is socialism;” “the relationship between man and nature is that between man and man, just as the relationship between man and man is that between man and nature;” and “our world faces two revolutions – reconciliation between man and nature, and between men themselves.” They laid the blame for the global environmental crisis at the feet of the capitalist system, and proposed using Marxist dialectics to repudiate a purely economic rationality. In this way, environmental activists and socialists started to unite, with many former Communist Party members and leftists participating. Politically, this union became known as the “red-green alliance”, ideologically as eco-socialism. ZJ: China, a socialist country, apart from facing the environmental colonialism of developed capitalist nations, is also seeing its own rapid economic development exacerbate the environmental crisis. How should China’s current environmental crisis be viewed? PY: “Sustainable development” is commonly defined as economic growth, environmental protection and social justice. “Social justice” is a core concept of “sustainable development” and also a core aim of socialism. So, in theory, socialism is more suited to the realisation of sustainable development than capitalism. But China's environmental crisis has arisen, basically, because our mode of economic modernisation has been copied from western, developed nations. In 20 years, China has achieved economic results that took a century to attain in the west. But we have also concentrated a century’s worth of environmental issues into those 20 years. While becoming the world leader in GDP growth and foreign investment, we have also become the world’s number one consumer of coal, oil and steel – and the largest producer of CO2 and chemical oxygen demand (COD) emissions. With the rise of globalisation, developed countries have transferred their industry to developing nations as a form of environmental colonialism. In China, pollution has been moved from east to west and from the city to the rural areas. The rich consume and the poor suffer the pollution. The economic and environmental inequalities caused by a flawed understanding of growth and political achievement, held by some officials, have gone against the basic aims of socialism and abandoned the achievements of Chinese socialism. 
***Human Rights Promotion

HR Promo --> Collapses China Relations

US pressuring China on human rights tanks relations
Garthoff 97 [Raymond Garthoff, “Relations With the Great Powers: Russia, Japan, China”, Brookings Institution, p. http://www.brookings.edu/articles/1997/spring_globalgovernance_garthoff.aspx]
The first policy, born of a campaign promise to stop "coddling dictators" in Beijing, involved a single-minded focus on promoting human rights in China. It was based on the assumption that only intense pressure, principally through the threat to revoke China's most-favored-nation trade status, could force Beijing to improve its human rights record. High-level contact with China was to be withheld until progress had been achieved. By the end of 1993, however, it had become increasingly evident that China was not succumbing to the American pressure on human rights and that other aspects of the relationship warranted attention. At that point the administration unveiled its second China policy—one that it called "comprehensive engagement." It entailed more frequent exchange of cabinet-level visits to discuss a broader bilateral agenda. The aim was to show that, on these other issues, the United States and China might find areas of cooperation and thus bring the overall relationship into better balance.  The problem was that the overall purpose of "engagement" was never effectively conveyed to Beijing. Even after the Clinton administration withdrew its threat to revoke Beijing's most-favored-nation status in the name of continued economic engagement with China, many Chinese concluded that "engagement" was simply a euphemism for containment and that American policy was really intended to keep China weak and divided so that it would never seriously challenge American preeminence in Asia.  The 1995 controversy over Taiwan President Lee Teng-hui's visit to the United States, and the subsequent Chinese military exercises in the Taiwan Strait, showed how deeply China had come to mistrust American intentions. From Beijing's perspective, the visa granted to Lee Teng-hui showed that Washington now planned to promote the independence of Taiwan as part of its overall strategy of containing the rise of Chinese power.”  
Human Rights Promotion in China destroys US-Sino Relations 
Vincent 86 (R.J Vincent, Professor of International Policts at Virginia Tech University, Human rights and international relations, pg 117)
Thus, the current literature consists of broad overviews of China's attitude toward human rights and interdependence. However, as yet there has been no rigorous stud of the actual process of China's interaction with the discrete facets or the international human rights regime. Andrew Nathan has se the parameters or the problem: a more detailed examination is now required to determine whether China is more a “taker” lhan a “shaper” of human rights norms. New theoretical work at the detailed, disaggregated level is being done on the domestic, cognitive sources of Chinese foreign polic, but only now is there beginning to emerge disaggregated, regime- based research that could throw light on the external dimensions of the socialization process.’ This is important since, as Samuel Kim has pointed out, “the virtually unexplored notion of circular feedback may be crucial in determining whether the Chinese foreign policy system is adaptive or mala adaptiee”? However, the existing research still fails to exploit the extends , detailed now available on China's interaction with international organizations. The human rights regime. with its welksuablislied norms, principles, and ixistitutions, falls tinder the rubric of regime theory, particularly of the neorationalist or liberal institutionalism variety espoused by Stephen Krasner and other scholars. Krasner defines regimes as ‘sets or implicit or explicit principles, norms. rules and decision-making procedures around which act of expectations converge in a given area or international reladions.”2’ The definition is a valuable one, despite the overlapping nature or principles (beliefs of fact and causation), norms ("standards of behavior defined in relations. 
HR Promo --> Conflict

Human Rights causes conflict Cold War proved 
Vincent 86 (R.J Vincent, Professor of International Policts at Virginia Tech University, Human rights and international relations, pg 117)
This was not a dilemma unique to the Soviet Union. Its principal western adversary from the Second World war onward shared in the discomfort of a revolutionary tradition. The truths that the American revolutionaries held to be self-evident were not just for Americans but (or all men, and any men anywhere deprived or the rights to life, liberty and the pursuit or happiness had a claim to American attention. But, owing to the limitations to its power, in reality the United States could not move ahead simultaneously on all fronts towards the Americanization of the world. Just as in Soviet doctrine, the call for intervention on behalf of that liberty which justified the establishment of the revolutionary state is combined with a reciprocal arrangement for non-intervention between governments.’ In the Cold war, the ideologies of human rights held by the Soviet Union and the United States met head on, and the contest was the fiercer for the strength of conviction on both sides. The ideas of the protagonists about human rights were not mere preferences which outsiders could take or leave, but commitments the spread of which both measured progress in the contest between the superpowers and, in turn, strengthened or weakened the domestic legitimacy of their governments. This chapter explores the contest, first by examining what is at issue in the argument about human rights, and then by describing the attempt or each superpower to see its attitude to human rights make progress on the territory of the other. It will then look at alternatives to the policy that has actually been pursued, alternatives that might make more or less of human rights in foreign policy, in order that a judgment can be made in conclusion abour what ought to be done as well as what is done. 
HR Promo --> Military Intervention/War

The discourse and practice of human rights promotion use a gendered and racial lens to justify military intervention

Margaret Denike, Spring 2008. Denike is the Associate Professor of Human Rights. She has a PhD in Social and Political Thought from York. “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War on Terror.” Written for Hypatia 23:2. Pp. 95-97
Human rights advocates have good reasons to celebrate the “triumph” of international human rights: the past half-century or so has witnessed the mobilization of international organizations and related systems of governance around the protection of the rights of vulnerable and subjugated individuals and groups; the proliferation of international treaties and agreements elaborating and codifying these protections; the creation of protocols for assessing and monitoring the practices of states; and the operational success of new international criminal justice systems that promise to hold accountable perpetrators of “crimes against humanity.” The apparent willingness of the so-called “international community” to affirm the aspirations of human rights is truly exceptional: as Louis Henkin has repeatedly emphasized, they are “the only political-moral idea that has received universal acceptance”; the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was approved by “virtually all governments representing all societies” when it was adopted in 1948; and “virtually every one” of the member states of the United Nations enshrine human rights in their constitutions (Henkin 1990, 1). Leveraging notions of the inherent dignity of human beings, the universalizing impulse speaks of providing certain standards of treatment to all individuals, simply by virtue of being human. As such, and as is evident in the writings of most contemporary proponents of “just war” doctrine, human rights are commonly invoked as an ethical justification or “just cause” for states to resort to military force against those who threaten them;1 fueled by such objectives and their underlying ideology, such action is cast as inherently legitimate, whether or not it is consistent with international law, and however much suffering is produced in their name. The recent trend of the past two decades, which, like the U.S.–led “war on terror,” finds imperialist “security states” (Young 2003, 14) increasingly invoking humanitarian reasons to justify exceptions to the international prohibitions on armed attacks, defies the UN charter’s prohibition on the use of force, and flies in the face of the 1985 ruling of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in Nicaragua, which addressed the (il)legality of the U.S. invasion of Grenada without UN Security Council authorization. The ICJ stated at the time that there were “no really persuasive examples in state practice of human rights intervention,” and that in the absence of a justification under the UN Charter, the use of force was not an appropriate method to ensure respect for human rights.2 But increasingly throughout the 1990s, and despite this ruling and the Charter’s explicit prohibition, there has been a spate of military interventions conducted in the name of humanity, including those authorized as exceptional Chapter VII missions by the Security Council3 and those that continue to defy authorization, such as the U.S.–led invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq.4 The triumph of human rights has offered up a “just cause” for postmodernity’s wars, as Costas Douzinas (2000) so thoroughly demonstrates in his detailed genealogy of human rights, rendering as the new norm and rule what is invariably touted as the “exceptional” use of force against sovereign territories, providing a moral gloss to occlude the imperialist interest in such force, and effectively spelling the “end of human rights” as we know them. A gendered and racial politics is operative in these humanitarian narratives and practices, various dimensions of which feminist international legal scholars have examined over the past two decades. The following discussion elucidates and elaborates on such analyses from a standpoint concerned with the impact of such triumphalism on the work of women’s human rights and equality-seeking organizations—which, like many nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), rely extensively on human rights instruments and on the veracity and transparency of human rights discourses to engage in social and legal reform. I address certain costs of the political production and cooptation of human rights discourse in international humanitarian law and policy, as a justification for the public violence of military intervention, and its impact on the challenges of promoting and advancing the human rights of others. In doing so, I look to the narratives of progress and human rights triumphalism, and their concomitant campaigns of fear against an allegedly lawless and evil other, as performative gestures in and by which the very distinctions between civilized and uncivilized states are constituted; and the legitimacy or illegitimacy of their public acts of violence are forged. Relating these processes to the politics of gender and racial colonization, I consider how the utilization of human rights discourses, in conjunction with the language of self-defense, relies on and reinforces the selective and strategic denial of humanity and citizenship to the very groups of people—such as Muslim women and refugees—that have been made to symbolize its cause (Chinkin, Wright, and Charlesworth 2005, 28). There is a certain political economy to the strategic deployment of human rights discourses by colonial and imperial states that have sights set on the profits of war, the operations and effects of which can be mapped through a resurgence of new modalities state sovereignty. My examination of these processes of entails an exploration of how such “just causes” as human rights operate on gendered and racial lines, demonizing others as tyrants and terrorists and circumscribing women within normative paternalist roles in what Iris Marion Young calls the “protectionist racket” of security states (2003). 

HR Promo --> Patriarchy

Human rights promotion is used to maintain the patriarchal system of male domination

Margaret Denike, Spring 2008. Denike is the Associate Professor of Human Rights. She has a PhD in Social and Political Thought from York. “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War on Terror.” Written for Hypatia 23:2. Pp. 100-101
Revolutionary though these steps may seem, we need to keep in mind, as Liz Philipose (1999) has argued with respect to the statute of the ICTY, that while international criminal statutes have reformed the definition and prosecution of rape as a war crime (or at least when it is committed by the enemy), they do nothing to question the legitimacy of war itself. The rules of war, such as those set out in the Geneva Conventions and subsequent protocols, essentially legitimize conflict, not unlike they did a millennium ago as theological principles, by establishing the parameters on how to engage in its public violence justly, how to treat civilians, prisoners, and the wounded who are caught up the throes of war. Consider as well that, compared to other major international conventions and despite the promise of its provisions and sweeping ratification by over 90 percent of the member states of the United Nations, CEDAW has registered among the greatest number of objections and reservations, specifically on the provisions of Article 16, which guarantee a measure of equality in “marriage and family life.”8 As we know, and as feminist legal scholars have copiously documented over the past few decades, the universal affirmation of the rights of man—even and often when conducted expressly in the name of women—has always been undercut by a global reticence to the substantive equality rights of women, and to ensuring that concrete human rights protections do not, in fact, actually apply to women, however much security states are prone to proclaim a commitment to the idea of women’s rights, and to seem happy to export them to “third world” countries, including through acts of war.9 Such gender politics are at play in the mobilization of human rights into contemporary just war doctrine and rhetoric. As demonstrated by Anne Orford, imperialist states like the United States have been quick to mobilize the plight of oppressed women (such as with the Rwanda genocide, or under the Taliban or Muslim law) while effectively ensuring that women are excluded from the very human rights causes that they are made to symbolize. Focusing on the U.S.–led “war on terror,” in what follows, I attempt to track this master narrative of heroism and its operations of sexual and racial differentiation and exclusion that run through and undermine it. 
HR Promo --> Totalitarianism

Human rights promotion is a form of coercion used to justify and silence opposition to any state action 

Margaret Denike, Spring 2008. Denike is the Associate Professor of Human Rights. She has a PhD in Social and Political Thought from York. “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War on Terror.” Written for Hypatia 23:2. Pp. 98-99
The talk of progress and promise that reverberates in international human rights discourse imports such time-honored distinctions of the sacredness and legitimacy of at least some sectors of humanity, the differentiation among which is facilitated by both the real and symbolic glorification of “man,” which at once instantiates and produces the subjugation of the others against which his dignity is defined. The implicit hierarchization of “humanity” also imbues contemporary international humanitarian law and just war doctrine, which, in the rhetoric fueling the “war on terror” hardly conceals the Christian paternalist undertones to the matter, much less to its spirited crusades, in rationalizing and legitimizing sexual and racial differentiation and colonization in the salvational name of security and freedom. Developments in public international law generally—and human rights in particular—have been described with as much awe as concern. They are given to speak of the promise of civilized humanity in the face of the tyranny, barbarism, and evil that threatens it. It is this very appeal that facilitates their role in legitimizing the actions of states that act unilaterally or collectively as the “coalition of the willing” or the “international community” while at once undermining the legitimacy of the “rogue” or “failed” states that are said to abuse them (Orford 2003, 187; Anghie 2005, 133). This appeal legitimizes very specific modes of patriarchal, protectionist power and public violence in the name of confronting and challenging the tyranny of others. It also works to silence opposition to the resurgent just military humanitarianism, such as that expressed the wake of the NATO invasion of Kosovo. At the 2000 Havana meeting of the South Summit of G-77, which, as Noam Chomsky notes, accounts for 80 percent of the world’s population (and 133 nations), a declaration was issued rejecting “the so-called ‘right’ of humanitarian intervention,” along with “other forms of coercion that the Summit also sees as traditional imperialism in a new guise” (2000, 4). But this global opposition has had little bearing on the political compulsion to cast the “right” to intervene for humanity’s sake as universal in spirit, as was incessantly done by the United Kingdom and the United States in this instance,7 as if there never was any legitimate opposition, as if the posturing of universal humanity alone made the opposition irrelevant. As if the cause of humanity was the perfect alibi. 

***Iran Strikes

Iran Strikes --> Gov Shift
Strikes would be a catalyst for internal political shift within Iran

Gerecht 6, resident fellow @ American Enterprise Institute, (Reuel Marc,  4-14-2006, To Bomb, or Not to Bomb: That is the Iran Question, the Weekly Standard, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.24230,filter.all/pub_detail.asp

If we bomb, we will kill off the internal Iranian opposition. This is perhaps the weakest argument against a preventive strike. Although it would be nice to have Iranian society evolve quickly into something more democratic than theocracy, the odds of this happening before the regime gets a nuke aren't good. It could be decades before this happens; preventive military strikes would have the immediate benefit of delaying Iran's possession of nuclear arms for a few, perhaps several, years. In any case, it is highly unlikely that an American strike would arrest Iran's intellectual progress away from theocracy. This process has been going on since the 1980s--Iran's loss to Iraq in the Iran-Iraq war was an important catalyst to questioning and dissent. It's much more reasonable to assume that the Islamic Republic's loss to America--and having your nuclear facilities destroyed would be hard to depict as a victory--would actually accelerate internal debate and soul-searching. It's unlikely that many Iranians would feel any affection for an American attack--we would certainly see rampant nationalist and Muslim indignation from many quarters--but the discussion would be much more complicated than just anti-Americanism. It would be, as it was during and after the Iran-Iraq war, double-edged, and probably painful for the ruling clergy, who have not been beloved for a very long time. And the reasons they are not liked are felt each day. This would not change with an American attack against nuclear facilities. Iranians' growing criticisms of their own society, especially those criticisms advanced by folks who were, or still are, loyal to the revolution--most famously Grand Ayatollah Ali Montazeri, the "defrocked" onetime successor to Khomeini--simply cannot be blown away by foreigners' actions, any more than, in an American context, left-wing intellectuals' concern about social justice, or American blacks' revulsion at the indignities of state-sanctioned racism, could have been stopped by the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It's likely that an American attack on the clerical regime's nuclear facilities would, within a short period of time, produce burning criticism of the ruling mullahs, as hot for them as it would be for us. This is not to say that American attacks would produce a counterrevolution. Not at all. It's just to say that such attacks would not make most Iranians love the mullahs more. An attack would surely introduce uncertainties into Iranian politics, something the clerical dictatorship has tried to avoid. It's worthwhile to remember what happened after the USS Vincennes accidentally shot down a civilian Iranian airliner in 1988. Iranians appeared furious. Even among those who hated the clerical regime--even among Iranian expatriates who'd been driven from their homeland by Ayatollah Khomeini and loved the United States profoundly--vengeful wishes were common. (More than a few astute folks in America's counterterrorist community have long believed that Pan Am 103's destruction above Scotland in 1989 had its origins in a clerical decision to strike back for the Vincennes action. Libya's Muammar Qaddafi, who had his own desire for vengeance against the Americans, entered the picture later.) Yet within a fairly short time, you could see that many Iranians had flipped: They were almost thankful. Most seemed to assume America had blown the airplane from the sky intentionally, yet they were now giving credit to America for helping to break Khomeini's will to continue the war against Saddam Hussein. America had chosen sides--in most Iranian eyes, atrociously in favor of the Butcher of Baghdad--but the war had been stopped. The detested war-loving mullahs had been broken. Mutatis mutandis, the emotions surrounding an American strike against the regime's nuclear facilities would be complicated. With or without an American strike on the clerics' nuclear sites, the advance of democracy in Iran will likely have many anti-American overtones (less perhaps than elsewhere in the Muslim Middle East, since theocracy has improved America's image in Iran enormously as the mullahs have failed to fulfill the promises of the Islamic revolution). A surge in anti-Americanism, even if it lasted long, would not save the regime from the intellectual aftershocks of a U.S. attack on its nuclear-weapons facilities. Iran's political and democratic dissidents, especially among the clergy and the left-wing lay crowd, have often been very anti-American. They would no doubt remain so even as they found themselves questioning whether the regime had lost its mind getting into a war with the world's only superpower.

Iran Strikes Key to Hegemony
Strikes key to hegemony.

Holsinger 6 ( Thomas, 1-19-2006 The Case for Invading Iran, http://www.windsofchange.net/archives/007981.php)

If the United States does not forcibly prevent Iran from producing nuclear weapons, every country in the area will know to a moral certainty that they cannot rely on the United States for protection against Iranian nuclear attack, or Iranian nuclear blackmail in support of domestic opposition to the generally shaky regimes of the Middle East. American prestige and influence there will collapse. If we won’t protect ourselves by pre-emption, we can’t be relied on to protect anyone else.

Iran Strikes Key to Solve Iran Prolif

Counter-value Strikes against Iran would solve Iranian prolif- now is key

Katz 5/30 Leader of the National Union Party of Israel (Yaakov, 5/30/10, “‘Strike may halt Iran's nuke program’”, Jerusalem Post, http://www.jpost.com/MiddleEast/Article.aspx?id=176835)MH
A military strike on Iranian military bases, airports, bridges, railroad stations and other key infrastructure could lead Iran to suspend its nuclear arms program, according to a paper that came out last week in a US Army publication. Titled “Can a Nuclear-Armed Iran Be Deterred?” the article, which appeared in the current edition of Military Review, was written by American-Israeli sociologist and George Washington University professor Amitai Etzioni. Attacking Iran’s nuclear facilities might not be effective, the Palmach veteran and Hebrew University alumnus writes, since, as opponents of such a strike argue, the location of key facilities may not be known, the facilities are well protected, and some are in heavily populated areas and bombing them would cause a great number of civilian casualties. As a result, he calls for a “different military option.” “The basic approach seeks not to degrade Iran’s nuclear capacities (the aim of bombing) but to compel the regime to change its behavior, by causing ever-higher levels of ‘pain,’” Etzioni writes. Neither Israel nor the United States has ever publicly spoken about the targets that they would bomb if they decide to attack Iran. Most military thinkers have spoken about only targeting nuclear facilities and military sites that could be used by Teheran to retaliate. Such a strike would come after Iran fails to live up to its international obligations and open up its nuclear facilities to inspections. The next step, Etzioni recommends, would be to bomb non-nuclear military assets such as the headquarters and encampments of the Revolutionary Guard Corps, as well as air defense installations, radar sites, missile sites and navy vessels that could be used to stop the flow of oil to the West. If this campaign fails, Etzioni recommends bombing dual-use assets such as bridges and railroad stations. If a further tightening of screws is needed, then the attacker could declare Iran a no-fly zone like part of Iraq was even before Operation Iraqi Freedom was launched in 2003. “This kind of military action is akin to sanctions – causing ‘pain’ in order to change behavior, albeit by much more powerful means,” the sociologist writes. Etzioni shoots down those who say that any military action against Iran will help the regime in Iran suppress opposition and solidify its rule. “A weakening of the regime, following the military strikes, may provide an opening for the opposition,” he wrote. Etzioni warns that time is running out and that “we cannot delay action much longer if we are to prevent Iran from crossing a threshold after which a military option will become much more dangerous to implement – for us and for them.” 

That solves nuclear war

Cirincione and Leventer 7, director for nuclear policy at the Center for American Progress, former Senior Associate and Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, member of the Council on Foreign Relations, and Uri, graduate student at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, (Joseph and Uri, August 14, 2007, The International Herald Tribune, “The Middle East's nuclear surge: Recipe for war,” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/08/13/opinion/13iht-edcirin.1.7097430.html)

Iran is still probably five to 10 years away from gaining the ability to make nuclear fuel or nuclear bombs. But its program is already sending nuclear ripples through the Middle East. The race to match Iran's capabilities has begun. Almost a dozen Muslim nations have declared their interest in nuclear energy programs in the past year. This unprecedented demand for nuclear programs is all the more disturbing paired with the unseemly rush of nuclear salesman eager to supply the coveted technology. While U.S. officials were reaching a new nuclear agreement with India last month, President Nicolas Sarkozy of France signed a nuclear cooperation deal with Libya and agreed to help the United Arab Emirates launch its own civilian nuclear program. Indicating that this could be just the beginning of a major sale and supply effort, Sarkozy declared that the West should trust Arab states with nuclear technology. Sarkozy has a point: No one can deny Arab states access to nuclear technology, especially as they are acquiring it under existing international rules and agreeing to the inspection of International Atomic Energy Agency officials. But is this really about meeting demands for electric power and desalinization plants? There is only one nuclear power reactor in the entire Middle East - the one under construction in Busher, Iran. In all of Africa there are only two, both in South Africa. (Israel has a research reactor near Dimona, as do several other states.) Suddenly, after multiple energy crises over the 60 years of the nuclear age, these countries that control over one-fourth of the world's oil supplies are investing in nuclear power programs. This is not about energy; it is a nuclear hedge against Iran. King Adbdullah of Jordan admitted as much in a January 2007 interview when he said: "The rules have changed on the nuclear subject throughout the whole region. . . . After this summer everybody's going for nuclear programs." He was referring to the war in Lebanon last year between Israel and Hezbollah, perceived in the region as evidence of Iran's growing clout. Other leaders are not as frank in public, but confide similar sentiments in private conversations. Here is where the nuclear surge currently stands. Egypt and Turkey, two of Iran's main rivals, are in the lead. Both have flirted with nuclear weapons programs in the past and both have announced ambitious plans for the construction of new power reactors. Gamal Mubarak, son of the current Egyptian president and his likely successor, says the country will build four power reactors, with the first to be completed within the next 10 years. Turkey will build three new reactors, with the first beginning later this year. Not to be outdone, Saudi Arabia and the five other members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates) at the end of 2006 "commissioned a joint study on the use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes." Algeria and Russia quickly signed an agreement on nuclear development in January 2007, with France, South Korea, China, and the United States also jockeying for nuclear sales to this oil state. Jordan announced that it, too, wants nuclear power. King Abdullah met Canada's prime minister in July and discussed the purchase of heavy water Candu reactors. Morocco wants assistance from the atomic energy agency to acquire nuclear technology and in March sponsored an international conference on Physics and Technology of Nuclear Reactors. Finally, the Arab League has provided an overall umbrella for these initiatives when, at the end of its summit meeting in March, it "called on the Arab states to expand the use of peaceful nuclear technology in all domains serving continuous development." Perhaps these states are truly motivated to join the "nuclear renaissance" promoted by the nuclear power industry and a desire to counter global warming. But the main message to the West from these moderate Arab and Muslim leaders is political, not industrial. "We can't trust you," they are saying, "You are failing to contain Iran and we need to prepare." It is not too late to prove them wrong. Instead of seeing this nuclear surge as a new market, the countries with nuclear technology to sell have a moral and strategic obligation to ensure that their business does not result in the Middle East going from a region with one nuclear weapon state - Israel - to one with three, four, or five nuclear nations. If the existing territorial, ethnic, and political disputes continue unresolved, this is a recipe for nuclear war.
Iran Strikes Key to Solve Iran Prolif Ext

Attacking Iran is feasible and successful – we only need to delay production for a small period of time to doom the entire nuclear program

Marc Gerecht 6 resident fellow at American Enterprise Institute (Reuel, 7-10-2006, Cognitive Dissonance: The State of America's Iran Policy, http://www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,pubID.24637/pub_detail.asp)

Yes, it will be difficult to bomb all of the sites in Iran, but the most critical are well known--Natanz, Isfahan, Arak, Tehran, and Bushehr. These facilities took the Iranians years to build under ideal circumstances. Under siege, building new sites clandestinely will be a demanding, time-consuming task. The issue isn’t feasibility, but the determination to strike whenever required since the assessment of risk does not allow any other course of action. Delay the program by several years, and you may end it. Delay the program, and you could deny the nuke to extremists who would’ve used or exploited it. (A parallel with Saddam Hussein after Osirak comes to mind.) Supervening events can always change history to your advantage. If you think the risks of a clerical bomb are too high--that a nuclear weapon in the hands of Islamic militants in an age of increasing Islamic terrorism is unacceptable--then you will be in favor of striking, knowing the grave repercussions from such strikes.
Long term benefits outweigh the short term costs– biggest trade partner concedes
FOX, ’10 (July 7th, FOX News, “UAE Diplomat Endorses US Strike on Iran,” http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/07/07/uae-diplomat-endorses-strike-iran/) CC 

ASPEN, Colorado -- The United Arab Emirates ambassador to the United States said Tuesday that the benefits of bombing Iran's nuclear program outweigh the short-term costs such an attack would impose. In unusually blunt remarks, Ambassador Yousef al-Otaiba publicly endorsed the use of the military option for countering Iran's nuclear program, if sanctions fail to stop the country's quest for nuclear weapons. "I think it's a cost-benefit analysis," al-Otaiba said. "I think despite the large amount of trade we do with Iran, which is close to $12 billion … there will be consequences, there will be a backlash and there will be problems with people protesting and rioting and very unhappy that there is an outside force attacking a Muslim country; that is going to happen no matter what." "If you are asking me, 'Am I willing to live with that versus living with a nuclear Iran?,' my answer is still the same: 'We cannot live with a nuclear Iran.' I am willing to absorb what takes place at the expense of the security of the U.A.E."  

Iran Strikes Key to Solve Iran Prolif Ext
Strikes destroy Iranian economy – means they can’t afford nukes anymore.

Andres 6, professor @ School of Advanced Air and Space Studies,US Air Force graduate school for airpower and space power strategists ( Richard,  10-1-2006, How experts view a strike against Iran, San Francisco Chronicle http://articles.sfgate.com/2006-10-01/opinion/17315521_1_nuclear-program-regime-change-iranian-case)

In the short term, air strikes would be more effective than media pundits generally believe. Nevertheless, the war would not stop at air strikes. Iran would almost certainly retaliate in Iraq and elsewhere. Besides this, keeping Iran from rebuilding will require impoverishing its government. Unless Iran simply backs down after air strikes -- an unlikely scenario -- the United States would do well to target the kleptocracy's economic assets to turn indigenous power brokers against the regime. This may eventually undermine cronies' support for the war. Even if the regime continues to pursue nuclear weapons, it will not have money to do so. 

Strikes can cripple Iran’s nuclear program in a matter of hours

Synovitz 95  master's degree in journalism from Southern Illinois University-Carbondale (Ron, January 18, 1-18-2006, Iran: Analysts Debate Feasibility of Military Options, Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/org/ news/2006/060118-iran-military-options.htm)

*John Pike, director of Global Security

Pike is also confident of the efficacy of air strikes.  He believes U.S. or Israeli forces could destroy all of Iran's main nuclear facilities within a matter of hours: "There are about half a dozen major nuclear facilities in Iran. They have the uranium facility at Isfahan, the uranium-enrichment facility at Natanz, the plutonium production facility at Arak, possibly a nuclear weapons assembly facility at Parchin. There may be a dozen, or a dozen and a half other smaller facilities. All of these facilities are vulnerable to air strikes. Stealth bombers and other [U.S.] bombers staging from Diego Garcia [an island in the Indian Ocean] would basically be able to destroy all of these within a few hours of the air strikes beginning."

Only two facilities matter and we know where they are located.

Brown 6 Knight Ridder News Writer, (Drew, 1-22-2006, Military action could delay Iran ... at a cost, the Seattle Times, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2002754640_iranmilitary22.html

In that case, many analysts say, an attack on Iran's nuclear facilities would be relatively easy to carry out. With U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, and with war planes and ships scattered throughout the Persian Gulf, U.S. forces essentially have Iran hemmed in on three sides. U.S. cruise missiles and stealth aircraft with precision-guided bombs likely would overwhelm Iran's air defenses. The key questions, however, are whether such an attack would be effective and how Iran and the rest of the world would respond. Some experts say an attack would delay, not destroy, the Iranian program and would only reinforce Iran's efforts to develop nuclear weapons. Iran, taking lessons from the Israeli air attack that destroyed Iraq's nuclear facility at Osirak in 1981, has dispersed its atomic research and development facilities in dozens, if not hundreds, of locations above and below ground. Regardless of the number of facilities, Isfahan and Natanz are the most important because they constitute the "two weak links" in Iran's program, said Cliff Kupchan, an Iran expert and former State Department official in the Clinton administration. Isfahan, a facility that converts uranium ore into uranium hexafluoride gas, could be bombed easily, said Kupchan, now at the New York-based Eurasia Group, a political risk advisory and consulting firm. The other, Natanz, is a research facility where experts are trying to master the technique of converting uranium hexafluoride gas into enriched uranium. Low levels of enriched uranium are used for civilian nuclear plants, and more highly enriched fuel is used in nuclear weapons. International inspectors found the facility after they were tipped off by an Iranian dissident group in 2002. Iran recently resumed research at Natanz and said it was for peaceful purposes, but analysts have expressed doubt.

Iran Strikes Key to Solve Iran Prolif Ext Impact

A nuclear Iran would collapse the non-proliferation regime and lead to conflicts between India and Pakistan
Campbell & O’Hanlon 6, Campbell- Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, and O’Hanlon- PhD from Princeton (Kurt M. and Michael E., Hard Power: The New Politics of National Security, p. 228-9)MH
It is worth underscoring why an Iranian nuclear weapon would be such a bad thing. After all, some might say, with the world’s five permanent UN Security Council members having the bomb, with South Asia having gone nuclear in the last decade, and with even North Korea’s presumed arsenal apparently being tolerated (or at least not severely opposed) by the international community, why not simply tolerate a Mideast Muslim counter to Israel presumed nuclear capability? There are many responses to this flawed way of thinking, starting with the fact that Muslims already have the bomb (in Pakistan and India) which counters the notion that fairness somehow requires that we allow another country with a large Islamic population to obtain a nuclear capability.  But the real arguments are threefold.  First, over the past one to two decades, only the former Taliban government in Afghanistan rivaled Iran as a state sponsor of terrorism.  Iran’s support for Hezbollah and other groups has not only directly led to violence against Israel and American military forces in Saudi Arabia, but also to violence against Jewish populations in Latin America.  Iran now appears to be having a hand in helping Iraqi insurgents improve the improvised explosive devices they have used with such deadly effect against coalition troops and indigenous security forces in Iraq.  Given this record, there is at least some remote possibility that Iran would give nuclear capabilities to a terrorist group under extreme circumstances. Second, and more likely, Iran could become emboldened in other aggressive ways by possession of a bomb.  In particular, it could step up support for violence against Israel or US and other Western military forces in the Persian Gulf region.  It could threaten its neighbors in the region, some of which govern territory or resources that Iran claims.  Tehran could be emboldened by knowing that retaliation against its aggression could become more difficult if it had a nuclear deterrent. Third, Iran’s acquisition of a nuclear weapon would be one more serious blow against a nuclear-nonproliferation effort that has taken numerous hits of late.  Thankfully, earlier forecasts of the nonproliferation regime’s demise have not come to pass.  President Kennedy and other observers in the 1960s thought the world might have a couple dozen nuclear powers by now.  After the Cold War ended, it again seemed likely that many states would obtain the bomb.  But most European powers and America’s East Asian allies showed remarkable restraint throughout this period, as did most Arab states, and three former Soviet republics as well as South Africa actually denuclearized after the Cold War.  However, India, Pakistan, and North Korea have in recent years created a dangerous momentum that threatens to blow the lid off these past accomplishments and lead to a rampantly proliferating world.  Iran’s acquisition of the bomb, even as the world watched the entire process unfold right before its collective eyes, would increase the risks much more.
Iran Strikes – Israel Strikes Module

Israel will have to strike Iran if the US doesn’t
AsiaTimes, ’10 (David P Goldman, February 18th, AsiaTimes Online, “The case for an Israeli strike against Iran,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LB18Ak01.html) CC

That is not quite right. No matter how much "intelligence help" and "diplomatic support" Israel might get from the United States, Israel's capacity to deliver conventional munitions at a distance of 1,250 miles (2,012 kilometers) could not eradicate the Iranian nuclear program, which is located in hardened underground facilities. At best, Israeli efforts could set the program back a year or so. Low-yield nuclear weapons delivered by ballistic missile would be required to strike a devastating blow to Iran's nuclear program. But the political and strategic costs of the first use of nuclear weapons are grave, and Israel may not be ready to assume them. It probably doesn't need to. The trouble is that Israel's strategic problem is usually presented in reductive terms: Iran (in the standard view) represents an existential threat to Israel in that it might get nuclear weapons; this would give it the capacity to destroy Israel, and therefore Israel must nip the existential threat in the bud. In this narrow framework, pushing back Iran's nuclear development by six to 18 months hardly seems worth the cost. Iran's perceived attempt to acquire nuclear weapons, though, is not Israel's problem as such; the problem is that Israel is the ally of a superpower that does not want to be a superpower, headed by a president with a profound emotional attachment to a nostalgic image of the Third World. If America were in fact acting like a superpower, the problem would not have arisen in the first place, for the United States would use its considerably greater resources to destroy Iran's nuclear program. Rather than focus on the second-order effect - the consequences of Iran's possible acquisition of nuclear weapons - Israeli analysts should consider the primary issue, namely the strategic zimzum [2] of the United States. The correct questions are: 1) can Israel act as a regional superpower independently of the United States, and 2) what would Israel do to establish its regional superpower status? The answer to the first question obviously depends on the second. To act as a regional superpower, Israel would have to take actions that shift the configuration of forces in its favor. No outside analyst has sufficient information to judge the issue - with the best of information a great deal of uncertainty is inevitable - but there are several reasons to believe that an Israeli attack on Iran would establish the Jewish state as an independent superpower and compel the United States to adjust its policy to Israel's strategic requirements.  

If we wait for Israel to attack, it will trigger an economic crisis- US strikes are comparatively better because Iran is too afraid to retaliate

LA Times 7/14 (7/14/10, “MIDDLE EAST: Threatened Israeli strike on Iran would lead to regional war, report says “, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/babylonbeyond/2010/07/middle-east-israel-preparing-to-strike-iran-report-says-1.html)MH
The ultimate nightmare scenario could soon become a reality: Israeli strike aircraft cross into Iranian airspace and hit the nuclear facilities at Natanz, Esfahan and Qom, as well as the laboratories of the University of Tehran, killing one of Iran's leading nuclear scientists along with dozens of researchers and a janitor. Iran retaliates by hitting Tel Aviv with long-range missiles and fanning the insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan, engulfing the Middle East in a protracted regional war and triggering a global economic crisis over oil prices. This terrifying outcome is increasingly likely if Israel carries out a reportedly impending military strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, according to a new study by the Oxford Research Group, a leading security think tank. The paper, titled "Military Action Against Iran: Impact and Effects," was released Thursday following ominous statements by Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to the Fox News channel in which he called Iran "the ultimate terrorist threat today." "We should not allow irrational regimes like Iran to have nuclear weapons," Netanyahu said. Although Netanyahu declined to outline a specific plan of action or a deadline, he reiterated his country's willingness to use force to stop Tehran from developing its nuclear capabilities, which Iran insists are for peaceful purposes. "There's only been one time that Iran actually stopped the [nuclear] program, and that was when it feared U.S. military action," the prime minister said. Watch the interview here. But according to the paper released Thursday, the consequences of such a military action against Iran "are so serious that they should not be encouraged in any shape or form.” The report predicts such an attack would have the exact opposite of the desired effect by uniting Iranians against a common enemy, thus bolstering Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's hard-line regime, which would retaliate against Israeli and U.S. interests in the region. The report points to Israel's recently improved strike capabilities and the bellicose rhetoric of its politicians and concludes that the Jewish state is preparing to take out not only known Iranian nuclear facilities but also factories, research centers, and university laboratories with the intention of destroying Iran's technical capabilities and killing its leading technocrats. Iran would likely respond by attacking Israel directly, withdrawing from negotiations over its nuclear program, supporting insurgent activity against Western interests in Iraq and Afghanistan, and facilitating attacks against Western oil facilities in the Persian gulf. “There would be many civilian casualties, both directly among people working on Iran’s nuclear and missile programs, but also their families as their living quarters were hit, and secretaries, cleaners, labourers and other staff in factories, research stations and university departments,” says the report, which was authored by Paul Rogers of the University of Bradford. “An Israeli attack on Iranian nuclear facilities would almost certainly be the beginning of a long-term process of regular Israeli airstrikes to further prevent the development of nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles," it continues. "Iranian responses would also be long-term, ushering in a lengthy war with global as well as regional implications." 
Iran Strikes – Now Key**

Now is the time for strikes- diplomacy and sanctions failed, the planning has made quantum leaps, and there would be international support- this card is hot!

Klein 6/15 member of Council on Foreign Relations (Joe, 6/15/10, “An Attack on Iran: Back on the Table”, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2003921,00.html) MH

In late 2006, George W. Bush met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the Pentagon and asked if military action against Iran's nuclear program was feasible. The unanimous answer was no. Air strikes could take out some of Iran's nuclear facilities, but there was no way to eliminate all of them. Some of the nuclear labs were located in heavily populated areas; others were deep underground. And Iran's ability to strike back by unconventional means, especially through its Hizballah terrorist network, was formidable. The military option was never officially taken off the table. At least, that's what U.S. officials always said. But the emphasis was on the implausibility of a military strike. "Another war in the Middle East is the last thing we need," Secretary of Defense Robert Gates wrote in 2008. It would be "disastrous on a number of levels." (See pictures of President Bush in the Middle East.) Gates is sounding more belligerent these days. "I don't think we're prepared to even talk about containing a nuclear Iran," he told Fox News on June 20. "We do not accept the idea of Iran having nuclear weapons." In fact, Gates was reflecting a new reality in the military and intelligence communities. Diplomacy and economic pressure remain the preferred means to force Iran to negotiate a nuclear deal, but there isn't much hope that's going to happen. "Will [sanctions] deter them from their ambitions with regards to nuclear capability?" CIA Director Leon Panetta told ABC News on June 27. "Probably not." So the military option is very much back on the table. What has changed? "I started to rethink this last November," a recently retired U.S. official with extensive knowledge of the issue told me. "We offered the Iranians a really generous deal, which their negotiators accepted," he went on, referring to the offer to exchange Iran's 1.2 tons of low-enriched uranium (3.5% pure) for higher-enriched (20%) uranium for medical research and use. "When the leadership shot that down, I began to think, Well, we made the good-faith effort to engage. What do we do now?" (See pictures of terror in Tehran.) Other intelligence sources say that the U.S. Army's Central Command, which is in charge of organizing military operations in the Middle East, has made some real progress in planning targeted air strikes — aided, in large part, by the vastly improved human-intelligence operations in the region. "There really wasn't a military option a year ago," an Israeli military source told me. "But they've gotten serious about the planning, and the option is real now." Israel has been brought into the planning process, I'm told, because U.S. officials are frightened by the possibility that the right-wing Netanyahu government might go rogue and try to whack the Iranians on its own. (Comment on this story.) One other factor has brought the military option to a low boil: Iran's Sunni neighbors really want the U.S. to do it. When United Arab Emirates Ambassador Yousef al-Otaiba said on July 6 that he favored a military strike against Iran despite the economic and military consequences to his country, he was reflecting an increasingly adamant attitude in the region. Senior American officials who travel to the Gulf frequently say the Saudis, in particular, raise the issue with surprising ardor. Everyone from the Turks to the Egyptians to the Jordanians are threatening to go nuclear if Iran does. That is seen as a real problem in the most volatile region in the world: What happens, for example, if Saudi Arabia gets a bomb, and the deathless monarchy there is overthrown by Islamist radicals? For the moment, the White House remains as skeptical as ever about a military strike. Most senior military leaders also believe Gates got it right the first time — even a targeted attack on Iran would be "disastrous on a number of levels." It would unify the Iranian people against the latest in a long series of foreign interventions. It would also unify much of the world — including countries like Russia and China that we've worked hard to cultivate — against a recowboyfied U.S. There would certainly be an Iranian reaction — in Iraq, in Afghanistan, by Lebanese Hizballah against Israel and by the Hizballah network against the U.S. and Saudi homelands. A catastrophic regional war is not impossible. (See who's who in Barack Obama's White House.) Of course, it is also possible that this low-key saber-rattling is simply a message the U.S. is trying to send the Iranians: it's time to deal. There have been rumblings from Tehran about resuming negotiations, although the regime has very little credibility right now. The assumption — shared even by some of Iran's former friends, like the Russians — is that any Iranian offer to talk is really an offer to stall. A specific, plausible Iranian concession may be needed to get the process back on track. But it is also possible that the saber-rattling is not a bluff, that the U.S. really won't tolerate a nuclear Iran and is prepared to do something awful to stop it. 
Iran Strikes – Now Key

NOW IS THE TIME! Iran can develop nuclear weapons by 2015

Daily Mail 4/12 (4/12/10, “Iran will be able to produce a nuclear bomb ‘within three years”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/worldnews/article-1265915/Iran-able-produce-nuclear-bomb-years.html)MH
Iran won't be capable of producing nuclear weapons for at least 12 months but will probably be able to do so within three-to-five years, U.S. officials said yesterday. The timeframe comes as President Barack Obama presses a reluctant China to back swift sanctions on Iran and U.S. intelligence agencies try to finish a classified report assessing how Tehran's nuclear program is progressing. Jane Harman, chairwoman of the U.S. House of Representatives Homeland Security Subcommittee on Intelligence, told Reuters on Tuesday that a revised U.S. National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran was 'essentially complete' but that it was unclear if any of it would be made public after going to the president. Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad: U.S. officials believe Iran will be capable of producing nuclear weapons within three-to-five years Western powers fear Iran wants to develop nuclear weapons under the cover of a civilian atomic program. Tehran says its program is intended only for peaceful power generation. U.S. General David Petraeus, who as head of Central Command overseas wars in Iraq and Afghanistan bordering Iran, said Tehran's nuclear ambitions have sent ripples across the region, and that the United States was 'quietly' beefing up the 'defensive preparations' of key allies there. He told a Washington conference that while a lack of progress settling the Arab-Israeli conflict has long been cited by Arab leaders as their biggest concern, 'Iran, I think, is now edging that issue out.' Opinions within the U.S. intelligence community vary on the extent to which Iran's nuclear capabilities have changed since the release in November 2007 of a declassified summary of the previous NIE on Iran by then-President George W. Bush. That 2007 document judged with 'moderate confidence' that Iran would 'probably' be technically capable of producing enough highly enriched uranium for a weapon sometime in the 2010-2015 time frame. The current view within the intelligence community is that Iran would be capable of producing enough highly enriched uranium for a weapon in the 'next few years', closer to 2015 than 2010, though officials cautioned that such timetable have been proven unreliable. To explain the delay, U.S. officials in recent months have pointed to what they have described as technical 'problems' at Iran's enrichment plant at Natanz in operating thousands of the centrifuges that have been installed. Asked about reported comments that Iran might be able to join the nuclear club in months, U.S. Defence Secretary Robert Gates said: 'I don't believe it.' 'I think that most estimates that I've seen, haven't changed since the last time we talked about it, which is probably at least a year, and maybe more,' he added. Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, continues to hold that Iran will have a capability to build a weapon in one to three years, according to aides. Israel, which is believed to have the Middle East's only nuclear arsenal, sees an Iranian warhead by 2014 and believes a prototype may only be 'months away'. U.S. officials, speaking on condition of anonymity, said final touches on a revised National Intelligence Estimate could take weeks or months, and voiced doubt that President Barack Obama would release a declassified version as then-President George W. Bush did in 2007. The office of the Director of National Intelligence would neither confirm nor deny that an NIE was being prepared. Harman said intelligence suggesting that Iran's nuclear development may be delayed was no reason for the international community to hold back on tough sanctions. 'There are two coordinates - one is their intention and one is their capability - and both of them have to be assessed. Our operating assumption should be that debilitating sanctions need to be pursued now,' he said. 
Now is key- if we wait until they test the bomb, terrorism and proliferation will transpire

Etzioni June 10 professor of international relations at George Washington University and author of Security First: For a Muscular Moral Foreign Policy (Amitai, May-June 2010, Military Review, p.124)MH
Even if Iran never drops its nukes on anybody, once it demonstrates that it has acquired them— say, by testing them—these weapons would have considerable consequences for our security and that of our allies. Desch correctly reports, “The concern is that once Iran develops a nuclear capability, it would become even more aggressive in supporting terrorist groups like Hezbollah in Lebanon or Hamas in Gaza . . . Finally, many Americans fear that once Iran fields a nuclear weapon, it will become ever more meddlesome in Iraq.” The side effects of allowing Iran to obtain nukes are well spelled out by Emanuele Ottolenghi, the executive director of the Transatlantic Institute in Brussels. I hence quote him at some length. He writes– The fact is that an Iranian bomb would enable Tehran to fulfill the goals of the revolution without using it. A nuclear bomb is a force multiplier that, as U.S. President Barack Obama aptly said, constitutes a ‘game changer.’ Iran’s success will change the Middle East forever—and for the worse. Under an Iranian nuclear umbrella, terrorists will be able to act with impunity, and its neighbors will enter into a dangerous arms race. Less understood are the dynamics that will emerge if Iran chooses not to use the bomb against its enemies. It matters little that Tehran may act rationally. If Iran goes nuclear, the Western world will have to negotiate a Middle East Yalta with Tehran—one that may entail a U.S. withdrawal, an unpleasant bargain for the smaller principalities of the Gulf’s shores and an unacceptable one for Israel and Lebanon’s Christians. 
Iran Strikes – Now Key
A nuclear Iran would be as dangerous as Hitler marching into Rhineland- now is the time to stop them

Harnden 7 US Editor of Telegraph (Toby, 5/16/07, “We Must Attack Iran Before it gets the bomb”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/1551726/We-must-attack-Iran-before-it-gets-the-bomb.html) MH
 A nuclear Iran would be as dangerous as “Hitler marching into the Rhineland” in 1936 and should be prevented by Western military strikes if necessary, according to a leading hawk who recently left the Bush administration. John Bolton, who still has close links to the Bush administration, told The Daily Telegraph that the European Union had to "get more serious" about Iran and recognise that its diplomatic attempts to halt Iran's enrichment programme had failed. Iran has "clearly mastered the enrichment technology now...they're not stopping, they're making progress and our time is limited", he said. Economic sanctions "with pain" had to be the next step, followed by attempting to overthrow the theocratic regime and, ultimately, military action to destroy nuclear sites. Mr Bolton's stark warning appeared to be borne out yesterday by leaks about an inspection by the UN's International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) of Iran's main nuclear installation at Natanz on Sunday. The experts found that Iran's scientists were operating 1,312 centrifuges, the machines used to enrich uranium. If Iran can install 3,000, it will need about one year to produce enough weapons grade uranium for one nuclear bomb. Experts had judged that Iran would need perhaps two years to master the technical feat of enriching uranium using centrifuges - and then another two years to produce enough material to build a weapon. But the IAEA found that Iran has already managed to enrich uranium to the four per cent purity needed for power stations. Weapons-grade uranium must reach a threshold of 84 per cent purity. Mohammed ElBaradei, the IAEA's head, said the West's goal of halting the enrichment programme had been "overtaken by events". Iran had probably mastered this process and "the focus now should be to stop them from going to industrial scale production". Mr Bolton said: "It's been conclusively proven Iran is not going to be talked out of its nuclear programme. So to stop them from doing it, we have to massively increase the pressure. "If we can't get enough other countries to come along with us to do that, then we've got to go with regime change by bolstering opposition groups and the like, because that's the circumstance most likely for an Iranian government to decide that it's safer not to pursue nuclear weapons than to continue to do so. And if all else fails, if the choice is between a nuclear-capable Iran and the use of force, then I think we need to look at the use of force." President George W Bush privately refers to Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has pledged to wipe Israel "off the map", as a 21st Century Adolf Hitler and Mr Bolton, who remains a close ally of Vice President Dick Cheney, said the Iranian leader presented a similar threat. "If the choice is them continuing [towards a nuclear bomb] or the use of force, I think you're at a Hitler marching into the Rhineland point. If you don't stop it then, the future is in his hands, not in your hands, just as the future decisions on their nuclear programme would be in Iran's hands, not ours." But Mr Bolton conceded that military action had many disadvantages and might not succeed. "It's very risky for the price of oil, risky because you could, let's say, take out their enrichment capabilities at Natanz, and they may have enrichment capabilities elsewhere you don't know about." Such a strike would only be a "last option" after economic sanctions and attempts to foment a popular revolution had failed but the risks of using military force, he indicated, would be less than those of tolerating a nuclear Iran. "Imagine what it would be like with a nuclear Iran. Imagine the influence Iran could have over the entire region. It's already pushing its influence in Iraq through the financing of terrorist groups like Hamas and Hizbollah." Although he praised Tony Blair for his support of America over the Iraq war, he criticised the Prime Minister, who is due to visit Washington today to bid farewell to Mr Bush, for persisting with supporting EU attempts to negotiate with Iran that were "doomed to fail". "Blair just didn't focus on it as much as [Jack] Straw [former Foreign Secretary] did, and it was very much a Foreign Office thing because they wanted to show their European credentials, wanted to work with the Germans and the French to show 'we'll solve Iran in a way differently than those cowboy Americans solved Iraq'." Mr Bolton, a leading advocate of the Iraq war, insisted that it had been right to overthrow Saddam Hussein and that the later failures did not mean that military action against rogue states should not be contemplated again. "The regime itself was the threat and we dealt with the threat. Now, what we did after that didn't work out so well. That doesn't say to me, therefore you don't take out regimes that are problematic. "It says, in the case of Iraq, and a lot of this I have to say we've learned through the benefit of hindsight, was that we should've given responsibility back to Iraqis more quickly." The Bush administration has moved some distance away from the hawkish views of Mr Bolton and Mr Cheney, which were dominant in the president's first term, towards the more traditional diplomatic approach favoured by the State Department. But his is still a highly influential voice and Mr Bush remains adamant that he will not allow Iran to become armed with nuclear weapons. The Pentagon has drawn up contingency plans for military action and some senior White House officials share Mr Bolton's thinking.

This is the last chance to delay Iran’s nuclear program
Reuters, ’10 (April 18th, Reuters, “US strike could delay Iran nuclear program,” http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N18147501.htm) 

NEW YORK, April 18 (Reuters) - The nation's top military officer said on Sunday that a U.S. strike against Iran would go "a long way" to delaying its nuclear program but that he considered doing so his "last option" right now. "Military options would go a long way to delaying it," Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters after speaking at a forum at Columbia University in New York. "That's not my call. That's going to be the president's call," he added. "But from my perspective ... the last option is to strike right now." 

Iran Strikes – Iran = Threat

Iran will deploy the bomb and act nonrationally- their answers to irrationality don’t apply

Etzioni June 10 professor of international relations at George Washington University and author of Security First: For a Muscular Moral Foreign Policy (Amitai, May-June 2010, Military Review, p.120)MH
However, leading sociologists, notably Talcott Parsons, have long pointed out that there is a third category of decisionmaking and behavior, which they called “nonrational.” This may at first seem like typical academic hair-splitting, a weakness that is rather prevalent among social scientists. In this case, though, it points to a major category of human behavior, where people act in response to deeply held beliefs that cannot be proven or disproven; for instance, their sense that God commanded them to act in a particular manner. People have long shown that they are willing to kill for their beliefs, even if they will die as a result. True, they respond to facts and pressures, but only as long as those factors affect the ways they implement their beliefs—not the beliefs themselves. Thus, a religious fanatic Iranian leader may well believe that God commands him to wipe out Tel Aviv, may calculate whether to use missiles or bombers, and what season to attack, but not whether or not to heed God’s command to kill the infidels. In “Can Iran Be Deterred? A Question We Cannot Afford to Get Wrong,” National Review Deputy Managing Editor Jason Lee Steorts writes, “[Iran’s] religious zealotry causes it to exaggerate the significance of issues that are, objectively speaking, only tangentially related to its interests. The IsraeliPalestinian conflict, for instance, has no direct bearing on Iran’s security, but much of the regime sees it as fundamental to Iranian interests and even to Iran’s identity as a Muslim nation.” This is an example of nonrational, not irrational, thinking. Nonrational behavior is not limited to one faith. The Israelis, for instance, who have been criticized roundly on many accounts, are usually not considered irrational. But they have a strong Masada complex, which led their forefathers to kill each other and commit suicide, rather than surrender. This is more than an idle piece of history. Many Israelis still hold to this fatalistic belief, further reinforced by the narrative about Samson, who pulled a building down on himself in order to kill his enemies, and by the strong commitment to “never again” go “like lambs to the slaughter” as Jews did (in the Israeli view) during the Nazi regime. Israelis model themselves after those few Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto who fought the Nazis—despite the fact that they had no chance of winning—until the bitter end. Such beliefs might lead Israel to attack Iran even when rational considerations indicate that such an attack would be extremely detrimental. Such an attack would serve their beliefs and is rational in this technical sense—but the beliefs themselves are based on nonrational commitments that one cannot argue with on the basis of facts and logic, and thus cannot be reliably deterred. 
Iran Strikes – Will Work/AT: Can’t Reach Underground Sites

All systems are go to take down 10,000 targets- in a few hours

Press Trust of India 5/18 (5/18/10, “US is preparing to strike Iran's nuke facilities: Report” http://www.ndtv.com/news/world/us-is-preparing-to-strike-irans-nuke-facilities-report-17956.php) MH
Stepping up its preparations for a possible strike on Iran's nuclear facilities, the United States is transporting hundreds of 387 'bunker-buster' bombs to its air base on the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean, a media report has claimed. The US government signed a contract in January with Superior Maritime Services to transport 10 ammunition containers to Diego Garcia from Concord, California, Sunday Herald has reported. The shipment includes 195 smart, guided Blu-110 bombs and 192 Blu-117 2,000lb bombs. The key Iranian nuclear facilities are said to be underground and both these type of bombs are effective against reinforced or underground facilities. Making sure that Iran does not acquire nuclear weapon is the top priority of US President Barack Obama . "It is one of our highest priorities to make sure that Iran doesn't possess a nuclear weapon. And that is why I have worked so hard to mobilise the international community successfully to isolate Iran," Obama told the Fox News in an interview. He said Iran government was "more concerned" about preventing their people from exercising their democratic and human rights than trying to solve this problem diplomatically. "That's why we are going to go after aggressive sanctions. We haven't taken any options off the table. We are going to keep on pushing," the US President said. In response to a question, Obama termed it a hard problem which needed to be solved and said "because if Iran gets a nuclear weapon, then you could potentially see a nuclear arms race throughout the Middle East, and that would be tremendously damaging to our national security interests." On relations with Israel, Obama conceded that the two countries have differences but asserted that the US and Israel were the closest allies. "Israel is one of our closest allies. And we and the Israeli people have a special bond that's not going to go away. But friends are going to disagree sometimes and I specifically sent Vice President Biden to Israel to send a message of support and reassurance about my belief that Israel's security is sacrosanct and that was have a host of shared interests. There is a disagreement in terms of how we can move this peace process forward," Obama said The United States and Israel have repeatedly asserted that they do not rule out a military action to stop Iran's nuclear ambitions and that they are keeping all the options on the table. Contract details for the shipment were posted on an international tenders' website by the US Navy. "They are gearing up totally for the destruction of Iran," Dan Plesch, director of the Centre for International Studies and Diplomacy at the University of London, said. "US bombers are ready today to destroy 10,000 targets in Iran in a few hours," Plesch, who is the co-author of a recent study on the US preparations for an attack on Iran, stressed. 
Iran Strikes – No Escalation

Strikes won’t go nuclear.

Plesch 7, Director of the School of Oriental and African Studies'Centre for International Studies and Diplomacy, and Martin Butcher, international consultant on security politics, (Dr Dan, September 2007, Considering a war with Iran: A discussion paper on WMD in the Middle East, http://www.rawstory.com/images/other/IranStudy082807a.pdf)

The US has strategic forces prepared to launch massive strikes on Iran with hours of the order being given. Although there is clear evidence that nuclear weapons use is being given serious political consideration, actual use is unlikely given the lack of effectiveness of nuclear weapons against concealed and buried targets and the negative political consequences of such use. The aim of the new Triad and the Global Strike capability developed under the Bush administration is stated to be making nuclear weapons use less likely.

And, even if strikes are nuclear, there’ll be no escalation

Schuler 7 Glittering Eye analyst, (Dave, 2007, Restating the U.S. Policy of Nuclear Deterrence, http://theglitteringeye.com/?p=459

A nuclear retaliation Iran in response to a terrorist nuclear attack would inevitably draw France, Russia, and China to enter the conflict .To believe this you must believe that France, Russia, and China will act irrationally. There is absolutely no reason to believe that this is the case. All three nations know that their intervention against the U. S. would result in total annihilation. There are other issues as well and let’s examine the two distinct cases: Russia on the one hand and France and China on the other. As a major non-Gulf producer of oil Russia would be in a position to benefit enormously in case of a disruption of Gulf oil production or shipment. That being the case they would publicly deplore retaliation against Iran but privately rejoice. Both France and China are in an extremely delicate position. A nuclear response by either would result in total annihilation and, equally importantly, wouldn’t keep the oil flowing. Lack of a blue water navy means that both nations are completely at the mercy of the United States’ (or more specifically the U. S. Navy’s) willingness to keep shipments of oil moving out of the Gulf. China is particularly vulnerable since it has only about two weeks’ worth of strategic oil reserves. Neither France nor China has any real ability to project military force other than nuclear force beyond their borders. They’d be upset. But they’re in no position to do anything about it.  
Iran Strikes – AT: Iran Will Retaliate

Iran can’t retaliate against attack- experts agree

Burt 7 (Jeff, November 28, 2007, Newsmax, “Expert: U.S. Attack on Iran Would Have Terrible Consequences,” http://www.newsmax.com/headlines/U.S_Iran_attack/2007/11/28/52858.html)

* van Creveld = professor of military history and strategy at Hebrew University in Jerusalem

Still, if struck, there is little Iran could do to retaliate. Its air force is a sorry collection of old U.S.-made aircraft left over from the Iran-Iraq War, some Russian-made fighters and homebuilt Saeqeh jets modeled after the American F5 Tiger, an aircraft last updated in the 1960s and rejected by the U.S. Air Force, he says. Iran could foment terrorist attacks against the U.S. and Israel, but, at best, they would be ad hoc events with little strategic impact, he adds. “Coordinated terrorist attacks are very, very difficult to organize,” van Creveld tells Newsmax. “There may be an occasional act of terrorism … but it won’t make any difference. Tomorrow, if Iranians blew up the White House, would it make any difference in the United States’ ability to wage war against Iran? Not really.” 

Strikes will eliminate Iran’s chance of a counter-attack.

Rogers 6 (Paul Rogers 2/2006 Professor of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford and Global Security Consultant to Oxford Research Group “IRAN: CONSEQUENCES OF A WAR”, February http://www.iranbodycount.org/analysis/)

In addition to the substantial programme of air strikes and missile attacks on nuclear, missile and defence facilities, US military operations would also be aimed at pre-empting any immediate Iranian responses. Most significant of these would be any possible retaliatory Iranian action to affect the transport of oil and liquefied natural gas through the Straits of Hormuz. On the assumption that this would be an obvious form of retaliation, it would be necessary to destroy coastal anti-ship missile batteries and Iran’s small force of warships. The main base and dockyard is at Bushehr; the operational headquarters is at Bandar Abbas which is also the base for Iran’s small flotilla of Russian-built Kilo-class submarines, although Chah Bahar is due to become the new base for these three boats. Other bases for light naval forces include Kharg Island at the head of the Gulf and islands in the Abu Musa group south-west of the Straits of Hormuz, these being heavily defended and well supplied.  “Iran has many options available in response, even if they are not options of immediate effect.” The small Iranian Navy suffered severe losses in its exchanges with the US Navy at the end of the “tanker war” in April 1988, and it is probable that the main emphasis will be on fast light forces, including speedboats crewed by those prepared to die. These would be Iranian Revolutionary Guard (IRG) forces and they would most likely place the greatest emphasis on attacking tanker traffic rather than US naval units. Operating bases for these forces would be priorities for attack. It would also be assumed that IRG elements would move into some parts of Iraq to link up with sympathetic militia. To demonstrate that any such moves would incite retaliation, it is probable that military action would target forward-based ground force units both of the IRG and of the regular army. Of the numerous Iranian Army bases, those close to the border with Iraq at Abadan, Khorramshahr, Ahvaz, Dezfuland and possibly Mahabad would be the most likely targets, as would major IRG centres. A range of logistical support facilities would be targeted, with this possibly extending to destruction of bridges. Given the porous nature of the border, this latter action would be primarily symbolic

The US would be able to contain a backlash

Etzioni June 10 professor of international relations at George Washington University and author of Security First: For a Muscular Moral Foreign Policy (Amitai, May-June 2010, Military Review, p.125)MH
Critics of a military strike fear that Iran will retaliate by unleashing Hezbollah and Hamas, making our lives more difficult in Iraq and Afghanistan and disrupting the supply of oil to us and to our allies. These concerns do not apply to the decision of which military mode is the proper one, but to the question of whether a military option should be considered in the first place. In response, I suggest that a nation that holds that it cannot cope with such countermeasures should not only forego its claim to the status of a superpower, but also cease to see itself as much of an international player. 

Iran Strikes – AT: No Support/Intl Support

The international community would support strikes

Y Net News 6/18 (Israeli news service, Yitzhak Benhorin, 6/18/10 “Poll: Globe backs Iran strike”, http://www.ynet.co.il/english/articles/0,7340,L-3907260,00.html)MH
WASHINGTON – United global front against Iran? The residents of several Arab countries, headed by Egypt, Jordan, and Lebanon, support tough sanctions against Iran as well as a military effort to curb Iranian nukes, a new poll says. The Pew Research Center poll encompassed 25,000 respondents in 22 states. The only country in the region where residents said military action should not be taken to hinder Tehran's nuclear aspirations was Turkey. According to the poll, the attitude to Iran and its President, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, is negative in 18 of the 22 states included in the survey, including many Muslims ones. In 16 states, respondents said that as a last resort the nuclear threat should be addressed militarily. The attitude to Iran is negative among Germans (86%), the French (81%), and Spaniards (73%), among other nationalities. Elsewhere, 63% of Jordanian respondents and 60% of Lebanese respondents also expressed negative sentiments towards Tehran. Iran does enjoy favorable sentiments in Pakistan (72%) and in Indonesia (62%). Unique Lebanese case Meanwhile, the objection to a nuclear Iran encompasses the residents of 21 of the 22 states included in the survey. The only exception was Pakistan. Elsewhere, 98% of Germans, 96% of Japanese, 90% of Brits, 81% of Russians, and 65% of Chinese respondents object to a nuclear Iran. The same picture emerged in Muslim states, where 66% of Egyptians, 64% of Lebanese, 63% of Turks, and 53% of Jordanians also said they oppose a nuclear Iran. In Lebanon, while 91% of Shiites support a nuclear Iran, 88% of Sunnis and Christians object to it. Finally, in 16 of the 22 states included in the survey, respondents said they prefer a military strike over the prospect with a nuclear Iran. In the US, for example, 66% of respondents said they prefer a military strike compared to only 24% who objected to it. In Egypt, 55% respondents supported a military strike on Iran, compared to 16% who objected to it. In Jordan, the figures in favor of an Iran strike are 53-20% respectively. Only in Turkey, more people said they would accept a nuclear Iran that respondents who preferred military action. 

The international community would support strikes- any evidence about public quotes from countries should be discounted

Ghitis 7/22 national affairs writer for Miami Herald (Freda, 7/22/10, “Arabs fear nuclear Iran”, http://www.mercedsunstar.com/2010/07/22/1503454/arabs-fear-nuclear-iran.html) MH

One of the open secrets surrounding the Iranian nuclear program is that Tehran's Arab neighbors dread the prospect of a Persian bomb more than anyone else does. For years Arab leaders quietly told foreign visitors that they cannot accept a nuclear-armed Iran; that it would prove catastrophic for them and for the region. In public, however, they always spoke in conciliatory terms, calling for negotiations, telegraphing to Tehran that they want only a peaceful solution. That is now changing as Arabs become increasingly concerned about facing a future with Tehran in possession of nuclear weapons. In a stunning departure from the Arab diplomatic script, the ambassador from the United Arab Emirates to Washington revealed - in public and before microphones - that he wants the United States to use force to stop Iran. Speaking at the Aspen Ideas Festival, Ambassador Yousef al-Otaiba conceded that a U.S. attack against Iranian facilities would trigger a backlash of riots and protests. But, he explained, "If you are asking me, 'Am I willing to live with that versus living with a nuclear Iran?' my answer is still the same: We cannot live with a nuclear Iran." Otaiba, whose country lies less than 100 miles from Iran's coast, noted that Iran is much more of a threat to the UAE than to the United States. If countries "lack the assurance that the U.S. is willing to confront Iran, they will start running for cover towards Iran." Otaiba subtly removed another line from the traditional script, the part that suggests Israel is also a threat. "There's no other threat," he declared, "There's no country in the region that is a threat to the UAE." The idea of containing Iran, he said, makes him "very nervous." If Iran's behavior cannot be contained now, he pointed out, why think "that once they have a nuclear program we're going to be more successful in containing them?" Nobody has spoken as bluntly as Otaiba, but we have heard veiled hints about this before. When the Saudi Foreign Minister visited Washington in February, he uttered the usual support for a diplomatic process. But he warned that history shows when a weapon is introduced in the Middle East, it ends up being used. Then he noted that sanctions are a long-term approach and "we need immediate resolutions rather than gradual resolution." The UAE foreign ministry denied the report of Otaiba's statements, calling them "inaccurate and taken out of context" but the ambassador's words were recorded for all to hear. Iran responded with fury, warning of a "teeth-breaking" response. Another curious denial came last month after the Times of London revealed that Saudi Arabia has granted Israeli fighter planes access to a corridor leading to Iran. The Saudis, of course, would deny facilitating an attack on a fellow Muslim nation. And yet, the belief that Iran is more of a threat to the Arabs, their historic rivals, than to anyone else, is becoming widespread. In a recent article, the popular Saudi cleric Aidh al-Qarni wrote a column entitled Oh Arabs, Iran is Coming, saying the West would not prevent Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons, which Tehran would then aim at Arabs, not Israelis. In its earliest days the revolutionary Islamic Republic stoked animosity between Persians and Arabs and has urged the people to turn against their governments. Thirty years ago, the Ayatollah Khomeini declared that "Mecca is now in the hand of a group of infidels." Saudis shot back that Iran was in the hands of a "corrupt bunch of thieves," who had created a "slaughterhouse." Tension between Arab leaders and Iran is increasing. But Tehran looks confident and defiant, while the Arabs look nervous. A Kuwaiti paper revealed authorities uncovered an Iranian spy ring in Kuwait. To calm the situation, the government banned reporting on the matter. The respected Arab commentator Abdul Rahman Al-Rashed wrote in the daily Asharq al-Awsat that "Obama and his refusal to use the threat of force in a genuine manner has made everybody - not just Tehran - believe that nothing will stop the Iranian project." Time is clearly growing short for Obama's strategy to produce results. Before long, the most dangerous region in the world could become far, far more unstable.

Iran Strikes – AT: Deterrence Solves

Deterrence empirically fails

Etzioni June 10 professor of international relations at George Washington University and author of Security First: For a Muscular Moral Foreign Policy (Amitai, May-June 2010, Military Review, p.120)MH
Related to the rationality thesis is an argument based on the historical record. Waltz writes, “It is now fashionable for political scientists to test hypotheses. Well, I have one: If a country has nuclear weapons, it will not be attacked militarily in ways that threaten its manifestly vital interests. That is 100 percent true, without exception, over a period of more than fifty years. Pretty impressive.” In “Containing a Nuclear Iran,” Zakaria writes, “Deterrence worked with madmen like Mao, and with thugs like Stalin, and it will work with the calculating autocrats of Tehran.” Such arguments fail on several grounds. First, as we learn in Logic 101, the fact that all the swans you see are white does not prove that there are no black ones. The fact that so far no nukes have been employed (since 1945, after which the deterrence system was instituted) does not prove that no such incident will occur in the future. This is especially true as the number of actors increases and they include a number of fanatics. Moreover, the historical record reveals several occasions in which nations governed by leaders who are considered far from irrational came dangerously close to nuclear blows. India and Pakistan earned this dubious title several times. John F. Kennedy almost hit the “launch” button during the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962. Moshe Dayan nearly did as well, readying the Israelis’ nuclear arsenal for use in the Yom Kippur War. Mao planned to drop a nuclear bomb on the U.S.S.R. during a 1969 border dispute.  The pro-deterrence champions point to the same incidents as demonstrating that deterrence did work; after all, the various nations pulled back from the brink, albeit some at the very last moment. However, as I see it, heads of states have shown themselves in the past to be very capable of making gross miscalculations that cost them their lives, their regimes, and all they were fighting for—take Hitler, for instance. Similarly, the Japanese, when they attacked Pearl Harbor, believed that they would be able at least to drive the U.S. out of their part of the world. And both the Germans and the French completely misjudged the course of World War I. History is further littered with numerous, less grand miscalculations, from Bernard Montgomery’s “a bridge too far,” to Lord Cardigan’s charge of the Light Brigade in the Crimean War, to Pickett’s charge in the American Civil War. Note that to start a nuclear war, only one miscalculation is required; once an order to strike is executed—there is no room for reconsideration. In contrast, the miscalculations cited required days and months and in some cases years of holding on to the same mistaken strategy. And still heads of states persisted. In other words, it is many times easier to fall into a nuclear showdown than to carry out a misadventure using conventional weapons. 
Iran Strikes – AT: Diplomacy Solves

Diplomacy will fail- it’s too late and Iran has invested too much

Phillips 1/15 Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs (James, 1/15/10/ “An Israeli Preemptive Attack on Iran’s Nuclear Sites: Implications for the US”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/An-Israeli-Preventive-Attack-on-Iran-Nuclear-Sites-Implications-for-the-US) MH
Diplomacy backed by timid U.N. Security Coun­cil sanctions is not likely to dissuade Iran from con­tinuing its nuclear weapons program. It is too late in the game and Tehran has invested too much scarce economic resources, human capital, and prestige to refrain from taking the final steps to attaining a nuclear capability. Moreover, Iranian hardliners, who have established an increasingly firm grip on power, are vehemently opposed to better relations with the United States. They fear that improved bilateral relations with the "Great Satan" would pose a threat to their own dominant position within Iran because it would tempt disillusioned Iranians to join a "soft revolution" against them. They know that three previous Iranian revolutions were aborted after westernized elements defected from the revolution­ary coalition and cooperated with foreign powers. The Obama Administration argues that the ero­sion of Iranian domestic political support for the regime after the post-election crackdown in June will make Tehran's hardliners more open to com­promise on the nuclear issue. But in reality, the prospects for any kind of a satisfactory diplomatic resolution of the stalemate over Iran's nuclear activ­ities are bleaker in the wake of Ahmadinejad's dis­puted "re-election." Having violently quelled opposition protests, which were blamed on Western meddling in Iran's internal affairs, it is unrealistic to expect a more conciliatory attitude from Iran's dog­matic anti-American regime. On the contrary, isolated internationally and stripped of any semblance of legitimacy at home, the regime now has an even greater incentive to fin­ish its nuclear weapons project to ensure its own survival. Iran's hard-line leaders see a nuclear capa­bility as a trump card that will deter foreign inter­vention and give at least a modest boost to their shrinking base of popular support. Negotiations are useful to the regime for buying time and staving off more international sanctions, but Tehran will obsti­nately resist international efforts to persuade it to halt uranium enrichment, as its leaders continue to publicly proclaim at every opportunity. 
Iran Strikes – AT: Missile Defense Solves

Missile defense won’t protect us from the possibility of a nuclear Iran

Reuters 2/1 (Jim Wolf, 2/1/10, “U.S. missile test mimicking Iran strike fails”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6104F420100201) MH
 A U.S. attempt to shoot down a ballistic missile mimicking an attack from Iran failed after a malfunction in a radar built by Raytheon Co, the Defense Department said. The abortive test over the Pacific Ocean coincided with a Pentagon report that Iran had expanded its ballistic missile capabilities and posed a "significant" threat to U.S. and allied forces in the Middle East region. The Missile Defense Agency said that in Sunday's test both the target missile, fired from Kwajalein in the Marshall Islands, and the interceptor, from Vandenberg Air Force Base in California, had performed normally. "However, the Sea-Based X-band radar did not perform as expected," the agency said on its web site. Officials will investigate the cause of the failure to intercept, it said. The SBX radar is a major component of the ground-based midcourse defense, the sole U.S. bulwark against long-range missiles that could be tipped with chemical, biological or nuclear warheads. It was the first time the United States had tested its long-range defense against a simulated Iranian attack. Previous drills have imitated a flight path from North Korea, another country in a standoff with the international community over its nuclear program. The Pentagon's Ballistic Missile Defense Review released on Monday said Tehran had developed and acquired ballistic missiles capable of striking targets from the Middle East to Eastern Europe and had fielded increasing numbers of mobile regional ballistic missiles. 
***NATO Collapse

NATO --> Heg Collapse
NATO constrains the exercise of U.S. military power

Gabriel Kolko, leading historian of modern warfare, 8-1-2003 Journal of Contemporary Asia

Publicly, the reason for creating NATO in 1949 was the alleged Soviet military menace, but the U.S. always planned to employ strategic nuclear weapons to defeat the USSR--for which it did not need an alliance. But Washington believed that war with Russia was not imminent or even likely, a view that prevailed most of the time until the USSR finally disappeared. There was also the justification of preventing the Western Europeans from being obsessed with fear at reconstructing Germany's economy, and American military planners were concerned with internal subversion. But when the Soviet Union capsized over a decade ago, NATO's nominal rationale for existence died with it. But the principal reason for its creation--to forestall European autonomy--remains. NATO provided a peacekeeping force in Bosnia to enforce the agreement that ended the internecine civil war in that part of Yugoslavia, but in 1999 it ceased being a purely defensive alliance and entered the war against the Serbs on behalf of the Albanians in Kosovo. The U. S. found the entire experience very frustrating. Targets had to be approved by all 19 members, any one of which could veto American proposals. The Pentagon's after-action report of October 1999 conceded that America needed the cooperation of NATO countries, but "gaining consensus among 19 democratic nations is not easy and can only be achieved through discussion and compromise." But Wesley Clark, the American who was NATO's supreme commander, regarded the whole experience as a nightmare--both in his relations with the Pentagon and NATO's members. "[W]orking within the NATO alliance," American generals complained, "unduly constrained U.S. military forces from getting the job done quickly and effectively." (1) A war expected to last a few days instead took 78-days. The Yugoslav war taught the Americans a grave lesson. 

NATO --> Heg Collapse

NATO Alliance kills US security capability 

Trifkovic ‘10 [3-19-10 Serge Trifkovic, historian and foreign affairs analyst, ( “NATO RIP? Well Hopefully” tp://www.alternati veright.com/main/blog/exit-strategies/nato-rip/; WBTR]

President Obama and his foreign policy team have failed to grasp that a problem exists, let alone to act to rectify it. There has been a change of officials, but the regime is still the same - and America is still in need of a new grand strategy. Limited in objectives and indirect in approach, it should seek security and freedom for the United States without maintaining, let alone expanding, unnecessary foreign commitments.   The threat to Europe's security does not come from Russia or from a fresh bout of instability in the Balkans. The real threat to Europe's security and to her survival comes from Islam, from the deluge of inassimilable Third World immigrants, and from collapsing birthrates. All three are due to the moral decrepitude and cultural degeneracy, not to any shortage of soldiers and weaponry. The continued presence of a U.S. contingent of any size can do nothing to alleviate these problems, because they are cultural, moral and spiritual.   NATO is unnecessary and harmful. In terms of a realist grand strategy, NATO is detrimental to U.S. security. It forces America to assume at least nominal responsibility for open-ended maintenance of a host of disputed frontiers that were drawn, often arbitrarily, by Communist dictators, long-dead Versailles diplomats, and assorted local tyrants, and which bear little relation to ethnicity, geography, or history. With an ever-expanding NATO, eventual adjustments -- which are inevitable -- will be more potentially violent for the countries concerned and more risky for the United States. America does not and should not have any interest in preserving an indefinite status quo in the region. 

NATO --> Military Overstretch
Commitment to NATO forces military overstretch and military entanglement—too many commitments

Paul 1 M.D, House of Representatives  [November 13 Rep Ron: rep of the 14th Congressional District of Texas, Expansion of NATO is a Bad Idea, http://www.counterpunch.org/paul3.html; WBTR]

America's founders, having survived a violent and protracted struggle to break away from England, shared a belief that their fledgling nation should be free from foreign entanglements. Thomas Jefferson's well-known quote- "Peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations- entangling alliances with none" -encapsulates perfectly their view of the wisest foreign policy for America. A famous portrait of George Washington depicts him holding a sheaf of paper emblazoned with the admonition: "Beware foreign influence." Yet our modern lawmakers reject the non-interventionist principles of our founders, choosing instead to involve America in conflicts around the globe. Consider our participation in NATO, which commits American military forces to conflicts that serve no national interest. Congress voted last week to expand NATO and increase the number of countries we are obligated to defend, even while our own military forces are stretched far to thin around the globe. Department of Defense figures show that 250,000 American troops are deployed on 6 continents and 141 nations. When we suffered the September 11th attack on our own shores, we were forced to call on foreign nations to supply AWACS planes and defend our domestic airspace! Our military entanglements, especially NATO, have left us relying on foreigners to defend us- yet this is exactly what the globalists want. They want us to lose our sense of national sovereignty, so that America's national defense becomes a matter of international consensus. Only by removing ourselves from NATO and the UN can we reassert our fundamental right to defend our borders without the approval or participation of any international coalition. NATO is an organization that has outlived its usefulness. It was formed as a defensive military alliance, designed to protect western Europe against the Soviet threat. With the Soviet collapse in 1991, however, NATO bureaucrats (and the governments backing them) were forced to reinvent the alliance and justify its continued existence. So the "new NATO" began to occupy itself with issues totally unrelated to defense, such as economic development, human rights, territorial disputes, religious conflicts, and ethnic rivalries. In other words, "nation building." The new game was interventionism, not defense. The new approach manifested itself in Yugoslavia in the late 1990s. The defensive alliance became a military aggressor, in direct violation of its own charter. When NATO bombed Yugoslavia, a country that had neither attacked nor threatened a NATO member state, it turned its back on its stated purpose and lost any credibility it once had. Predictably, the NATO strikes failed to produce peace or stability in the former Yugoslavia, and UN occupation forces likely will remain in the Balkans indefinitely. Now Congress has endorsed the expansion of this purposeless alliance, of course taking the opportunity to grant 55 million of your tax dollars to the former Soviet bloc countries that want to join. This expansion may be profitable for weapons manufacturers and bureaucrats, but it represents another example of U.S. taxpayers subsidizing foreign governments and big corporations. It is time for the Europeans to take responsibility for their own military defense. As the world's foremost military power, it always seems that our money, our weapons, and our troops play the primary role in any NATO military action. It's a one-way street, however, as our NATO partners are not so enthusiastic about defending us. Some NATO states have refused outright to participate in our campaign in Afghanistan, while presumably reliable allies like France and Germany have expressed serious doubts. Only England, with whom we share a very strong kinship regardless of NATO, fully supports our actions. It's time for America to recognize that the interests NATO serves are not our own. CP
NATO Collapse Inevitable

1. Diverging interests

Walt, 99 Stephen M., professor of political science at the University of Chicago, Winter 1998/ [The National Interest, Issue 54]

Given these achievements, it is hardly surprising that few voices now call for an end to the alliance, and equally unsurprising that pundits like Zbigniew Brzezinski believe it can work a similar magic in areas far beyond NATO's original mandate. Unfortunately, such claims ignore the deep structural forces that are already beginning to pull Europe and America apart. Instead of becoming the core of an expanding security community, united by liberal values, free markets, and strong international institutions, the transatlantic partnership that fought and won the Cold War is already showing unmistakable signs of strain. No matter how many new states join NATO, and no matter how many solemn reaffirmations emerge from the endless parade of NATO summits, the high-water mark of transatlantic security cooperation is past. The reasons are not difficult to discern. For the past forty years, the partnership between Europe and the United States was held together by three unifying forces. The first and most important was the Soviet threat. The second was America's economic stake in Europe, which reinforced its strategic interest in European prosperity. The third was the existence of a generation of European and American elites whose personal backgrounds and life experiences left them strongly committed to the idea of an Atlantic community. All three unifying forces are now gone or eroding, and there is little hope of resurrecting them. NATO's formal structure may remain intact (and the alliance may keep busy adding new members), but Americans and Europeans should no longer base their foreign and military policies on a presumption of military cooperation.
2. Most qualified authors agree

Gordon, 2 Philip H., Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at Brookings, Fall [National Interest, Issue 69, p. 91-98]

In the wake of these developments—and steadily mounting disagreement and even rancor about a long list of political and strategic issues—some observers have begun to question whether NATO has any enduring role at all. Charles Krauthammer bluntly asserts that "NATO is dead"; it may still have a marginal role to play as an incubator for Russia's integration into Europe and the West, but as a military alliance it is a "hollow shell." Jeffrey Gedmin, director of the Aspen Institute Berlin, once a bastion of Atlanticism, believes that U.S. and European views of security are now so different that "the old Alliance holds little promise of figuring prominently in U.S. global strategic thinking." Robert Kagan urges his readers "to stop pretending that Europeans and Americans share a common view of the world, or even that they occupy the same world." He does not explicitly envisage, let alone call for, NATO's demise, but his views on the growing Euro-American divergence about the use of force—as well as the fact that NATO is hardly mentioned in a 25-page journal article about transatlantic security issues—leaves little doubt about how he sees the future of the Alliance. Even The Economist, a strong proponent of transatlantic security cooperation, wonders whether NATO will survive, concluding "it is harder than it used to be to imagine NATO, as it is, advancing far into the 21st century."
C.) Bosnia proves

Conry, 95 Barbara, foreign policy analyst at Cato, 9/18/ [The Western European Union as NATO’s Successor, Cato Policy Analysis]

The U.S.-European discord over Bosnia underscores that American and European interests are no longer in sync as they were during the Cold War. The dispute did not itself cause the disharmony between U.S. and European interests. Wall Street Journal correspondent Mark Nelson recognizes the long-term significance. "With no common enemy, Europe and American are coming unglued. . . . Though Europe and America have confronted plenty of problems in the course of their common history . . . this latest rift is deeper and more fundamental."(23) And as Michael Lind of the New Republic warns, "To invent a threat in order to reunite these interests is to act 
***Russia War
Russia War Key to Hegemony

1). A war with Russia is inevitable—winning is essential for US dominance 
Telegraph, 07 [Adrian Blomfield, “Retired generals predict US-Russia war”] http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/1557726/Retired-generals-predict-US-Russia-war.html]
Capitalising on the increasingly bellicose rhetoric in Moscow, a group of influential retired generals yesterday said the United States was preparing to invade Russia within a decade. Interviewed by Komsomolskaya Pravda, Russia's biggest circulation newspaper, the four senior generals - who now direct influential military think tanks - said the United States had hatched a secret plan to seize the country's vast energy resources by force. "The US is both laying the ground and preparing its military potential for a war with Russia," said Gen Leonid Ivashov, a former joint chief of staff. "Anti-Russian sentiment is being fostered in the public opinion. The US is desperate to implement its century-old dream of world hegemony and the elimination of Russia as its principal obstacle to the full control of Eurasia." 

2). American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse

Thayer, 6 - professor of security studies at Missouri State (Bradley, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy”, November/December, p. 32-37)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. 

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. 

The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. 

Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. 

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. Th

e economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 

Russia War – US Would Win
US would win the war—has nuclear weapons dominance and could destroy Russia with a single strike
Artyukov and Trukhachev, 06 [Oleg and Vadim—Centre for Research on Globalization”  http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=2154]
For the first time in the last 50 years the USA is on the verge of attaining ultimate domination with regard to nuclear weapons. This means that Russia is no longer able to keep up with the United States. If a conflict were to break out, the USA would be able to quickly and with impunity attack Russian territory, and Russiawould have no means to mount a response. This is roughly the message of an article published in the latest edition of the American journal Foreign Affairs. Its authors calculated that in comparison with theUSSR, the amount of strategic bombers at Russia’s disposal has fallen by 39%, intercontinental ballistic missiles by 58% and the number of submarines with ballisticmissiles by 80%. “However the true scale of the collapse of the Russian arsenal is much greater than can be judged from these figures,” they write. “The strategic nuclear forces now at Russia's disposal are barely fit to be used in battle.” Russian radar is now incapable of detecting the launch of American missiles from submarines located in some regions of the Pacific Ocean. Russian anti-air defense systems might not manage to intercept B-2 stealth bombers in time, which could easily mean that they are able to inflict a strike with impunity on Russian nuclear forces. If Russian missile forces continue to decrease at the current rate, then in about 10 years only isolated missiles, which the American anti-missile defense is capable of intercepting, will be able to deliver a retaliatory blow. “It will probably soon be possible for the USA to destroy the strategic nuclear potential of Russiaand China with a single strike,” says the article.

Russia War – US Would Win-Nuclear Primacy
U.S. nuclear primacy means a surprise peacetime attack would succeed even in a best case scenario for the Russians
Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Notre Dame, and Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Pennsylvania, “The End of MAD? The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, v 30 n 4, Spring 2006, p. 7-8. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/is3004_pp007-044_lieberpress.pdf]
The age of MAD, however, is waning. Today the United States stands on the verge of attaining nuclear primacy vis-à-vis its plausible great power adversaries. For the first time in decades, it could conceivably disarm the long-range nuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a nuclear first strike. A preemptive strike on an alerted Russian arsenal would still likely fail, but a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of success. Furthermore, the Chinese nuclear force is so vulnerable that it could be destroyed even if it were alerted during a crisis. To the extent that great power peace stems from the pacifying effects of nuclear weapons, it currently rests on a shaky foundation. This article makes three empirical claims. First, the strategic nuclear balance has shifted dramatically since the end of the Cold War, and the United States now stands on the cusp of nuclear primacy.2 Second, the shift in the balance of power has two primary sources: the decline of the Russian nuclear arsenal and the steady growth in U.S. nuclear capabilities. Third, the trajectory of nuclear developments suggests that the nuclear balance will shift further in favor of the United States in the coming years. Russia and China will face tremendous incentives to reestablish mutual assured destruction, but doing so will require substantial sums of money and years of sustained effort. If these states want to reestablish a robust strategic deterrent, they will have to overcome current U.S. capabilities, planned improvements to the U.S. arsenal, and future developments being considered by the United States. U.S. nuclear primacy may last a decade or more. To illustrate the shift in the strategic nuclear balance, we model a U.S. nuclear ªrst strike against Russia. Russia was not chosen because it is the United States’ most likely great power adversary; to the contrary, most analysts expect China to ªll that role. But Russia presents the hardest case for our contention that the United States is on the brink of nuclear primacy. It has about 3,500 nuclear warheads capable of reaching the continental United States; by comparison, China has only 18 single-warhead missiles that can reach the U.S. homeland.3 If the United States can destroy all of Russia’s long-range nuclear systems in a ªrst strike—as we argue it could possibly do today—it suggests that the Chinese strategic nuclear arsenal is far more vulnerable. 

A US first strike against Russia would eliminate Russia’s ability to retaliate
Leiber and Press 06 ( Keir A. Lieber, the author of War and the Engineers: The Primacy of Politics Over Technology, is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame. Daryl G. Press, the author of Calculating Credibility: How Leaders Assess Military Threats, is Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, “The Rise of U.S. Nuclear Primacy,” http://www.ituassu.com.br/theriseofusnuclearprimacy.pdf)

Washington's pursuit of nuclear primacy helps explain its missile-defense strategy, for example. Critics of missile defense argue that a national missile shield, such as the prototype the United States has deployed in Alaska and California, would be easily overwhelmed by a cloud of warheads and decoys launched by Russia or China. They are right: even a multilayered system with land-, air-, sea-, and space-based elements, is highly unlikely to protect the United States from a major nuclear attack. But they are wrong to conclude that such a missile-defense system is therefore worthless -- as are the supporters of missile defense who argue that, for similar reasons, such a system could be of concern only to rogue states and terrorists and not to other major nuclear powers. What both of these camps overlook is that the sort of missile defenses that the United States might plausibly deploy would be valuable primarily in an offensive context, not a defensive one -- as an adjunct to a U.S. first-strike capability, not as a standalone shield. If the United States launched a nuclear attack against Russia (or China), the targeted country would be left with a tiny surviving arsenal -- if any at all. At that point, even a relatively modest or inefficient missile-defense system might well be enough to protect against any retaliatory strikes, because the devastated enemy would have so few warheads and decoys left. 

Russia War – US Would Win-Nuclear Primacy
The Combination of Russian nuclear deterioration and  U.S. modernization proves the US would win
Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press, Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Notre Dame, and Associate Professor of Political Science, University of Pennsylvania, “The End of MAD? The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, v 30 n 4, Spring 2006, p. 7-8. http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/is3004_pp007-044_lieberpress.pdf
In the last fifteen years, however, the strategic nuclear balance has shifted profoundly. Part of the shift is attributable to the decline of the Russian arsenal. Compared with the Soviet force in 1990, Russia has 58 percent fewer intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), 39 percent fewer bombers, and 80 percent fewer ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs).16 Furthermore, serious maintenance and readiness problems plague Russia’s nuclear forces. Most of Russia’s ICBMs have exceeded their service lives, and a series of naval accidents— highlighted by the sinking of the attack submarine Kursk in 2000— reºect the severe decay of the ºeet.17 Budgetary constraints have also dramatically reduced the frequency of Russia’s submarine and mobile ICBM patrols, increasing the vulnerability of what would otherwise be the most survivable element of its arsenal. Since 2000, Russian SSBNs have conducted approximately two patrols per year (with none in 2002), down from sixty in 1990, and apparently Russia often has no mobile missiles on patrol.18 Finally, Russia has had difªculty maintaining satellite observation of U.S. ICBM ªelds, and gaps in its radar network would leave it blind to a U.S. submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) attack from launch areas in the Paciªc Ocean.19 While the Russian strategic arsenal has eroded, the United States has continued to modernize its weapons. U.S. strategic forces have shrunk in number since the end of the ColdWar, but they have become more lethal. The U.S. submarine force has undergone nearly continuous improvement over the past ªfteen years. The deployment of the highly accurate Trident II (D-5) SLBM was a Cold War decision, but the United States stuck with the deployment plans and has steadily reªtted its entire SSBN ºeet to carry the new missile.20 Furthermore, the United States has signiªcantly increased the lethality of the original Trident II missile against hard targets such as missile silos: the navy replaced nearly 400 of the 100-kiloton W76 warheads on these missiles with the more powerful 455-kiloton W88 warhead, creating an incredibly lethal combination of accuracy and warhead yield. Other upgrades to Trident II include a more accurate reentry vehicle (RV) and other improvements to increase the missile’s accuracy.21 The United States has also been upgrading its land-based missiles and strategic bombers. Although the United States ªnished dismantling the MX Peacekeeper ICBM in 2005 in accordance with its arms control commitments, the key elements that gave the MX exceptional lethality are being preserved. The nuclear warheads and advanced RVs from the MX are beginning to replace the lower-yield warheads and less accurate RVs on 200 Minuteman III ICBMs. In addition, the Minuteman guidance systems have been upgraded to roughly match the accuracy of the retired MX.22 In another example of U.S. force modernization, the B-2 bomber has been given upgraded avionics that allow it to avoid radar by ºying at extremely low altitude.23 At ªrst glance, this seems like a strange capability to give the B-2: the aircraft is so stealthy that it seems hard to justify the risks of very low altitude ºight (e.g., crashing into the ter-rain) to reduce the bomber’s exposure to radar. However, against an adversary with an extremely sophisticated air defense network (e.g., Russia today or China in the future), very low-level ºight may be necessary to penetrate enemy airspace. 
Russia War – Now Key

Now is key Economic and land—revenue stream volatile, population decreasing

Lieber, 07 [Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University - Robert J., "Persistent Primacy and the Future of the American Era", APSA Paper 2007,http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/1/1/0/5/pages211058/p211058-1.php]

Constraints on the capacity of adversaries also needs to be taken into account. Russia under Putin has put pressure on its immediate neighbors and seeks to rebuild its armed forces, but Moscow’s ability to regain the superpower status of the former Soviet Union remains limited. The Russian armed forces are in woeful condition, the total population is half that of the USSR and declining by 700,000 per year, the economy is overwhelmingly dependent on revenues from oil and natural gas and thus vulnerable if world market prices soften, and the long term stability of its crony capitalism and increasingly authoritarian political system are uncertain. China, despite extraordinary economic growth and modernization, will continue to depend on rapid expansion of trade and the absorption of vast numbers of people moving from the countryside to the cities. It may well become a major military challenger of the United States, first regionally and even globally, but only over the long term. 
Russia War – Now Key (Modernization)

Russia is modernizing its force and is gaining support

Defence Talk 4/28/10 (By Forecast International, “ Russian Reforms Mean Major Defense Modernization,” http://www.defencetalk.com/russian-reforms-mean-major-defense-modernization-25975/) 

NEWTOWN, Conn.: After years of mulling over various reform strategies, Russia is finally moving forward with plans to modernize both its armed forces and the nation’s defense industry. In a Forecast International Russian Defense Market report, Eurasian defense analyst Rebecca Barrett points out that the long-term budget plan known as the SAP 2007-2015 "has evolved to simultaneously become a military modernization, employment, and defense industry stimulus plan." According to Barrett, "The plan is attracting a greater number of stakeholders and thus gaining the political momentum needed to ensure that defense spending continues to grow, even if such expenditures are not economically prudent." In February 2010, President Dimitri Medvedev approved the new, highly anticipated military doctrine for the Russian Federation. The doctrine outlines the nation's strategic nuclear plan and highlights what the government considers to be real threats and challenges facing the nation. It also calls for the armed forces’ transformation into a more effective mobile force. Under the plan, the Russian military will be cut by some 200,000 personnel by 2012. “The combination of Russia's desire to modernize its force structure and its budget constraints is forcing it to adopt a number of end-strength and budget reforms," said Barrett. As a result, the second major aspect of the reform is the restructuring of the long-term planning portion of the Defense Ministry's budget. The aim here is to modernize the Kremlin's fiscal practices in line with the modernization of the nation's defense industry.. 

Russia has begun to modernize its force so that it can challenge the US

The New York Times 08 (Thom Shanker, “ Russia Is Striving to Modernize Its Military,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/20/world/europe/20military.html?_r=1, 10/19/08) 

A huge exercise, called Stability 2008, spread tens of thousands of troops, thousands of vehicles and scores of combat aircraft across nearly all 11 time zones of Russian territory in the largest war game since the collapse of the Soviet Union. There was no specified enemy, but the Russian forces appeared to be enacting a nationwide effort to quell unrest along Russia’s southern border — and to repulse an American-led attack by NATO forces, according to experts in Moscow and here. In a grim finale, commanders launched three intercontinental ballistic missiles, the type that can carry multiple nuclear warheads. It was a clear signal of the drastic endgame the Kremlin might consider should its conventional forces not hold. One of the missiles flew more than 7,100 miles, allowing Russian officials to claim they had set a distance record. If these images of Russian power projection appeared drawn from the dark decades of Dr. Strangelove, the response from Washington was anything but. When asked to assess what seemed to be a Russian resurgence, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have provided the same sanguine response, echoed down through the ranks of government analysts who have spent years reading obscure Russian military journals and scrutinizing classified satellite photographs. The Russian military fell to third world standards from neglect and budget cuts in the turbulent years when Boris N. Yeltsixn was president, they say. The new Kremlin leadership is working to create a force that can actually defend the nation’s interests. The military has embarked on a program to buy modern weapons, improve training and health care for troops, trim a bloated officer corps and create the first professional class of sergeant-level, small-unit leaders since World War II. Which is not to say that the United States will stop judging Russian behavior in light of what it considers a clumsy, ill-advised and unnecessary invasion of the former Soviet republic of Georgia. Yet policymakers also say the Kremlin’s efforts at military modernization should not prevent cooperation on mutual concerns, including countering terrorism and halting nuclear proliferation. Even a high-profile speech three weeks ago by President Dmitri A. Medvedev, ordering a military modernization program and the largest increases in defense spending since the death of the old Soviet Union, was viewed here as short on substance and designed more for a domestic political agenda. Mr. Medvedev declared that by 2020, Russia would construct new types of warships and an unspecified air and space defense system. Military spending, he said, will leap by 26 percent next year, bringing it to 1.3 trillion rubles (about $50 billion), its highest level since the collapse of the Soviet Union — but still a small fraction of American military spending. Mr. Medvedev pledged that Russia would shore up its nuclear deterrence and upgrade its conventional forces to a state of “permanent combat-readiness.” American experts were unimpressed. “Russia is prone to make fairly grandiose announcements about its military,” said a Defense Department official who discussed government analyses on condition of anonymity. “These programs have long been in the works. They are not new plans. They are not new programs.” Even so, veteran analysts of Russian military affairs acknowledge that a military renaissance would allow the Moscow leadership to increase political pressure on former Soviet republics, now independent, as well as former Warsaw Pact allies that embraced NATO after the collapse of communism. “What the Russian leadership has discovered is proof of an old maxim: that a foreign policy without a credible military is no foreign policy,” said Dale R. Herspring, a scholar on Russian military affairs at Kansas State University. Eugene B. Rumer, of the National Defense University here, said events of recent weeks were “not a sign, really, of the Russian military being reborn, but more of a Russia being able to flex what relatively little muscle it has on the global scale, and to show that it actually matters.” One example is how Russia’s navy is seeking to display global reach. A flotilla of warships, including the nuclear battle cruiser Peter the Great, is under sail for exercises next month with Venezuela. Russia has also announced more than $1 billion in new arms deals with the Venezuelan president, Hugo Chávez. “This Venezuela adventure is basically Russia’s payback for what they consider the humiliation of American ships’ operating in the Black Sea during the war in Georgia,” said Mikhail Tsypkin, of the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, Calif. “This is to annoy the United States.” 

Russia War – Now Key (Modernization)
Russia is rapidly modernizing their military capacity—this makes a future war unwinable 
McDermott, 09 [Roger—Radio Free Europe, “Russia’s Armed Forces Undergoing 'Unparalleled' Transformation”,  http://www.rferl.org/content/Russias_Armed_Forces_Undergoing_Fundamental_Transformation/1798944.html]
In the aftermath of the Russia-Georgia war of August 2008, Russia's political and military elites embarked on a highly ambitious program to reform and modernize the armed forces by 2020. That program envisages abandoning the mass-mobilization principle in favor of forming mobile, permanent-readiness forces, capable of reacting to the order to deploy within "one hour." In April 2009, U.S. Director of National Intelligence Denis Blair said in unclassified written answers to the Senate Intelligence Committee that the ongoing reshaping of Russia's ground forces will enable it to "militarily dominate" most of its neighbors. Russian Defense Minister Anatoly Serdyukov has been castigated by some domestic opponents who argue that his reform will destroy the Russian Army. Yet, dramatically downsizing its oversized officer corps to maximize efficiency, switching from a division-based to a brigade-based table of organization, and reforming the General Staff Academy and the system of military education pale in comparison with the huge challenges involved in modernizing its aging equipment and weapons inventory. Many aspects of the reform agenda are so radical, far-reaching, and multifaceted that Western and Russian commentators have failed to identify the key elements. One widespread misconception is related to the affordability of the plan to downsize the officer corps by 205,000 by 2012. Since doing so will undoubtedly be very costly, especially in light of the current economic crisis, many dismissed this as another failed bid to reform the structures. In fact, Western interpretations of these reforms have consistently underestimated key aspects of the program, assessing it primarily in terms of Russian economic potential and stressing the officer downsizing. Many aspects of the present agenda, currently far advanced, are thus missed, ignored, or simply ridiculed as signs of impending failure. They include the speed of transferring to brigade structures; overhauling the system of military education; radically changing the General Staff Academy; introducing a civilian chaplaincy; rewriting the manuals on combat training; and focusing on noncommissioned-officer (NCO) training and testing the new structures. 'New Look' By June 2009, the mass mobilization, division-based system had already largely disappeared. In its place, more than half the required brigades were already formed and exercises and training were geared to testing and developing these new structures. The Russian media coined the phrase "new look" to describe these monumental changes. However, there appears to be something more going on than simply concentrating on appearance; this is no public-relations campaign. Indeed, it is impossible to understand the ongoing transformation of the Russian armed forces by measuring it in terms of Western paradigms, such as its inability to conduct noncontact warfare, or by emphasizing the armed forces' lack of sophisticated modern weaponry. The Russian military is changing fast; few are able to perceive the sheer breathtaking scale of these changes, and the familiar methods of assessing its conventional capabilities are passing into history. Analysts, commentators, and decision makers on all sides are unable to fit the "new look" Russian military into a familiar pattern. One thing is clear: By the end of this year, the Russian Army will be unrecognizable. While the main focus of the reform campaign is to produce mobile, permanent-readiness formations capable of intervention within a relatively short period, which some might perceive as a Western paradigm, in reality any improvement to Russia's conventional forces will have implications for the country's foreign and defense policies. While it is very likely that the structures that emerge will still compare unfavorably with Western militaries, they will nonetheless meet the needs of a modern and potentially resurgent Russia, enhancing its capability to project power within its "near abroad." What must be stressed is that the current condition of these forces is so decrepit and desperately in need of modernizing that the reform agenda will not contribute to improving "interoperability" with NATO forces for future peace support operations. Such a benevolent strategy would require both political will and intensive supporting programs agreed between Moscow and NATO. Both are unrealistic given the shift in the geopolitical landscape after the Georgia war and the ongoing opposition in Moscow towards any future eastward expansion of the alliance. Moreover, without these programs, the lives of allied personnel could be potentially jeopardized by any ill-conceived plan to create interoperability. Indeed, analyses of the Russian military in the wake of the Georgia conflict, which exposed many of its conventional failings, concentrated on its future military requirements in precisely this context. For instance, although one key feature of the large-scale military exercises Kavkaz 2009 in late June was to test the new brigade structures under an "antiterrorist" guise, those exercises appeared to rehearse an improved version of intervention in Georgia. Unrecognizable Much of the reform program also appears hurried, such as introducing widespread changes within the manning system before a revised military doctrine (expected in late 2009) is published. On August 10, President Dmitry Medvedev sent a bill to the Duma that constitutes the legal basis for future intervention by the Russian military abroad in protection of its citizens or its national interests. Until the reforms are completed, it is difficult to extrapolate policy implications, but one thing is clear: By the end of this year, the Russian Army will be unrecognizable. The challenges are immense. For example, can the ailing defense industry, whose weaknesses have recently been highlighted by the test failures of the new Bulava intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), meet the demands to modernize equipment and weapons? Those seemingly endless conventional requirements range from modern communications equipment to new platforms for the air force and ships and submarines for the navy -- a huge undertaking given the present severe economic constraints and the shortage of skilled defense industry engineers. Russia may instead procure some Western weapons and equipment; it has recently concluded contracts with Israel for Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and communications technology from the French defense company Thales. There are evidently other challenges, ranging from establishing a reformed system of military education, revising combat training, and decommissioning more than 200,000 officers by 2012. The modernization of the equipment inventory will almost certainly take longer than planned. However, one fundamental aspect that may take a generation to resolve relates to the future role of noncommissioned officers (NCOs). In essence, the delegation of decision making and a culture of promoting individual initiative embodied in the NCO concept will take considerable time, energy, and commitment in the Russian context: it is entirely new and will unsettle many traditionalists. It is a truism that generals invariably assume the next war will be a carbon copy of the last. Since Russia's first military intervention beyond its borders in the Georgia war last year, the Russian military leadership has actively pursued an analysis of the "lessons learned" from that campaign. Granted, this partly fed into the overall effort to embark on the sweeping reforms now under way. But historically the Russian military has proven adroit in rapidly assimilating the lessons of previous conflicts or learning during the course of a larger conflagration, such as the response to Barbarossa in 1941. The extent of the changes under way is unparalleled in the history of the Russian armed forces since the end of World War II, perhaps even earlier. Western militaries can only now begin to study and monitor these transformations, while those closer to Russia (in Central Asia, for instance) are already privately admitting new difficulties in conducting joint exercises or training. Intentionally or not, this process will undermine most NATO military training programs in the former Soviet Union. While any comment on the policy implications is premature, it is likely that the Russian conventional armed forces will emerge in the next few years as an unrivaled dominant force within the former Soviet space; capable of sudden, decisive intervention, with minimal damage to the country's international credibility. 
Now is key, No first-strike capacity now but submarine upgrades will guarantee second-strike capability in the future 
RFE, 08 [Radio Free Europe, “Russia Hopes To Deploy New Nuclear Missile Next Year”] http://www.rferl.org/Content/Russia_Hopes_To_Deploy_New_Nuclear_Missile_Next_Year/1293420.html ]

MOSCOW (Reuters) -- Russia hopes to deploy a new submarine-launched nuclear missile next year, underlining Moscow's determination to upgrade its nuclear strike forces, a senior defense official has been quoted as saying. Colonel General Vladimir Popovkin, head of armaments for the Russian armed forces, told the Defense Ministry newspaper "Krasnaya zvezda" that Russia's recent war with Georgia "compels us to rethink the current state of the armed forces and how they should develop further". President Dmitry Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin have both pledged to extend Russia's recent military build-up with extra funds to buy new, high-tech arms. On October 1, Putin announced an extra $3.1 billion of spending next year, partly to replace equipment lost in the Georgia war. But despite the billions of dollars spent since Putin came to power as president in 2000, Russia's million-strong armed forces remain poorly equipped, badly paid, and reliant on a large proportion of unwilling conscripts. Defense analysts based in Moscow say much of the extra spending has not reached the front line because of corruption or mismanagement and many weapons programs are running late. One of these is the Bulava, a submarine-launched long-range nuclear missile that Putin says will be capable of penetrating any missile defenses -- a reference to Washington's plans for a new global system to shoot down hostile missiles.

Russia War – Now Key (Modernization)
Russia is training and modernizing its force now-Pacific fleet proves
Pugliese 09 (Dave Pugliese, Ottawa Citizen, “ RUSSIA FOCUSES ON ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE IN ONGOING EXERCISES,” http://communities.canada.com/ottawacitizen/blogs/defencewatch/archive/2009/10/08/russia-focuses-on-anti-submarine-warfare-in-ongoing-exercises.aspx) 

RIA Novosti and other Russian news outlets are reporting that a task force from Russia’s Pacific Fleet began three days of exercises in the Sea of Japan Tuesday, with a plan to wrap up the maneuvers on Friday. Eight surface ships, submarines, support ships and anti-submarine (ASW) aircraft are practicing surface versus submarine exercises, including live-fire drills with artillery and air defence systems. Meanwhile, warships and aircraft from the Black Sea Fleet are conducting three days of ASW drills, including live fires, near the Russian coast. One destroyer, the Smetlivy, three ASW corvettes and two Be-12 Mail planes will simulate torpedo and depth charge drops against a simulated hostile submarine, according to the reports. Other media reports also noted that Russia's Yuri Dolgoruky, a strategic nuclear submarine missile carrier, has completed several tests at sea, and only requires five more until it is ready for full operations. Russia's new Borei-class vessel is reported to be outfitted with many advanced features, such as the ability to cruise silently, a compact and integrated hydrodynamic efficient hull to reduce broadband noise, and a pump-jet propulsion system. The submarine will carry Bulava missiles, despite over half the missile's tests ending in failure. Once Dolgoruky is handed over to the Navy, it will be the first strategic missile submarine to be launched in 17 years. There are two more Borei-class vessels under construction, and a planned formation of twelve submarines is expected to be completed within the next decade. 

Russia War – War Inevitable

U.S. Russian war is inevitable, there are many flashpoints 

Lyne 2008 (Roderic Lyne, Sir Roderic Lyne served as British Ambassador to the Russian Federation from 2000 to 2004. March 2, 2008 http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/number/n_10363, “Russia and the West: is confrontation inevitable?”] 
So is Karaganov wrong to warn that we could find ourselves in an “even more dangerous” confrontation than in the past? It is not hard to identify issues which could produce this unintended consequence. In his article, Arbatov gave a list which included the breakdown of arms control agreements, the possible knock-on effects of Kosovan independence, the risk of Russian involvement in armed conflicts with NATO-supported Georgia and Moldova and the risk of a flash-point in Ukraine. None of these risks have receded in the six months since he was writing. Meanwhile the intractable problem of Iran’s nuclear program has moved closer to a denouement. Iran is playing a dangerous game of brinkmanship. The noises coming out of Washington are all too reminiscent of the build-up to the Iraq conflict (the lessons of which seem to have been lost on the Bush administration); and the Presidential candidates are vying to display their virility over Iran. No sane person wants to see a nuclear-armed Iran; but the question is how best to avert this undeniable threat. Up to now, Iran has been a source of tactical rather than strategic disagreement between Russia and the West. But if the U.S.A. were to use force against Iran, it seems likely that the Kremlin would come out strongly on the other side – and the consequences would be extremely serious. This is far from an exhaustive list of possible sources of a deeper rift. As Arbatov rightly puts it, “Russia’s slide into confrontation and rivalry with the U.S. and NATO must be stopped, even though this confrontation is not global but regional, geopolitical and selective in military-technical issues.” 
War is inevitable, artic resource conflict 

Matthews, 09 [Owen—Newsweek's Moscow bureau chief and Istanbul correspondent, “The coldest war: Russia and U.S. face off over Arctic resources” http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1184291/The-coldest-war-Russia-U-S-face-Arctic-resources.html]
As the oil wells run dry, the planet's last great energy reserves lie miles beneath the North Pole. And as the U.S. and Russia race to grab them at any cost, the stage is set for a devastating new cold war The year is 2020, and, from the Middle East to Nigeria, the world is convulsed by a series of conflicts over dwindling energy supplies. The last untapped reserves of oil and gas lie in the most extreme environment on the planet - the North Pole - where an estimated bonanza of 100 billion barrels are buried deep beneath the Arctic seabed. The ownership of this hostile no-man's-land is contested by Russia, Denmark, Norway, the U.S and Canada. And, in an increasingly desperate battle for resources, each begins to back up its claim with force. Soon, the iceberg-strewn waters of the Arctic are patrolled by fleets of warships, jostling for position in a game of brinkmanship. Russia's Northern Fleet, headed by the colossal but ageing guided missile cruiser Pyotr Velikiy (Peter The Great), and the U.S. Second Fleet, sailing out of Norfolk, Virginia, are armed with nuclear-tipped cruise missiles - and controlled by leaders who are increasingly willing to use them. For now, such a scenario is pure fiction. But it may not be for long. Only recently, respected British think-tank Jane's Review warned that a polar war could be a reality within 12 years. And the Russians are already taking the race for the North Pole's oil wealth deadly seriously. Indeed, the Kremlin will spend tens of millions upgrading Russia's Northern Fleet over the next eight years. And its Atomic Energy Agency has already begun building a fleet of floating nuclear power stations to power undersea drilling for the Arctic's vast oil and gas reserves. A prototype is under construction at the SevMash shipyard in Severodvinsk. The prospect of an undersea Klondike near the North Pole, powered by floating nuclear plants, has environmentalists deeply worried - not least because Russia has such a dismal record on nuclear safety and the disposal of radioactive waste. International Boundaries Research Unit, Durham University The new generation power stations will be engineered to the highest safety standards, says Russia, with two 35-megawatt reactors on a giant ship-like platform which will store its own nuclear waste. But even if there is no spillage of radiation, the plants are likely to speed up the warming of Arctic waters and contribute to the disappearance of the polar ice cap. And there are other, even more chilling dangers in the race for the North Pole's resources - the prospect of war on the top of the world. A battle for the North Pole would be the coldest war of all. Fought in a frozen wasteland, where nuclear submarines already prowl beneath the polar cap - and occasionally break through it - a conflict in the Arctic would involve an arsenal of Cold War-era hardware.
Russia War – War Inevitable

Russian war with the west is inevitable- conflicting state mindsets

Krastev 7 (Ivan Krastev, director of the Center for Liberal Strategies, Sofia, and Editor-in-Chief of the Bulgarian edition of Foreign Policy journal, “ Russia as the "Other Europe",”  http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/number/n_9779, 11/17/07)
Russia’s view of the European order is a mixture of nostalgia for the days of the “Concert of Europe” and envy for China, which is managing to balance openness to the West with a rejection of Western interference in its domestic politics. Russia is opting for a world in which Kremlin-friendly oligarchs will own English soccer clubs, and the Russian middle class will freely travel all over Europe. At the same time, however, international companies will not be allowed to exploit Russian natural resources, and the Kremlin’s domestic critics will be expelled from European capitals. The regime of sovereign democracy is absolutely incompatible with the post-modern hegemony. Russia’s decision to withdraw from the Treaty on Conventional Forces, together with Moscow’s deliberate efforts to block the work of the OSCE, marked the end of the post-Cold War order in Europe. They are manifestations of the logic of sovereign democracy. The real source of the confrontation between Russia and the European Union today is not primarily rival interests or unshared values. It is political incompatibility. Russia’s challenge to the European Union cannot be reduced to the issue of energy dependency and Moscow’s ambition to dominate its “near abroad,” which happens to be the European Union’s “new neighborhood.” At the heart of the current crisis is not the clash between democracy and authoritarianism (history demonstrates that democratic and authoritarian states can easily cooperate), but the clash between the post-modern state embodied by the EU and the traditional modern states embodied by Russia. The controversies that involve the Energy Charter and the Anglo-Russian test of nerves over the “Litvinenko murder case” are not rooted in differences of interests or Cold War nostalgia. They are the expression of the different mindsets of the modern and post-modern state. In the way that the European Union, with its emphases on human rights and openness, threatens the Kremlin’s “sovereign democracy” project, Russia’s insistence on balance of power as the foundation of the new European order threatens the very existence of the European Union. Faced with the invasion of Russian state-minded companies, EU member states are tempted to fence-off certain sectors of their economies, such as domestic energy markets, thus threatening the liberal economic order that is at the center of the European project. The contrasting nature of the political elites in Russia and Europe today is one more reason for concern over the future of the relationship. Unlike the late Soviet elites who were bureaucratic, risk-adverse and competent when it came to international relations and security policies, the new Russian elite are made up of the winners of the zero-sum game of the transition. They are highly self-confident, risk prone and immensely wealthy. Europe does not know how to deal with these people. European political elites, who built their careers by practicing compromise and avoiding conflicts, are facing elites that are proud of their take-no-prisoner philosophies. Mutual misperceptions and misunderstandings seem unavoidable. In short, the clash between Russia and the West is ideological in its nature. The difference with the Cold War period is that the current ideological clash is not between democracy and dictatorship. The clash is between the post-modern state embodied by the European Union and Putin’s regime of sovereign democracy. The Kremlin feels threatened by the policy of openness and interdependency in international relations promoted by the European Union. Meanwhile, the European Union’s very existence is threatened by Russia’s insistence on the dominance of the sovereign state in European affairs. For the post-modern state, “sovereignty is a seat at the table.” For Russia, sovereignty is the right of the government to do what it wants on its territory and to execute its enemies in the center of London. Moscow feels encouraged by the resurgence of nationalism and sovereignism in some of the EU member states and expects the European Union to pass into history just as the Soviet Union did in the early 1990s. In Moscow’s view, the EU is just one more utopia whose time has expired. Brussels, on its part, is convinced that Russia’s sovereign democracy is a pathetic attempt to cheat history, and that the opening up of the Russian state is just a matter of time. The co-existence between European post-modernity and Russia’s sovereign democracy could become more difficult and dangerous than the co-existence between Soviet Communism and Western democracies. We should all take note
Russia War – War Inevitable-Modernization

Russia has been building up its arsenal so that it can attack the US

Skousen 9 (Joel Skousen, World Affairs Brief, “ Canceled European Missile Defense Signals New Disarmament Race To War,” http://www.rense.com/general87/cancel.htm)
The UK Guardian reported that, "Barack Obama has demanded the Pentagon conduct a radical review of US nuclear weapons doctrine to prepare the way for deep cuts in the country's arsenal, the Guardian can reveal." This is exactly the same thing President Bill Clinton ordered in 1996 that led to the secret issuance of PDD-60 completely changing the Reagan era nuclear doctrine designed to win a nuclear war with Russia. PDD-60 is still secret, but a few public statements issued in late 1997 by Clinton disarmament advisor Robert Bell and Craig Cerniello of Arms Control Today (who was part of the drafting and review process) indicated that the Presidential Decision Directive instructed US missile commanders "not to depend on launch-on-warning" (a tactic of launching all fixed silo missiles at the enemy before opponents first strike missiles landed and destroyed ours), --in essence, this PDD directed our country to absorb a first strike and retaliate later. A frustrated Marine General is said to have exclaimed, "Retaliate with WHAT?" He knew, as did other commanders of our Trident nuclear submarines that Clinton had unilaterally agreed to keep half of all our SLBM submarines in port at any one time "to assure our Russian friends that we are not a threat." When you telegraph a subtle message to the Russians that we are going to absorb a first strike, you induce them to make sure they hit us with everything necessary to make sure we cannot respond after a first strike. PDD-60 also removes all alternate submarine launch codes so that our subs cannot fire without direct communications with the President. Those vital communications links will assuredly not survive a massive first strike. Even if they did, it is probable given what we know that the President would simply not issue the orders to launch until a first strike had landed. This is not deterrence. This is suicide, or a very carefully planned agenda to make the US vulnerable. Why would US leaders do this? It is designed to drive Americans into a New World Order that has military power over member nations--something no amount of public manipulation in past decades has been able to do. When our leaders come out of their bunkers they will declare the "Russians and Chinese deceived us" and now (that our military forces are mostly destroyed) we have no choice but to enter into a military alliance with the UN to save us. This is all too similar to the Clinton era of nuclear doctrine change. The impetus to change U.S. strategic doctrine came on the heels of President Clinton's demand to the joint chiefs in early 1996 that they prepare to unilaterally reduce America's nuclear warhead deployment to 2,000-2,500 in eager anticipation of the ratification of START II disarmament treaty (which has yet to be ratified by the Russian Duma). General John Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, responded that he couldn't comply since the U.S. military was still operating on a former Presidential Directive of 1981 to prepare to 'win a protracted nuclear war.' A winning strategy couldn't be implemented without the full contingent of current nuclear strategic warheads. According to Craig Cerniello of Arms Control Today (Nov/Dec 1997 issue), "the administration viewed the 1981 guidelines as an anachronism of the Cold War. The notion that the United States still had to be prepared to fight and win a protracted nuclear war today seemed out of touch with reality, given the fact that it has been six years since the collapse of the Soviet Union." Certainly, the apparent collapse of the Soviet Union is the linchpin in every argument pointing towards the relaxation of western vigilance and accelerated disarmament--and still is. Indeed, it is the driving argument that is trumpeted constantly before Congress, U.S. military leaders and the American people. Almost everyone bought into it, even most conservatives who should have been more suspicious. The most savvy of the non-establishment Soviet watchers can point to a host of evidence indicating that the so-called collapse was engineered to disarm the West and garner billions in direct aid to Russia while inducing the West to take over the economic burden of the former satellite states that Russia could no longer support. For one, there was the phony Gorbachev 'coup' that failed and was so patently contrived and parroted by the western media that they had to be covering for this keystone cop affair. Then, the heads of the KGB, GRU, and Defense Ministries supposedly had to flee into hiding. If they were the real heads of these feared organs of state power, who were they fleeing from? Then there is the statement of Eric Honeker, former head of the German DDR who stated before his death that he was instructed by Moscow to step down and allow the student protests in Leipzig to go forward without Stazi interference. Romania's dictator, Nicolae Ceausescu said he got the same orders to step down, but refused. He had to be forcibly removed by another phony coup, made to look like an uprising of anti-communists (which it was not). But the most ominous evidence is found in defectors from Russia who tell the same story: The whole fall of Communism was planned years in advance to gain Western financial and military assistance, all the while snookering the West into treating Russia as a new ally. The whole charade of Russian oligarches in pretended opposition to the super-patriot Vladimir Putin is part of this sophisticated game. Virtually all significant opposition political parties are controlled by forces loyal to Putin. While Russia feigns weakness in the private economic sector its underground military industrial complex is humming along at full speed, deploying top of the line new biological, chemical and nuclear weapons systems in secret, all aimed at taking down the U.S. military in one huge decapitating nuclear strike. This is what makes the new disarmament moves by the Obama administration so worrisome. 

Russia War – War Inevitable-Russia Attack

Russia will attack. If not, they will lose their strategic advantage

Ruddy 99 (Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 4: Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against US,” NEWSMAX, March 12, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227)
Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been systematically destroying its nuclear arsenal. In 1991, the US had approximately 30,000 strategic and tactical nuclear weapons. Under Clinton, that arsenal has fallen nearly 60%. In 1997, the United States had only 12,500 (tactical and strategic) nuclear weapons. Of these, only 8,750 were active, 2500 more were on reserve, and 1,250 were slated to be destroyed. Moreover, our nuclear arsenal has a limited "shelf life," and year by year, more and more weapons become unusable. The Clinton administration has only recently taken belated steps to produce tritium, a necessary component for the maintenance of nuclear weapons. In contrast, the Russians may now have as many as 50,000 strategic and tactical nuclear weapons -- ranging from small suitcase bombs to large warheads suitable for intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM's). The lion's share of these weapons remain targeted at the US. And Russia is quickly building even more weapons. Never before has the strategic nuclear balance been so greatly in Russia's favor. From a military standpoint, this creates a unique window of opportunity for Russia to launch a successful first-strike against the United States at minimal cost to themselves. "USE IT OT LOSE IT" Like America's nuclear arsenal, Russia's is degrading as it gets older and requires expensive, periodical servicing. The Russian government is well aware of this problem. In a recent report to the Duma (Russia's Congress), First Deputy Prime Minister Yuri Masluyokov (a former Soviet military-industrial planner) states that because of obsolescence, Russia's nuclear arsenal will decline quickly, and Russia may "be able to field only 800 to 900 nuclear warheads seven years from now." Because of Russia's economic problems, Russia may never again enjoy the huge strategic advantage it now has over its old enemies in the West. For die-hard communists, the huge, but temporary, military advantage may represent an irresistible opportunity to "use them before we lose them." Indeed, Bruce Blair, a well-known liberal from the Brookings Institution, stated last summer in The National Interest, "Russia's conventional forces have declined ... and into this vacuum has rushed a growing reliance on nuclear weapons -- including their first use in any serious conventional conflict." Recognizing the limited shelf-life of Russia's nuclear arsenal, Blair adds, "The nuclear forces themselves have become vulnerable.... Consequently Russia today faces far stronger pressures to use or lose' its nuclear arsenal than at any time since the early 1960s." 

Russia War – War Inevitable (Ruddy Article)
War is inevitable multiple reasons

1). Mock attacks

Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Mock attacks. In the past two years, Russia has engaged in numerous mock attacks against the United States, including nuclear attacks. On February 21, 1997, then Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin "was at the Odinstovo nuclear command center, overseeing an exercise whose assignment was ‘to destroy the US in less than an hour,’” according to a press account in Segodnya. In September of 1997 Russia’s defense forces conducted a three-day nuclear attack exercise, which included a test firing of ICBM’s, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and bomber-launched cruise missiles. The Washington Times reported that in the fall of 1997, a Russian attack submarine stalked "close enough to sink ... with high speed cruise missiles” three carrier battle groups off the coast of Washington state. In October of 1998, TASS reported that Russia’s Strategic Rocket Forces practiced a mock nuclear attack, firing an ICBM, against the United States. The exercise was coordinated with the Russian’s strategic bomber force. The Washington Times reported that in April of 1998, "Russia’s strategic bomber forces recently carried out simulated nuclear bombing raids against the United States in an exercise that included test firings of long-range cruise missiles.” During these exercises, Russian bombers flew to the polar regions, as they would in an attack against the United States. These are the exercises that have been reported. Are these the actions of "America’s friend?” In military strategy, mock attacks are a classic way to launch a real, surprise attack. Like high alert status, such repeated exercises create complacency on the part of American analysts who are being conditioned to view these exercises as normal. 
2). Russian alert status

Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Russia’s Alert Status. As reported last year, Russia regularly put its missiles on a high state of alert, claiming their early warning systems did not work properly. Nyquist calls these periodical high alerts "one of the ominous signs of Russian duplicity.” As Nyquist explains, firing a missile is not as simple as simply "pushing a button.” An alert status means, in real terms, increased activity around a missile base as fuel and other preparations are made for a launch. Putting missiles on high alert means Russia is capable of launching in a matter of hours or even minutes. American intelligence analysts have scrupulously monitored such activity, largely through satellites. During Soviet days, an alert status would have been a huge red flag to US intelligence, leading the US to also heighten their alert status. The Russian’s high state of alert and their frequent changes in alert status, have made the US military complacent. What normally would be a warning sign of an attack -- Russia going on alert -- is now viewed as business as usual.

3). Bunkers
Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Russia’s Nuclear War Bunkers. Perhaps the clearest sign that Russia is planning on fighting and winning a nuclear war is their investment of billions of precious dollars to build a vast system of underground bunkers and shelters. This system has just one purpose: To enable millions of Russians to survive a nuclear war. In 1996 the New York Times described just one of these huge underground facilities, which was being was built under the Ural Mountains. Its size alone is staggering: Over 10 square miles of shops, homes, and storage facilities were being built underground -- an area greater than that of the entire city of Washington, DC. TheTimes reported that the facility includes railways, factories, and apartment complexes -- everything hundreds of thousands of people need to survive a nuclear war. And this is just one of scores of such facilities throughout Russia and the CIS. In 1997, the Washington Times reported that a CIA report detailed the vast underground network includes a subway from the Kremlin directly to facilities in the Ural Mountains. If the Cold War is really over and Russia is our friend, why have they built this enormous system of shelters? 
Russia War – War Inevitable (Ruddy Article)
4). Gold Reserves

Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Russia is hoarding gold. Gold is a precious commodity, and in times of war it’s even more precious. When war breaks out, the price of gold can go up 3, 5, even 10-fold overnight in a warring nation. Russia has long been one of the world’s largest gold producing nations. At the end of the Soviet period, Russia was said to have had large reserves of gold, but these reserves mysteriously disappeared during the break-up of the USSR. In recent months more strange activity. In October of 1998, the Associated Press reported that Russia’s gold production this year was approximately 120 tons, and that next year, the cash-strapped Russian government planned to spend $411 million to buy 50 tons of gold. The Russian government announced that it would begin something that is highly unusual: it would mint and issue to the public $1.5 billion in gold and silver coins. Still more interesting is the Interfax report just a month later. The Russian government approved legislation that abolished taxes on the sale of gold coins and ingots, giving its citizens a strong incentive to buy gold. This is extremely odd because Russia is in the middle of a major currency crisis in which their currency has been repeatedly devalued. Typically, during such a crisis, governments do everything they can to prevent their citizens from dumping the national currency and buying foreign currencies or gold. Nyquist believes that the Russian government is encouraging its citizens to buy gold because it wants to have as much gold as possible within its borders in the event of war. The Russian government knows that gold would be the most stable currency in a war time economy. 

5). Missile Defense

Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Russia has a sophisticated anti-ballistic missile system. According to William Lee, a former Defense Intelligence Agency analyst, Russia has between 10,000 and 12,000 anti-ballistic missiles ringing Russia, controlled by 18 battle management radar systems. The only possible use for this system is to neutralize a nuclear counterattack by the United States. Under Russia’s 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty with the United States, this anti-missile system is completely illegal. Moreover, the system is widely believed to use nuclear weapons at the tips of their interceptor missiles, which could be exploded high above the atmosphere to knock out incoming US missiles. Clinton has yet to utter one word of protest. 
6). Sea Shift

Christopher Ruddy, Media Fellow at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, “Russia and China Prepare for War -- Part 6: Eleven Signs of a Russian Surprise Attack,” NEWSMAX, March 16, 1999, http://archive.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/16/84704.
Russia is moving its strategic nuclear weapons from land to sea. This is perhaps one of the most ominous developments to take place in Russia during the past six months. Any military strategist knows that sea-based nuclear weapons, particularly those on submarines, are considerably less vulnerable to attack than land-based weapons. Strategists in both Russia and the United States also know that land-based missiles can be knocked out by ground-bursting nuclear weapons, making the need for sea- based weaponry critical. Russia has long had numerical superiority over the United States in both nuclear weapons and submarines. Russia has 42 ballistic missile submarines compared to 18 for the United States. In July of 1998, the commander-in-chief of Russia’s navy announced -- as widely reported in the Russian press -- that the Russian military was moving a huge number of their total land-based, strategic nuclear weapons onto naval ships, where they will be much less vulnerable to attack or counter-attack. Previously, the Russian navy only controlled 30 percent of Russia’s strategic nuclear weapons. That number will dramatically increase to 50 percent under the new plan. Why is this being done? Why now? Why during a fiscal crisis when their whole country is supposedly in disarray and their soldiers are supposedly being fed dog food? 
Russia War – War Inevitable (Ruddy Article)
7). Military buildup

Stanislav Lunev, Former GRU Colonel and Intelligence Officer, “Russia's Budget Shows Increase in Military Spending,” NEWSMAX, October 4, 2002,http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/10/4/164630.shtml.
According to Russian officials, the draft budget proposes that defense, law enforcement and security services will receive 34.7 percent of overall spending, up from 31.5 percent last year. The money will be used to finance higher pay in the military, attract more contract soldiers, buy new weapons and military equipment, as well as to support legal reform. Russia is implementing President Putin’s 2-year-old military doctrine and is developing weapons systems, designed for war on the U.S. and NATO. Its military continues operational deployment of mobile-launched-based Topol-M2 ICBM, or SS-27, a weapon the U.S. does not possess nor yet allocated funds to develop. Russia’s defense industry has also introduced a new generation of nuclear warheads as well as a new stealth bomber and a stealth cruise missile, which could reach U.S. territory over the Arctic Circle. As further examples, Russia has under construction the fifth-generation Borei-class ballistic-missile submarines, a new submarine-based ICBM, the Akula-2-class nuclear attack submarine and many other weapon systems.
Russia War – Winning Key to Prevent Russia Retaliation

Winning a war against Russia is key to stopping Russian nuclear use

Weston 09 (Major Scott Weston, USAF, “ Preparing for the 2009 Nuclear Posture Review: Post-Cold War Nuclear Deterrence and the 2001 NPR Debate,” http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2008/Dec/westonDec08.htm, January 2009)
Broad deterrence advocates also have a different world view concerning relevant threats to the US. Despite the end of the Cold War, they see Russia and its nuclear weapons as a continuing source of threat. The political and economic changes in Russia, they believe, are only in the initial stages and have great potential for instability. Moscow’s adoption of a “first use” policy to emphasize its nuclear deterrent in order to compensate for its reduced conventional capability has also placed into question whether US-Russian relations have truly changed.[41] Broad deterrence advocates conclude that the confidence necessary to change our nuclear deterrence posture toward Moscow simply does not exist.[42] The political collapse of the Soviet Union, however, has created a more complicated global environment where smaller rogue states could develop nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons in order to asymmetrically deter the US.[43] This along with the possibility that a rogue state could supply terrorists with either a complete nuclear bomb, or the fissile material and expertise necessary to create one, seemed to demand a more flexible and credible deterrent strategy and force structure. The credibility of broad deterrence advocates rests on the ability and willingness to wage nuclear war at all levels of conflict.[44] As Colin Gray and Keith Payne state “as long as nuclear threat is a part of the U.S. diplomatic arsenal and provided that threat reflects real operational intentions—it is not a total bluff—U.S. defense planners are obliged to think through the probable course of a nuclear war.”[45] Only with a strategy and force structure that could successfully fight and win any scale of nuclear conflict can the United States be assured of deterring nuclear conflict at all levels.[46] Analytic models support the proposition that more limited nuclear options, though they add to instability, for this very reason enhance nuclear deterrence.[47] Gray and Payne conclude that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is oriented too much toward suicidal punishment and not enough toward practical warfighting.[48] This leaves the United States vulnerable to limited nuclear escalation by either Russia or a rogue state that is undeterred by conventional forces.[49] Unable to deter its opponent, or justify a massive nuclear response, the United States may “self deter” and find itself paralyzed searching for a way to respond. Having established the need for response throughout the entire range of conflict, and having connected the credibility of deterrence to the ability to successfully conduct warfare with nuclear weapons, broad nuclear deterrence advocates are forced to conclude that only a robust nuclear force is capable of providing the flexible nuclear options necessary to ensure the achievement of U.S. interests. In various forms this involves large survivable second (and beyond) strike capability, the ability to deter a second nuclear adversary after conducting a large scale nuclear war, smaller weapons that could be utilized against rogue states with less potential for collateral damage, and defensive systems to protect the United States and its deployed forces. 
Russia War – No Extinction

Nuclear strikes between the US-Russia will not cause extinction 

Nyquist 99 (J.R. Nyquist, author of Origins of the Fourth World War, May 20, 1999, “Is nuclear war survivable?”, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=19722)

On their side, Russian military experts believe that the next world war will be a nuclear missile war. They know that nuclear weapons cannot cause the end of the world. According to the Russian military writer, A. S. Milovidov, "There is profound error and harm in the disoriented claims of bourgeois ideologues that there will be no victor in a thermonuclear world war." Milovidov explains that Western objections to the mass use of nuclear weapons are based on "a subjective judgment. It expresses mere protest against nuclear war." Another Russian theorist, Captain First Rank V. Kulakov, believes that a mass nuclear strike may not be enough to defeat "a strong enemy, with extensive territory enabling him to use space and time for the organizations of active and passive defense. ..." Russian military theory regards nuclear war as highly destructive, but nonetheless winnable. Russian generals do not exaggerate the effects of mass destruction weapons. Although nuclear war would be unprecedented in its death-dealing potential, Russian strategists believe that a well-prepared system of tunnels and underground bunkers could save many millions of lives. That is why Russia has built a comprehensive shelter system for its urban populace. On the American side as well, there have been studies which suggest that nuclear war is survivable. The famous 1960 Rand Corporation study, "On Thermonuclear War," says, "Even if 100 metropolitan areas [in the USA] are destroyed, there would be more wealth in this country than there is in all of Russia today and more skills than were available to that country in the forties. The United States is a very wealthy and well-educated country." The Rand study states that even if half the U.S. population were killed, "the survivors would not just lie down and die. Nor would they necessarily suffer a disastrous social disorganization."

Russia War – Russia = Irrational

Russia is falling back into a “Cold War” mindset, making them irrational

The Sun, ’08 (February 13th, The New York Sun, “The Cold War Mindset,” http://www.nysun.com/editorials/cold-war-mindset/71201/)

The disclosure yesterday by Pentagon officials that an American aircraft carrier, United States Ship Nimitz, was "buzzed" over the weekend by a Russian Tu-95 Bear Bomber is a reminder of the dangers of the world in which we live. The Navy scrambled four F/A-18 "Hornet" fighter jets over the Pacific and intercepted the Russian bomber, escorting it out of the area. The Pentagon's American Forces Press Service reported that 22 Japanese jets also scrambled in response to the incident. What struck us in respect of all this was the comments of the vice chairman of the joint chiefs of staff, General James Cartwright of the Marines, who told the Senate Budget Committee, "Now what we are concerned about is, 'What are the indications of this return to a Cold War mindset?'… What are the implications of that activity, and how do we best address that?" It is something to think about. One of the things about the Cold War at the time is not everyone thought it was a real war and not everyone thought it was a "good war" and not everyone thought we were going to win; indeed, there was talk of peaceful coexistence between the West an its adversaries. This went on for decades, but when victory came, and those living in the communist bloc were freed, people began to feel more comfortable with the proposition that there was a right side in the war and we were on it. The vigilance of our military and covert services began to look ever more heroic. 

Russia locked in a “Cold War” mindset – spy ring proves

Boston Globe, 7-1 (The Boston Globe, July 1 2010, “Did Russia get the news? The Cold War is over,” http://www.ohio.com/editorial/commentary/97558314.html)
There's a disturbing revelation behind the amusing details about the 11 suspected Russian agents posing as average Americans: For much of the Russian leadership, the Cold War never ended. Intelligence agencies of nations large and small are perpetually trying to glean secrets about rivals and allies alike. Yet the FBI's surveillance of messages and money being exchanged among Russian officials and their deep-cover agents could, if not for their use of private wireless networks, describe an espionage plot from the 1970s. The FBI swept in on 10 people Monday, including a couple living near Harvard Square, and another was arrested Tuesday in Cyprus. Federal agents say the suspects, using stolen identities, sought to work their way into American policy circles. Some aspects of the case seem amusingly clumsy — the Cambridge couple, it seems, didn't skimp on their expense account — but the overall operation reveals an unreconstructed Cold War mindset within Russian intelligence. The post-communist state forged by Russia's de facto leader, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, has traded socialist economics for crony capitalism, yet the Kremlin is largely controlled by Putin's old KGB buddies. They may have become government ministers, energy moguls and investment bankers, but they have not altered their proclivities. Such habits may blind them to the many ways in which U.S. and Russian interests are aligned — for instance, in rounding up stray nuclear material and in promoting stability in Central Asia. It is an open secret that contemporary China conducts industrial and military espionage here on a much larger scale than Russia. And both are practitioners of cyber spying. So there is a genuine need for the kind of fastidious counter-intelligence work the FBI carried out for years before arresting the suspected agents. For all their coded messages and money drops in folded newspapers, however, it is highly unlikely those Russian moles learned much about American policy they could not have picked up from Georgetown cocktail parties and America's free press. The affidavit submitted by the FBI in the case paints a picture not of a high-level infiltration, but of foreign agents posing not entirely credibly as Americans, awaiting secret radiograms and coded messages from a bygone era. 

***Sino-US Relations
Sino-US Relations Collapse US Hegemony/--> BW Attack

Relations allow China to learn US secrets to modernize its military and use bioweapons to end American unipolarity- from China’s Minister of Defense
Haotian 5 Former Minister of Defense and vice-chairman of China’s Central Military Commission (Chi, 8/8/05 War is not far from US and is the midwife of the Chinese century; http://www.theepochtimes.com/news/5-8-8/31055.html)
I sometimes think how cruel it is for China and the United States to be enemies that are bound to meet on a narrow road! Do you remember a movie about Liberation Army troops led by Liu Bocheng and Deng Xiaoping? The title is something like “Decisive Battle on the Central Plains.” There is a famous remark in the movie that is full of power and grandeur: “The enemies are bound to meet on a narrow road, only the brave will win!” It is this kind of fighting to win or die spirit that enabled us to seize power in Mainland China. It is historical destiny that China and United States will come into unavoidable confrontation on a narrow path and fight each other! The United States, unlike Russia and Japan, has never occupied and hurt China, and also assisted China in its battle against the Japanese. But, it will certainly be an obstruction, and the biggest obstruction! In the long run, the relationship of China and the United States is one of a life-and-death struggle. One time, some Americans came to visit and tried to convince us that the relationship between China and United States is one of interdependence. Comrade Xiaoping replied in a polite manner: “Go tell your government, China and the United States do not have such a relationship that is interdependent and mutually reliant.” Actually, Comrade Xiaoping was being too polite, he could have been more frank, “The relationship between China and United States is one of a life-and-death still rely on their capital and technology, we still need America. Therefore, we must do everything we can to promote our relationship with America, learn from America in all aspects and use America as an example to reconstruct our country. How have we managed our foreign affairs in these years? Even if we had to put on a smiling face in order to please them, even if we had to give them the right cheek after they had hit our left cheek, we still must endure in order to further our relationship with the United States. Do you remember the character of Wuxun in the movie the “Story of Wuxun”? In order to accomplish his mission, he endured so much pain and suffered so much beating and kicking! The United States is the most successful country in the world today. Only after we have learned all of its useful experiences can we replace it in the future. Even though we are presently imitating the American tone “China and United States rely on each other and share honor and disgrace,” we must not forget that the history of our civilization repeatedly has taught us that one mountain does not allow two tigers to live together. We also must never forget what Comrade Xiaoping emphasized “refrain from revealing the ambitions and put others off the track.” The hidden message is: we must put up with America; we must conceal our ultimate goals, hide our capabilities and await the opportunity. In this way, our mind is clear. Why have we not updated our national anthem with something peaceful? Why did we not change the anthem’s theme of war? Instead, when revising the Constitution this time, for the first time we clearly specified “March of the Volunteers” is our national anthem. Thus we will understand why we constantly talk loudly about the “Taiwan issue” but not the “American issue.” We all know the principle of “doing one thing under the cover of another.” If ordinary people can only see the small island of Taiwan in their eyes, then you as the elite of our country should be able to see the whole picture of our cause. Over these years, according to Comrade Xiaoping’s arrangement, a large piece of our territory in the North has been given up to Russia; do you really think our Party Central Committee is a fool? To resolve the issue of America we must be able to transcend conventions and restrictions. In history, when a country defeated another country or occupied another country, it could not kill all the people in the conquered land, because back then you could not kill people effectively with sabers or long spears, or even with rifles or machine guns. Therefore, it was impossible to gain a stretch of land without keeping the people on that land. However, if we conquered America in this fashion, we would not be able to make many people migrate there. Only by using special means to “clean up” America will we be able to lead the Chinese people there. This is the only choice left for us. This is not a matter of whether we are willing to do it or not. What kind of special means is there available for us to “clean up” America? Conventional weapons such as fighters, canons, missiles and battleships won’t do; neither will highly destructive weapons such as nuclear weapons. We are not as foolish as to want to perish together with America by using nuclear weapons, despite the fact that we have been exclaiming that we will have the Taiwan issue resolved at whatever cost. Only by using non-destructive weapons that can kill many people will we be able to reserve America for ourselves. There has been rapid development of modern biological technology, and new bio weapons have been invented one after another. Of course we have not been idle; in the past years we have seized the opportunity to master weapons of this kind. We are capable of achieving our purpose of “cleaning up” America all of a sudden. When Comrade Xiaoping was still with us, the Party Central Committee had the perspicacity to make the right decision not to develop aircraft carrier groups and focus instead on developing lethal weapons that can eliminate mass populations of the enemy country. From a humanitarian perspective, we should issue a warning to the American people and persuade them to leave America and leave the land they have lived in to the Chinese people. Or at least they should leave half of the United States to be China’s colony, because America was first discovered by the Chinese. But would this work? If this strategy does not work, then there is only one choice left to us. That is, use decisive means to “clean up” America, and reserve America for our use in a moment. Our historical experience has proven that as long as we make it happen, nobody in the world can do anything about us. Furthermore, if the United States as the leader is gone, then other enemies have to surrender to us. Biological weapons are unprecedented in their ruthlessness, but if the Americans do not die then the Chinese have to die… It is indeed brutal to kill one or two hundred million Americans. But that is the only path that will secure a Chinese century, a century in which the CCP leads the world. We, as revolutionary humanitarians, do not want deaths. But if history confronts us with a choice between deaths of Chinese and those of Americans, we’d have to pick the latter, as, for us, it is more important to safeguard the lives of the Chinese people and the life of our Party. That is because, after all, we are Chinese and members of the CCP. Since the day we joined the CCP, the Party’s life has always been above all else! History will prove that we made the right choice. Now, when I am about to finish my speech, you probably understand why we conducted this online survey. Simply put, through conducting this online survey we wanted to know whether the people would rise against us if 
one day we secretly adopt resolute means to “clean up” America. Would more people support us or oppose us?  This is our basic judgment: if our people approve of shooting at prisoners of war, women and children, then they would approve our “cleaning up” America. For over twenty years, China has been enjoying peace, and a whole generation has not been tested by war. In particular, since the end of World War II, there have been many changes in the formats of war, the concept of war and the ethics of war. Especially since the collapse of the former Soviet Union and Eastern European Communist states, the ideology of the West has come to dominate the world as a whole, and the Western theory of human nature and Western view of human rights have increasingly disseminated among the young people in China. Therefore, we were not very sure about the people’s attitude. If our people are fundamentally opposed to “cleaning up” America, we will, of course, have to adopt corresponding measures. Why didn’t we conduct the survey through administrative means instead of through the web? We did what we did for a good reason. First of all, we did it to reduce artificial inference and to make sure that we got the true thoughts of the people. In addition, it is more confidential and won’t reveal the true purpose of our survey. But what is most important is the fact that most of the people who are able to respond to the questions online are from social groups that are relatively well-educated and intelligent. They are the hard-core and leading groups that play a decisive role among our people. If they support us, then the people as a whole will follow us; if they oppose us, they will play the dangerous role of inciting people and creating social disturbance. What turned out to be very comforting is they did not turn in a blank test paper. In fact, they turned in a test paper with a score of over 80. This is the excellent fruition of our Party’s work in propaganda and education over the past few decades. Of course, a few people under the Western influence have objected to shooting at prisoners of war and women and children. Some of them said, “It is shocking and scary to witness so many people approving of shooting at women and children. Is everybody crazy?” Some others said, “The Chinese love to label themselves as a peace-loving people, but actually they are the most ruthless people. The comments are resonant of killing and murdering, sending chills to my heart.” Although there are not too many people holding this kind of viewpoint and they will not affect the overall situation in any significant way, but we still need to strengthen the propaganda to respond to this kind of argument. That is to vigorously propagate Comrade He Xin's latest article, which has already been reported to the central government. You may look it up on the website. If you get on the website using key words to search, you will find out that a while ago, comrade He Xin pointed out to the Hong Kong Business News during an interview that: "The US has a shocking conspiracy." According to what he had in hand, from September 27 to October 1, 1995, the Mikhail Sergeevich Gorbachëv Foundation, funded by the United States, gathered 500 of the world’s most important statesmen, economic leaders and scientists, including George W. Bush (he was not the US president at the time), the Baroness Thatcher, Tony Blair, Zbigniew Brzezinski, as well as George Soros, Bill Gates, futurist John Naisbitt, etc., all of the world’s most popular characters, in the San Francisco Fairmont hotel for a high-level round table conference, discussing problems about globalization and how to guide humanity to move forward into the 21st century. According to what He Xin had in hand, the outstanding people of the world in attendance thought that in the 21st century a mere 20% of the world’s population will be sufficient to maintain the world’s economy and prosperity, the other 80% or 4/5 of the world’s population will be human garbage unable to produce new values. The people in attendance thought that this excess 80% population would be a trash population and "high-tech" means should be used to eliminate them gradually. Since the enemies are secretly planning to eliminate our population, we certainly cannot be infinitely merciful and compassionate to them. Comrade He Xin's article came out at the right time, it has proven the correctness of our tit for tat battle approach, has proven Comrade Deng Xiaoping’s great foresight to deploy against the United States military strategy.  Certainly, in spreading Comrade He Xin’s views, we cannot publish the article in the party newspapers, in order to avoid raising the enemy’s vigilance. He Xin's conversation may remind the enemy that we have grasped the modern science and technology, including "clean" nuclear technology, gene weapons technology as well as biological weapons technology, and we can use powerful measures to eliminate their population on a large-scale.  The last problem I want to talk about is of firmly seizing the preparations for military battle. …. The central committee believes, as long as we resolve the United States problem at one blow, our domestic problems will all be readily solved. Therefore, our military battle preparation appears to aim at Taiwan, but in fact is aimed at the United States, and the preparation is far beyond the scope of attacking aircraft carriers or satellites.  Marxism pointed out that violence is the midwife for the birth of the new society. Therefore war is the midwife for the birth of China’s century. As war approaches, I am full of hope for our next generation. 

Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Sino-Indo Relations

China’s relations with the US are zero-sum with India’s

Sidhu & Yuan 3, Sidhu-Senior Associate at the International Peace Academy, Yuan- Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program (Waheguru Pal Singh, Jing Dong, China and India: cooperation or conflict?, “A Complex Menage A Trois”, p 83)
China's relations with the United States can affect how it deals with India in a couple of ways. One is the relative weight Beijing puts on its relationships with the two; a serious deterioration in U.S.-China relations could provide incentives for Beijing to improve its relationship with New Delhi.  It is no coincidence that Beijing became more receptive to India’s requests for security dialogue in the aftermath of the U.S. led NATO actions in Kosovo and the mistaken bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade.  The second is how China would view U.S. policy toward India and, in particular, whether growing U.S.-India ties could affect Chinese security interests negatively.  Prominent Chinese India scholars Ma Jiali and Du Youkang note that major changes in U.S. South Asia policy have been under way over the last few years.  Despite a brief setback caused by India’s nuclear tests in May 1998, Indo-US bilateral relations have been moving away from an earlier period of mutual suspicion and estrangement to a new era of strategic partnership between the world’s largest and the world’s oldest democracies.  Washington has lifted economic sanctions; several high-level visits have taken place; U.S. arms sales have been approved; and military exchanges have resumed and are being strengthened to include joint military exercise.  India is among the very few countries that openly endorsed President George W. Bush’s assessment of the post-Cold War international strategic environment and the need to move beyond deterrence by developing missile defense.  India was also one of the first countries to support Washington’s war on terrorism and even offered its bases for use in that campaign.  Much to Beijing’s chagrin, New Delhi is also unperturbed by the prospect of a long-term U.S. presence in Central Asia- the backyard of China.  These developments stand in sharp contrast to the bumpy course of U.S.-China relations since 1989 and the uncertain bilateral relationship.
Indo-Sino relations create global peace

Yuan 2  Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies – Monterey Institute of International Studies (Jing-dong, “Sino-Indian Relations: A New Beginning”, Asia Times, 1-19, http://www.atimes.com/china/DA19Ad01.html)
Third, the two sides must express their strategic intentions in clear terms to avoid any misperception and miscalculations. This relates to their nuclear postures and missile developments. China and India have both a declared no-first-use (NFU) policy but New Delhi's request for a bilateral NFU commitment has been shunned by Beijing. China possesses a sufficient number of missiles to target all major Indian cities. India's current development of the Agni missiles is a way to address that strategic imbalance. At the same time, China's possible responses to US deployment of ballistic missile defenses (including an expanded Chinese nuclear-missile force) could in turn trigger a further Indian buildup in its nuclear and missile forces. In such a context, strategic dialogue and the introduction of arms-control mechanisms - a bilateral NFU could be one such measure - could serve to head off an unnecessary spiral of arms competition to an arms race. In the same vein, India should be forthright with its rationale for endorsing US missile defense plans and its growing ties with the United States. New Delhi, for its part, needs to dispel misgivings in Beijing that India is playing the "democracy" and "market" cards to gain US support for a greater Indian role in global and regional affairs and that India is a potential junior partner in a US global strategy to contain China. Finally, the leaders of the two countries should have the foresight to look beyond the security prism. There are many areas where China and India could cooperate globally and bilaterally. Both support the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence as the basis for building a post-Cold War multipolar international order. Both oppose hegemonism, power politics and interference in domestic affairs. Both insist that the ultimate goal of nuclear disarmament is the complete destruction of nuclear weapons. Both have also held that each country's political, economic, and social developments should be based on a country's history and own choices, rather than imposed from without. As the two largest developing countries, China and India also seek a more equitable, just and fair international economic order so the South can better benefit from globalization. And finally, the two countries have great potential to expand their bilateral trade, which, currently at $3 billion annually, is woefully inadequate. China can learn a lot from India's information technology (IT) industry while India can benefit from China's overflow of consumer goods. Opportunities and challenges abound for Sino-Indian relations in the coming decades. Zhu's visit could chart a new course for the coming decade. A normalized and stable bilateral relationship makes significant contribution to regional and global peace and security. 

Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Sino-Indo Relations Ext

Sino-US ties make Sino-Indo ties impossible- conflicting interests
Pant 9, IR professor in Defence Studies Department, King’s College London (Harsh, “The Dragon and the Elephant”, 9/11/09, http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?261815)

At the global level, the rhetoric is all about cooperation. Indeed, the two sides have worked together on climate change, global trade negotiations and in demanding a restructuring of global financial institutions in view of the global economy’s shifting centre of gravity. At the bilateral level, however, the story is markedly different. This was evident when China took its territorial dispute with India to the Asian Development Bank, where it blocked a loan application by India for development projects in the Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh, a state that China continues to claim as part of its own territory. Buoyed by the perception that the Obama administration plans to make its ties with China the centrepiece of its foreign policy in light of growing economic dependence by the United States on China, China has displayed an aggressive stance on India. The suggestion by the Chinese to the U.S. Pacific Fleet Commander that the Indian Ocean should be recognized as a Chinese sphere of influence has raised hackles in New Delhi. China’s lack of support for the U.S.-India civilian nuclear energy cooperation pact, which it tried to block at the Nuclear Suppliers Group, and its obstructionist stance in bringing the terror masterminds of last November’s attacks in Mumbai to justice has further strained ties
Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Sino-Indo Relations-Indo Econ Impact

Relations are the backbone of the Indian economy

Japan Times 5 (“Mr. Wen courts India”, 4/16/05, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/ed20050416a1.htm)
Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao pushed the China-India relationship forward during his four-day visit to India this week. Calling India and China "brothers," Mr. Wen promised to make the two countries partners rather than rivals. As a critical first step in that process, Mr. Wen and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed on "guiding principles" to resolve a border dispute that brought the two countries to war in 1962. The deal calls on each to respect settled populations and the other country's security concerns. In other words, the principles ratify the status quo. Now the two governments have to fashion those principles into a framework for political action. In one important gesture that should create good will, Mr. Wen presented his host with a new Chinese map that showed the disputed region of Sikkim as part of India. With the border irritant removed from the bilateral equation, the two countries will be able to focus on building the political and economic relationships that both see as vital to their development. China is India's second-largest trade partner, after the United States. In 2004, bilateral trade reached $ 13.6 billion; the two leaders pledged to push trade to $ 20 billion -- about the same as trade between India and the U.S. and more than four times the level of India's trade with Japan -- by 2008. The two economies are complementary: China is a manufacturing powerhouse while India remains strong in IT software and services. 
Indian economic collapse shatters global democracy and causes Asian war

Garten 95 Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade Development (Jeffrey E., 3/7/95, “U.S. Policy Toward South Asia”, testimony before Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Federal News Service, Lexis)
For example, Lyndon Johnson launched the Indo-American Foundation to help stimulate education and consequently growth in India. He did so at a major black-tie dinner in Washington attended by Prime Minister Indira Gandhi. She accepted the offer -- which was later withdrawn -- with great grace and hope. In her remarks she presaged why the relationship between our two peoples was so important. She cited the special role of the United States in the world. Then she went on to say, "India's problems today are her own, but they are also the world's problems. India has a position in Asia which is an explosive position. India, if it is stable, united, democratic, I think can serve a great purpose. If India is not stable, or if there is chaos, if India fails, I think it is a failure of the whole democratic system. It is a failure of many of the values which you and we hold dear." Just a few years later, Pakistan came apart, India invaded what would later become Bangladesh, and the United States was contemplating intervention against the Indians. Indira Gandhi formalized India's relationship with the Soviet Union and exploded an atomic bomb. Later, Nixon and Kissinger would come to view these events and American actions as critical turning points of Cold War realpolitik. This situation wasn't helped when the United States moved even closer to Pakistan, nor when it normalized relations with China, thereby erasing the notion that India could be our counterfoil against the other Asian giant. Let historians debate whether the Cold War rifts between our two great nations were the result of genuine divergence of national interests which could not be avoided, or whether diplomacy failed -- or both. But today we can all be forgiven if we conclude that our obsession with the "great game" of our time, the global successor to Kipling's "great game" for South Asia, took an unnecessary toll on a relationship that deserved more than periodic infatuations. Now, of course, the Cold War is behind us. The Soviet Union no longer exists. India, too, has changed, embarking on a bold course of economic reforms that are having the effect of opening the enormous Indian market for the very first time. American businesspeople recognize the value of any market that size, but they also see the promise of India within Asia -- one of the two "elephants" among the tigers. By the year 2025, for instance, India is likely to be the world's most populous nation in the world's fastest growing region. The Foundation for Strong Indo-U.S. Ties The artificial barriers and discoloring lenses of Cold War politics now have fallen away. And our self-interest has motivated us to reexamine the relationship. There is nothing wrong with self- interest, of course. It helps both parties to define and to understand a relationship -- and it is more reliable than infatuation. But, when viewed in this new light -- this more honest, more revealing light we can see that there is a basis -- a very strong basis -- for a natural bond between us. India is, after all, the world's largest democracy. America is among the oldest. India will, within the next decade or so, become one of the worlds biggest and most important emerging markets. The United States will remain the world's most important and mature market. India and the United States are linked by many cultural values. We share a common language. We share the historical legacy of having been a colony of Britain. But that's not all. Ralph Waldo Emerson, the great American writer, was heavily influenced by the Bhagavad- gita, the great Hindu poem written sometime between 400 B.C. and 400 A.D. In 1947, Indian officials studied the American Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, and our Bill of Rights before drafting their first constitution. These are but two of many examples of shared values in our societies. Both of our countries are multicultural crucibles, struggling with the tensions cultural differences bring, but revelling in the richness they offer. We are both revolutionary societies, founded on disobedience to tyranny. In fact, one of the events leading to our struggle for independence, the Boston Tea Party, was a revolt against the tax which the British imposed on American imports of Indian tea! We are both preoccupied with the development of human resources in our countries -- including those who are living below the poverty level, those struggling to make a decent living, and those already possessing the most advanced scientific and technical skills. We both recognize the importance of traditional values in a time of change, but we face the challenge of not using these values as an excuse to resist change. We will both play a major role in the world, and are struggling to define that role. We both need one another in the new era ahead, where commercial ties and commercial enlargement will be at the core of our bilateral and global interests. A New Vision Recently, India's distinguished Ambassador, Siddhartha Shankar Ray, spoke of the U.S.-Indian relationship. He acknowledged that it would be fair to characterize our joint history to date as an era of "missed opportunities." But, knowing and admiring him as I do, I believe that he would be the first to underscore that what is missed is not necessarily forsaken. When Prime Minister Rao visited the U.S. last year, a new spirit was born. President Clinton in his remarks to the Prime Minister and in private remarks within the Administration has repeatedly emphasized that he hoped that we were entering a new era in our relationship, one in. which we were motivated by our great mutual interests to forge new, closer ties. Paramount among those interests are the commercial opportunities that are increasingly at the heart of the Clinton Administration's foreign policy. But it is impossible to separate those commercial interests from our broader interests. Economic reforms enable our companies to take advantage of the opportunities within the Indian market and enable Indian companies to better enter the global marketplace. Economic growth in India is a powerful stabilizing force in a region of the world where stability is of supreme.importance. Stability and growth in India are of enormous importance through southern Asia, from the Middle East to Indochina. Peace and prosperity in that part of the world are essential to the peace and prosperity of the world. The survival of Indian democracy is an important message to those who doubt the value of democracy, particularly in large, complex, emerging societies. India is a regional powerhouse. Home of the world's fourth largest navy. Home of a burgeoning space program. It would be hard to describe a nation that could be more central to our interests in the century ahead -- or one with whom the promise of cooperation and friendship is greater.
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Sino-India relations solve the need for a regional power struggle between China and India—key to Asian stability

Rana, ‘8—Visiting prof of IR at Foundation University and MPhil in IR. (9/1/8, Waheeda, Pakistan Factor in Sino-Indian relations, http://thenews.jang.com.pk/print1.asp?id=133212) 

Pakistan and China are partners in a number of avenues. China has been associated with Pakistan’s economic development now for decades. The projects completed with Chinese assistance include the KKH, the Chashma-I nuclear power station, the machine tool factory, and many others. The projects now underway with Chinese assistance include the Chashma-II nuclear power, the second phase of the Gwadar port, the Saindak copper mines development, the Gomal Zam dam and several oil and gas exploration schemes. On the whole, China is involved in more than 100 ongoing projects in Pakistan. In the defence field, they have jointly developed the JF-17, a fighter aircraft, while MiGs, tanks, artillery, frigates and other Chinese arms form a significant part of Pakistan’s armoury. The Chinese government encourages its public and private sector to actively take part in projects based in Pakistan. China’s public and private sector is undertaking over 250 projects in Pakistan from mega to small and from strategic to regular businesses. At present, over 60 Chinese companies have already permanent offices in Pakistan. Those who presume that any gains for India in its ties with China would mean loss for Pakistan must also consider the security, military and economic context where both China and Pakistan have similar concerns. China is the only major power that shares Pakistan’s concerns regarding Indian regional ambitions. Both have concerns regarding India’s nuclear policy. Although a smaller nation, Pakistan rivals India in unconventional weapons. By keeping hundreds and thousands of Indian troops engaged in Kashmir, Pakistan is indirectly helping ease India’s challenge to China’s defences on their disputed borders. Thus, the primary rationale for China’s entente with Pakistan is also sustaining Pakistan’s power in order to prevent India from concentrating its might against China. The military cooperation between China and India has made the security condition in the region challenging for Pakistan. Cooperation with China will give India access to much desired industrial and military technology. India is already one of the world’s largest armed forces, twice the size of Pakistan’s. It is indigenously producing tanks, armoured vehicles, jet fighters and advanced naval vessels. Realistically seeing, this may put Pakistan in a weaker position as compared with India in the security arena. Following Sino-Indian rapprochement, China is appreciating Pakistan to resolve disputes with India and build cooperative relations in economic and development sectors. Thus, there are apprehensions that China may force Pakistan to change its stance on Kashmir. The way Sino-Indian trade is booming, it is likely to reach the set target of $40 billion by 2010. The intensifying trade and commerce would naturally raise the stakes for China in its relationship with India. With booming economy, strong armed forces India will be in a position to exert force on Pakistan much easily after having China as a neutral player in South Asia. India has an edge in information technology sector. Its thriving economy has potential to draw more foreign investors. So politically, economically and militarily rising India may be a direct threat to Pakistan security and development. In Sino-Indian relations, there are areas too where both countries still have competing interests. China is suspicious of the warming ties between India and the United States, which are seen as an attempt by Washington to contain China’s political influence as its massive economy gives it ever more weight. Thus, despite cooperation in a number of areas, Beijing and New Delhi remain on their guard against one another, realizing that as regional giants they appear fated to be economic and possibly political competitors. China needs a balancer and counterweight against India to dilute the effects of its hegemonic aspirations and emergence, and to pull back India, if needed. Only Pakistan is the country in the region, which can act as that balancer. In this scenario, China is well aware of the worth of Pakistan card and will not make any move, which may lead to the loss of this card. In the words of Maqbool Ahmad Bhatty: “In the unfolding scenario in which the West may be inclined to exploit the Tibet issue, and to use India for exerting pressure on China, the importance of Sino-Pakistan relations is likely to increase rather than diminish.” Pakistan needs to take certain measures to fortify its relations with China. Unfortunately, despite their time-tested friendship on the political and diplomatic front, economic co-operation between China and Pakistan remains insignificant. It is trade and economics where this relationship needs to be strengthened. Pakistan needs to take measures to get China engaged more and more economically. Pakistan needs to exploit its potential market location, demand, cheap labour, investment-friendly climate and many other incentives. The second phase of Gwadar port construction should be resumed as soon as possible. It will help further strengthening Pakistan-China ties. More attention should be given to the promotion of people-to-people contacts, exchanges in cultural, educational and sports areas as well. Pakistan needs to seek maximum infusions of Chinese technology and investment in the infrastructure. Pakistan should expand its cooperation with China in counter-terrorism and take the necessary measures to allay the Chinese fears about the security and law and order situation in the country to create more attractions for the Chinese investors. Besides, in the realm of foreign affairs, while persisting in our policy of friendship with China, we need to broaden our options at the regional and global levels. Thus the relations between China and Pakistan in diplomatic, political, economic, trade, defence, nuclear power generation and education are deepening all the way. The pragmatic answer to the question that whether India can ever wean away from Pakistan, is negative one, at least for some time to come. Pakistan’s significance in terms of Sino-Indian relations will remain crucial. Hence, the dÈtente between China and India cannot undermine the entente cordiale between Pakistan and China. China is likely to maintain close ties with Pakistan as it needs balancer if India becomes too strong. — Contributed by Waheeda Rana 
Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Russia-US Relations

US relations with China and Russia are zero sum

Gladkyy 3, Southwest Missouri State University Professor (Oleksandr, World Affairs, “American foreign policy and U.S. relations with Russia and China after 11 September,” Summer 2003, http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2393/is_1_166/ai_106560179)

In the previous sections, which were mainly based on government documents, I discussed newly changed official U.S. policies toward Russia and China and the resulting change in U.S.Russia and U.S.-China relations. Although the documents have demonstrated beneficial changes in the official policies of the states toward one another after 11 September, they do not reflect the whole situation. In reality, it is still too early to state that U.S.-Russia and U.S.-China relations have become entirely cooperative and strategically stable and that the changes are long term. The actions of one nation, if they do not correspond with the interests and expectations of another country, become constraints on the foreign policy of the latter toward the former. Such restraints are obstacles to further improvement of U.S.-Russia and U.S.-China relations and prevent successful relations in one area from spilling over to another. Moreover, current barriers are dangerous because those issues have the most potential to become serious problems, preventing the further improvement of relations and even hindering already established cooperation.
US/Russia relations key to solve nuclear accidents

Cirincione and Wolfsthal 01, Cirincione- Director of Carnegie Endowment for Peace, Wolfsthal- Associate director at Carnegie Endowment for Peace (Joseph and Jon, “Does the Size of the Russian Nuclear Arsenal Matter?” 11/13/1 http://www.ceip.org/files/nonprolif/templates/article.asp?NewsID=1773)

There are real dangers associated with large, deployed forces. Missiles with multiple warheads are considered high-value targets. In order to protect these assets, military commands in both countries keep such missiles on high alert, ready to launch within minutes. Given the poor and degrading state of the Russian early-warning system, the continued deployment of multiple-warhead ICBMs poses a major risk of accidental launch or launch-in-error, even during periods of strategic stability. Such risk could rise exponentially if U.S.-Russian relations deteriorate. 
Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Russia-US Relations Ext

Relations are zero-sum

Kammerer 2 South China Morning Post foreign editor (Peter, 5/26/02, South China Morning Post)

RUSSIAN ACADEMICS say that when diplomatic relations with the United States are good, ties with China are cold. If that is the case, an unseasonal blizzard is bearing down on Beijing. US President George W. Bush's trip to Russia, which began on Friday, has sealed deals and strengthened a relationship that would have seemed unthinkable during the Cold War. Although far from equal partners on the world stage, the US and Russia are treating each other with increasing respect and willingness to co-operate. Mr Bush has met his counterpart, Vladimir Putin, four times in 16 months and has developed a personal friendship. Observers say they have much in common. It is a friendship China's leaders must be viewing with disquiet. Analysts say the partnership has isolated Beijing, just a year after co-operation agreements were signed with Russia and four Central Asian republics. On Friday, Russia signed a much-heralded deal with the US, slashing two-thirds of its nuclear warheads, and on Tuesday it will join a new partnership with Western defence grouping Nato. Analyst Andrew Kuchins said the September 11 terrorist attacks were to blame for China's predicament. Mr Putin had been quick to offer support to Washington in its war against terrorism, and as the hunt for al-Qaeda fighters got under way in Afghanistan the following month, US troops poured into the neighbouring and strategic Central Asian states of Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. They may soon also move into Tajikistan. Dr Kuchins, director of the Russian and Eurasian programme of think tank the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, said the Chinese fears were expressed to him at a conference in Shanghai recently. "They seem to be very disappointed with Russia's turn to the West and concerned that in the post-September 11 environment, the Russian partnership and the Central Asian co-operation pact look much less relevant," he said from his Washington office.

Sino-US Relations Trade Off With Russia-US Relations Impact Ext

Good US-Russian relations are the only thing preventing a huge probability of miscalc that will lead to a nuclear war
Plekhanov, ‘7 – York University Poli Sci Prof (3/19/7, Sergei, “The Nightmare Scenario”, http://www.truthdig.com/dig/page2/20070319_the_nightmare_scenario/)AS 

Moscow views the new U.S. drive for military superiority and nuclear war-fighting capability in the context of a geopolitical full-court press against Russia, aimed at reducing her influence in the post-Soviet space and attaining maximum control of hydrocarbon resources in the area. Recent U.S. interest in possible deployment of ballistic missile defense components in Poland and the Czech Republic is seen by Moscow as proof that NATO’s eastward expansion is motivated, among other things, by the American determination to undercut the Russian strategic deterrent. The Bush Doctrine of “democracy promotion” by means of fostering regime change in countries considered adversarial has exacerbated the sense of heightened insecurity in the Kremlin: The Putin regime considers itself one of the targets of this policy. The sense of being under threat and pressure from Washington made it virtually inevitable that military and security elites would gain dominance in Russian politics, with a mind-set less geared for arms control than for “robust” resistance to the American challenge. President Putin has stepped up efforts to rebuild Russia’s military potential. Given the deep deterioration of Russia’s conventional forces since the Soviet collapse, nuclear weapons have become more valuable to Russia’s security and defense than ever. The Kremlin is pursuing a vigorous program to modernize and upgrade its nuclear arsenal—even if only for the psychological effect of preventing the other side from believing that it, indeed, was about to achieve strategic dominance. Russian military leaders have floated the idea of abrogating the 1987 INF Treaty [Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty], that historic achievement of Gorbachev and Reagan, on the grounds that Russia’s security now demands the deployment of such nuclear forces. And the Russian strategic doctrine emphatically declares Moscow’s readiness to use nuclear weapons against nonnuclear adversaries in case Russia’s security is challenged. Continuing with the legacy of 20th century arms control, Russia remains committed to bilateral cooperation with the U.S. But, in the absence of U.S. interest in meaningful bilateral cooperation, it is increasingly conducting a unilateral nuclear policy aimed at assuring its “national security.” At the same time, it is pursuing multilateral diplomatic efforts at various fronts, in cooperation with China and others, to resist the American drive for military superiority and use of force against “rogue states.” The new U.S.-Russian relationship, as it is currently evolving, contains a potential for very serious threats to international security. In a major international crisis, conflict between the two major nuclear powers may escalate to extreme levels. Barring worst-case scenarios, however, the U.S.-Russian asymmetry may actually help the case for arms control and disarmament. First, the pursuit of hegemony, at least in its current neoconservative variant, has turned out to be a prescription for U.S. setbacks in the international arena. By failing so compellingly in its use of force at a time when its power seemed so overwhelming, the U.S. is serving everyone a useful lesson: Alternative, nonmilitary approaches to international security are urgently needed. Second, it is a very good thing that Russia is unable to follow the U.S. into its current folly and engage it in the kind of arms race the USSR pursued in the Cold War. Neither can it afford to indulge in nuclear war-fighting fantasies the way American neoconservatives do. The maximum possible goal Russia can reach with the ongoing upgrade of its nuclear forces is to secure its second-strike capability. Third, the fact that Russia now finds herself in a position of one among many nations opposed to the exercise of U.S. hegemony creates a wide range of opportunities for multilateral diplomacy promoting the arms control agenda. But the maximum of what can be achieved in arms control without active participation of the United States is damage limitation. Revitalization of the arms control process is impossible without a new U.S.-Russian partnership for security and disarmament. To kick-start such a partnership, some prominent experts, such as Alexei Arbatov and Vladimir Dvorkin in Russia, are proposing wide-ranging “strategic stability talks” between Moscow and Washington. Arguably, political conditions for such a partnership would arise only after the next change in governments in the two countries, which will take place in 2008. In the meantime, there are practical measures that might well be adopted by the current governments and effectively reduce the global threat presented by their continuing reliance on nuclear weapons. For instance, we might persuade them to abandon Launch on Warning (LOW), the operational posture of their nuclear weapons that keeps them in high readiness. In this posture, each side is prepared to launch hundreds of its weapons upon receiving credible signals that the other side has launched nukes. The assumption is “use them or lose them.” The problem with LOW is that the warning might be false. The U.S. and Russian tracking systems, scanning the Earth and beyond for signs of an imminent nuclear strike, get false warnings on a daily basis. From time to time, a false warning generates a serious alert. It is a matter of mathematical probability that at some point, a false alert is likely to give us a nuclear war that nobody wanted. American arms control specialists Alan Phillips and Steven Starr and Canadian expert Robin Collins are making a strong case that LOW can be quite safely replaced by a different posture they call RLOAD (Retaliatory Launch Only After Detonation), under which you would launch your nukes only after one or a few enemy weapons have been detonated, removing any doubts that a nuclear war has begun (“The Russell-Einstein Manifesto and the Origins of Pugwash”). Interestingly enough, military people on both sides seem to be more receptive to the idea than the politicians. Perhaps this is because it is the military people who are keeping their fingers on the nuclear triggers and therefore are more keenly aware of the dangers inherent in LOW. The challenge is to persuade the politicians. Actually, “persuade” is too soft a word. We need to demand accountability from them. There is something totally absurd and even criminal about the fact that the giant machines of nuclear omnicide, created in the last century on the basis of bankrupt Cold War premises, are still standing ready for war, 24/7, waiting for orders from their commanders in chief. 
***Taiwan War
Taiwan War – Now Key

Taiwan war will be far worse in the future – we should just get it over with. 

O’Rourke 09 [Ronald, specialist in Naval Affairs for Congressional Research Service, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities—Background and Issues for Congress”, July 17, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf]

Those who argue that relatively more emphasis should be placed on prog1
    rams for countering improved Chinese military forces in coming years could argue one or more of the following: Not preparing for a potential conflict over Taiwan years from now could make such a conflict more likely by emboldening China to use military force to attempt to achieve its goals regarding Taiwan. It might also embolden China to use its naval forces more aggressively in asserting its maritime territorial claims and its interpretation of international laws relating to freedom of navigation in exclusive economic zones (an interpretation at odds with the U.S. interpretation). China’s naval modernization effort may be driven more by internal Chinese factors than by external factors such as U.S. decisions on defense spending. To the extent that China’s naval modernization effort might be influenced by U.S. decisions on defense spending, a decision to not emphasize programs for countering improved Chinese military forces might encourage China to continue Congressional Research Service China Naval Modernization or even increase its naval modernization effort out of a belief that the effort is succeeding in terms of dissuading U.S. leaders from taking steps to prevent a shift in China’s favor in the balance of military forces in the Western Pacific.  Even if China and the United States never come to blows with one another, maintaining a day-to-day presence in the Pacific of U.S. naval forces capable of successfully countering Chinese naval forces will be an important U.S. tool for shaping the region—that is, for ensuring that other countries in the region do not view China as the region’s emerging military leader (or the United States as a fading military power in the region), and respond by either aligning their policies more closely with China or taking steps to improve their own military capabilities that the United State might prefer they not take, such as developing nuclear weapons.  Placing a relatively strong emphasis on programs for countering improved Chinese military forces does not preclude cooperating with China in areas such as humanitarian assistance and disaster response (HA/DR) operations, anti-piracy operations, and other maritime-security operations.
Taiwan War --> Asian Alliances

Conflict over Taiwan causes the US to invest more in Asian alliances

Tellis, 5 senior associate @ Carnegie endowment for world peace 2k5 (Ashley, “The Regional Perspective:  Asian Attitudes Toward the Taiwan Conflict and Future Implications” http://carnegieendowment.org/files/TellisPaper1.pdf)

For the United States, a conflict with China over Taiwan would have profound consequences for the future of global geopolitics. For starters, such a clash would decisively end the current debate within the United States about whether China is a strategic partner or a strategic competitor in favor of the latter. Depending on how the conflict evolved or was terminated, it would also accelerate ongoing military modernization within the United States, modernization that would now be focused on increasing extant U.S. power projection advantages vis-à-vis China, developing robust escalation domination capabilities at the nuclear level, and extending current U.S. operational advantages to new warfighting areas such as space and information warfare. At the political level, a Sino-US conflict over Taiwan would spur the United States to refurbish its alliance structures in the Asia-Pacific to involve more Asian states as partners against China; even when formal partnerships are not at issue, the United States would be strengthened in its conviction that more independent centers of power ought to be encouraged on China’s periphery as a means of constraining the latter’s growth. The impact of military and political competition would inevitably have effects in the economic realm as well: a even greater tightening of China’s access to critical civilian, dual-use, and military technologies would be likely and, depending on the attitudes of various European and regional partners, a steady constriction of general trade itself would not be implausible. All in all, a U.S.-China conflict over Taiwan that inaugurated a new cold war in Asia would have profound implications for both the future of Sino-American relations and the future world order.

This prevents prolif

Gabel, 5 Research assistant @ CSIS 2k5 (Josiane “The Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons after September 11” The Washington Quarterly 28.1 (2004-2005) 181-195)

All the challenges outlined above have referred explicitly to the security of the United States. It is important to point out that U.S. interests also include the security of and commitment to allies and partners. Nonnuclear allies of the United States, such as Japan and Germany, have relied on the U.S. nuclear deterrent for decades. This is partly a political function; in the case of Europe, extended deterrence is a 60-year-old symbol of U.S. commitment to European security and to burden sharing. Deterrence also serves as a military link between allies.46
More important, however, for allies such as Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and some NATO states, the stability both of the U.S. deterrent and extended deterrence guarantees are a significant part of these countries’ own strategic calculus. As studies since the Goodpaster Committee’s work in 1995 through to 2004’s The Nuclear Tipping Point have argued, the credibility and reliability of U.S. nuclear assurances are necessary to keep countries such as South Korea, Taiwan, and Turkey from reconsidering their decisions to be nonnuclear states.
Thus, the U.S. nuclear posture has implications in the nuclear arena that stretch beyond the actions of current and future adversaries to affect the nuclear decisions made by partners around the world. 
Extinction

Victor A Utgoff 2002 (Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis) Survival Vol 44 No 2 Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, 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 toward 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 on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Taiwan War --> CCP Collapse (Good)

An Attack on Taiwan would rob the Chinese regime of many of its supporters causing regime change

O’Hanlon 2000, Michael Senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and adjunct professor at Columbia University. “CAN CHINA CONQUER TAIWAN?” International Secutiy 2000 www.brookings.edu/views/articles/ohanlon/2000fall_IS.pdf
In broader political terms, attacking Taiwan would be extraordinarily risky for the ruling regime in Beijing. It would likely lose much of its elite military personnel, and a large fraction of its strategic transport capabilities, combat aircraft, and navy, in any such attack. A PRC government that attempted such an invasion could fall in its aftermath.

The CCP must lose popular support to prevent inevitable nuclear war

McAdam 5, Brian Former Canadian  diplomat. “Imminent collapse of Communism in China: Truth or Speculation” Prime Time 2005 www.primetimecrime.com/contributing/2005/20050805McAdam.htm

“The CCP’s main aim for the civilian economy is to support the building of modern millitary weapons and to support the aims of the PLA.” The CCP has been posing an increasing threat to the rest of the world for a long time, with generals threatening nuclear attacks to maintain control.  China can launch nuclear weapons that in thirty minutes could kill one hundred million people.  China seems to be engaging in nuclear brinkmanship.   “History demonstrates that a free people, who are free to choose, do not wage aggressive war. The only ultimate deterrence is democracy,” writes Constantine Menges.   The world’s best hope is to nurture and empower the pro-democracy forces in China to bring about a transition.  Menges writes in the final chapter of his book China-The Gathering Storm before he died:    “History has no guarantees about the future. China may become democratic in the next years or not for decades. We know that a nuclear-armed Communist China, where the regime controls an advanced technology sector and is far better armed, would be a state that could become ever more dangerous. We know that Communist regimes can reform and evolve from reform Communism to political democracy. We know that this is better for their people and for peace – these are the lessons of Eastern Europe since 1989 and in Western Europe and Japan since 1945.
Taiwan War --> CCP Collapse Ext-Democracy Impact

Chinese Democracy prevents a right-wing military takeover – this would prompt global war
Henry J. Hyde, 5 Chairman of the House International Relations Committee. “Hong Kong, China and the World”. Heritage Foundation 2k5 http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/hl862.cfm

The entire world has a vital interest in ensuring that China's rising power is channeled into productive directions and away from the threat of a revolutionary impact that would wreak havoc on the international system in which its presence and influence will steadily increase. The most beneficent outcome can best be ensured by an increasingly democratic and cooperative China, one in which its dynamism and stability are in balance, and one that is prepared to accept broad responsibilities commensurate with its increasing power. Within the once-monolithic leadership in Beijing, many different visions of China's political future certainly exist, even if they are rarely voiced aloud. How deep are the ranks of those who dream of the emergence of a truly democratic China, one assuming its rightful place among the community of nations, cannot be known. But they are not without rivals. For there is also the very real possibility of what may be termed a "white revolution," defined as the triumph of the forces of reaction and authoritarianism over the forces of political liberalization. The assumption of a commanding position by an unconstrained elite atop an enormously expanding power to direct as they please is a prospect to be feared by all. Enamored of an aggressive and intoxicating nationalism, it would soon wreak havoc on the world.
Chinese democracy prevents nuclear war, extinction is inevitable absent alternatives

Santoli 2k5 (Al, “Can future nuclear war be prevented?” http://www.asiaamerica.org/publications/cif/cif-08-2005.htm)

American and Japanese security experts have stated that the free world faces even greater potential military destruction than during World War II and the Cold War. The lethality of today's weapons systems and the vulnerability of our dependency on sensitive technologies - both civilian and military - would make an aggressive surprise attack using a combination of nuclear, electromagnetic pulse and cyber weapon extremely difficult to recover from.   Some authorities such as Tokyo Governor Ishihara advocate "economic containment" against China. However, it should be remembered that economic "containment" against Japan led to a widespread World War some 60 years ago. It would also be difficult to curtail trade and investment in China because of the greed and selfishness of international corporations and investors who are trapped by Beijing in trying to recoup the billions of dollars they have made in unwise investments. Chinese strategic planners call this entrapment of the capitalists, "Encircling Politics with Commerce." Many of the politicians who set security and trade policies are heavily supported by these same unwise investors and corporate executives. A more effective strategy may be to empower the Chinese people through keeping open inter-Chinese communications systems. So-called psychological operations by the West has failed miserably in the Muslim world and should be avoided. International human rights organizations and media defenders have accused Western companies such as Yahoo, AOL, NORTEL, Google, and Cisco Systems of providing communist Chinese authorities with the ability to control information on the internet. Worse, Western-provided technology has enabled Chinese cyber police to arrest and persecute dissidents who seek to open Chinese society for peace and equitable treatment of all citizens.   The United States, Japan, Taiwan, the European Union and other open societies should impose strict regulations on companies to deny dictators the technology to persecute cyber dissidents and other advocates of peace and democracy. This basic human rights issue is a central ingredient needed to deter a devastating nuclear war. 

Taiwan War --> Hegemony

Invasion of Taiwan will spur investment in US military strength, key to long-term hegemony

Tellis, 5 senior associate @ Carnegie endowment for world peace 2k5 (Ashley, “The Regional Perspective:  Asian Attitudes Toward the Taiwan Conflict and Future Implications” http://carnegieendowment.org/files/TellisPaper1.pdf)

For the United States, a conflict with China over Taiwan would have profound consequences for the future of global geopolitics. For starters, such a clash would decisively end the current debate within the United States about whether China is a strategic partner or a strategic competitor in favor of the latter. Depending on how the conflict evolved or was terminated, it would also accelerate ongoing military modernization within the United States, modernization that would now be focused on increasing extant U.S. power projection advantages vis-à-vis China, developing robust escalation domination capabilities at the nuclear level, and extending current U.S. operational advantages to new warfighting areas such as space and information warfare. At the political level, a Sino-US conflict over Taiwan would spur the United States to refurbish its alliance structures in the Asia-Pacific to involve more Asian states as partners against China; even when formal partnerships are not at issue, the United States would be strengthened in its conviction that more independent centers of power ought to be encouraged on China’s periphery as a means of constraining the latter’s growth. The impact of military and political competition would inevitably have effects in the economic realm as well: a even greater tightening of China’s access to critical civilian, dual-use, and military technologies would be likely and, depending on the attitudes of various European and regional partners, a steady constriction of general trade itself would not be implausible. All in all, a U.S.-China conflict over Taiwan that inaugurated a new cold war in Asia would have profound implications for both the future of Sino-American relations and the future world order.

Taiwan War --> Collapse in US-Sino Relations (Bad)

US Commitment to Taiwan destroys US-Sino Relations

Bickford, 5, University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh, and specializes in Chinese politics and Asian security issues 2k5 (Thomas, “Opportunities, Risks, and the Issue of Taiwan” http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/285)
China’s rise as a diplomatic and economic force enables Beijing to increasingly apply political pressure to isolate Taiwan, although it still lacks the ability to launch a full-scale invasion of the island. Policymakers in Washington are concerned that the increased capabilities may prompt China to use force against Taiwan, precipitating a crisis with the United States. A weaker Taiwan is more dependent on the United States for security, and this places pressure on Washington to make a stronger and less-ambiguous commitment to Taiwan’s defense. No U.S. president wants to be seen as abandoning a democracy. Yet a stronger commitment to Taiwan would cause an immediate and severe deterioration in U.S.-China relations and could increase the likelihood of armed conflict.

Loss of relations with the US drives China and Russia together

Ted Galen Carpenter, 2 vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute. “Managing the US-China-Russia Triangle”. Asia Times. 2k2 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/DK14Ad01.html

That reaction is entirely too sanguine. On the arms-sale issue, financial motives may theoretically explain why the Russians are selling, but they do not explain why the Chinese are buying. As for the supposedly insurmountable obstacles to strategic cooperation, history is replete with alliances between countries that had very little in common and even had a history of mutual enmity. Democratic France and reactionary czarist Russia had little in common during the early years of the 20th century. Yet a common fear of Germany's ambitions led them to create an alliance. Similarly, ancient adversaries Britain and France buried their disputes during the same era to cooperate against a rising Germany. If Russian and Chinese apprehension about US power and intentions reach a high enough level, a Russo-Chinese alliance to balance against the United States is not unthinkable. US policy-makers would be wise to remember that the strategic triangle of the early 21st century has a third side.  Managing the strategic triangle.  Wise policies on Washington's part can lead to an era of good relations with both Moscow and Beijing. Russia and China clearly wish to avoid a confrontational relationship with the United States, if that is possible. Russia has been surprisingly accommodating, supporting most aspects of the US war against terrorism, responding mildly to US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, and even indicating that a second round of NATO expansion will not prove fatal to US-Russian relations. China, too, has sought to minimize frictions, even though it views some US policies with apprehension. The United States also enjoys extremely powerful leverage. Both Russia and China regard their economic links to the US-led West as vital, and they do not want to jeopardize them. If used subtly, that leverage can be highly beneficial to the United States.  But Washington must learn to exploit its dominant global position with finesse. Showing more understanding for Russia's campaign against the radical Islamic separatists in Chechnya is a good start. But the United States would be wise to show greater sensitivity toward Russia on other issues as well. Moscow's position that surplus nuclear warheads should be destroyed, not merely put into storage, is perfectly reasonable, and Washington ought to give in on that point. The United States would also be wise to abandon its drive for additional NATO expansion. The US-Russian relationship will probably survive NATO's intrusion into the Baltic region, but it's almost certain to become a sore point in the coming years. And one cannot be confident that Vladimir Putin's successors will be as understanding as he has been about a NATO presence in Russia's geostrategic back yard. Most of all, US leaders need to go out of their way to show that they regard Russia as a great power in the international system and to treat Moscow with the respect that status deserves.  Likewise, the United States must become more attuned to China's concerns. The Taiwan issue is a tremendously emotional subject for most Chinese, and it is caught up in the larger issue of national pride and dignity. Such actions as approving high-level meetings between US and Taiwanese officials are provocative and potentially very damaging to US-Chinese relations. US officials also need to be more aware of the unintended effects of withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Chinese leaders fret that a comprehensive US missile defense system could neutralize Beijing's small, antiquated strategic deterrent. The PRC's likely response will be both to modernize and significantly expand its nuclear arsenal. That outcome should have been given greater consideration when US leaders decided to withdraw from the treaty. Finally, China, like Russia, wants and expects to receive the respect due a great power. Washington needs to be careful to convey that respect in all its dealings with Beijing.
Taiwan War --> Collapse in US-Sino Relations (Bad)

Russo-Chinese relations are key to ending the threat of North Korea

Malik 97, Hafeez Prof of Political Science at Villanova University. The Role of the United States, Russia, and China in the New World Order. “Introduction”. 1997 pg. 22

Richard Thorton’s insightful analysis of Russo-Chinese detente leads to an uncertain conclusion. … in the context of changes at national regional and global levels. Russo-Chinese cooperation could be the engine of positive, fundamental, structural change in Northeast Asia, but Russo-Chinese competition could lead to the renewal of conflict on the Korean Peninsula. Would the future of Russo-Chinese relations be riddled with counter-productive competition or be studded with constructive cooperation
War in North Korea would spread to global nuclear conflict 

Kim, 99 Myong Chol, November 24, 1998, www.nautilus.org/for a/security/23C_Kim.html

The long-sealed Pandora's box would be unlocked, loosing genies onto the world. The North Koreans would follow up through with their threat by announcing that they have succeeded in fabricating not only atomic bombs but hydrogen bombs small enough to be delivered by their small fleet of ICBMS. The Japanese and the Germans would decide to join the nuclear club. The East Asian tensions would be ratcheted up. The European front is quiet except for the Balkan situation, which has little possibility of flaring up into a nuclear exchange. The Mideast situation will remain still tense, but a nuclear shoot-out is a remote possibility. However, the Northeast Asian situation is quite alarming, because two million-strong armies, both armed with nuclear weapons, confront each other along the 38th Parallel in Korea in a near-war tension in the absence of a peace treaty. The first casualties in a nuclear conflagration in Korea would be South Korea and Japan, which have the world's heaviest concentration of operating nuclear power stations to serve the most booming economies on earth. The second would include the USA, Russia, and China. ICBMs fired from the USA and North Korea would cross their paths over Japan and the Pacific, joined by those launched from Russia and China.

Taiwan War --> Collapse in US-Sino Relations Ext-Japan Alliance 

Strong US-Sino relations drives the US and Japan apart

Shipin 2, Assistant Fellow & Chief,. Division of Security and Foreign Policy. Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies. And Xiaoyang, Scholar at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies 2k2 (Tang, Cao, “The False Triangle”. Asia Times  http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/DK07Ad03.html)
The most essential problem of intra-alliance politics is the contradiction between abandonment and entrapment. More specifically, the most essential contradictions in the US-Japan alliance are, on the one hand, Japan's fears that the United States might abandon Japan and the United States' fears that Japan might deviate from the alliance and go its own way. On the other hand, the United States fears being dragged into a quagmire of local conflicts by Japan, while Japan fears being involved in large conflicts for the sake of maintaining the alliance with the United States. Moreover, the US-Japan alliance is a non-reciprocal relationship, which greatly differs from the increasingly reciprocal relations in the US-Europe alliance. In non-reciprocal relations, another feature arises in intra-alliance politics: the contradiction between those who lead and the ones who are being led. Thus, we have a situation where: 1) as the weak party, Japan hopes to attain a more equal position, while the United States will try to maintain its leadership; 2) in order to maintain the alliance, under certain circumstances, the United States will allow Japan to acquire independence and freedom to a certain extent so as to pacify Japan and keep it in its place.  Intra-alliance politics is also a continuous bargaining process (strictly between the allied countries). In the bargaining, the United States is the leader of the alliance and knows clearly that there is very little possibility for Japan to detach itself from the alliance, and thus Japan's position in the negotiation will be at a big disadvantage. In this situation, on many major issues, the United States will be the final winner. Japan has to follow the United States in the end, even after opposing it in the beginning. Sometimes Japan wants to adopt some independent maneuvers, but has to give in to the United States in the end because of its weak position in the negotiation. This was more the case during the Cold War, when the US-Japan alliance confronted more conspicuous outer threats; it is simply that most of the time during the Cold War, the United States would not make a fuss about it, for it needed Japan to antagonize the Soviet Union. For some time after the Cold War (approximately between 1990 and 1995-96), because of the removal of the powerful outer pressure, the United States became more intransigent toward Japan, while Japan no longer followed the United States blindly. As a result, divergence and disputes in the economic field became more acute and frequent. In the late 1990s (especially since the Taiwan Strait crisis in 1996), however, the United States (and also Japan) gradually identified China as the enemy or the potential enemy. Japan's fear of China also became intense, which resulted in a closer US-Japan security alliance.  The constant economic disputes between the United States and Japan during the early period after the Cold War brought many to think that the alliance had weakened, and relations among the three countries tended to become more like a triangle (or at least a triangle with unequal sides). This view not only is false (because the United States and Japan are still in an alliance) but also hinders our further understanding of the complexity of the relations among the three countries. Some errors have arisen in Chinese policies toward Japan because of inadequate consideration of the political rules in the US-Japan alliance. One of the causes of these mistakes is the idea of seeking a balanced development in the relations among China, the United States and Japan.  To seek a balanced development in the relations among China, the United States and Japan would virtually mean that the United States had to place both Japan and China on equal positions, which is simply impossible. Worse than that, the United States and Japan even more so would think that China meant to wedge itself between them, in which case suspicion would ensue and more efforts would be made to maintain the alliance. In time of grave crisis, the alliance will face a severe test. As far as the US-Japan alliance is concerned, the worst crisis is a possible conflict across the Taiwan Strait. In that scenario, the United States is sure to interfere, while Japan will face the most difficult choice. On the one hand, if Japan gets involved in the crisis, considering its geographic location as the frontline state in the alliance, it will have to confront a possible retaliatory strike much worse than the one that could be feared by the United States. Therefore, Japan is not willing to be involved in a crisis across the Strait. On the other hand, if Japan does not support the United States when the latter gets involved in the crisis, the US-Japan alliance will be on the brink of a breakdown, which is not an acceptable outcome for Japan. Facing this dilemma, Japan really hopes to avoid the crisis, while for the United States either war or peace is an acceptable outcome. In order to deter the crisis, Japan deems that it has to give more support to the United States.

A strong US-Japanese alliance prevents multiple nuclear wars

Richard Armitage 2k, Deputy Secretary of State, 10-11-00, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/press/Spelreprts/SRJAPAN.HTM “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, ACC: 9.11.04, p. online

Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture.  In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy. 

***Terrorism
Terrorism --> Central Asia Presence

Terror key to US presence in Central Asia 

Tertrais 1 Senior Research Fellow at the Foundation for Strategic Research, (Bruno, 12/4/01, What are the Strategic and Geopolitical Consequences of the War Against Terrorism?) 

Finally, I should add the acceleration of another long-term trend, which is the growing US penetration in Central Asia. Until now, this presence was mostly political and economic, with a military dimension, but without permanent military presence. I doubt very much that, having established bridgeheads in Uzbekistan and Afghanistan in particular, the US military will just pack and go home in a few weeks. There are many reasons for the US to stay. One is simply that it is just too good a geostrategic opportunity. Another is that Washington does not want to appear as leaving Afghanistan to its own fate for the second time in two decades. A third is that the US military presence will be justified by a "deterrence" role, to avoid that other countries in the region become sanctuaries for Al-Qaida-like organizations. 

B. That solves nuclear war 

Ahrari 1 Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College (Dr. M. Ehsan,  8/1/01 www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112) 

South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned. 

 

Terrorism --> China Bashing

 Terrorism solves China bashing.

Economy 2004 Elizabeth Economy, Director of Asia Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, June, ‘4 (Don't Break the Engagement, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 83, Iss. 3, p. Proquest) 
After almost three years of calm, the American debate over China policy is set to heat up again. Like Bill Clinton, George W. Bush came into office pushing for a tougher approach to Beijing. And like his predecessor, Bush soon changed his tune. But if the Clinton administration's shift reflected a deep-rooted embrace of the logic of engagement, the Bush administration's shift has appeared more tactical, reflecting a realist appreciation for alliances of convenience during times of crisis. Now that the initial and most urgent phases of the war on terrorism have passed, China policy is likely to find its way back onto the agenda of hard-liners who consider the country a strategic competitor. They are likely to be joined by those who think that tough talk about trade deficits and China's human rights violations makes for good campaign politics. With the bilateral trade deficit now at $120 billion, Beijing's reported backsliding on human rights, and its heavy-handed diplomacy with Hong Kong and Taiwan, 2004 could be a banner year for the critics of engagement. Yet a return to China-bashing and to a strategy of containment would be a mistake. The past 30 years have demonstrated that engagement works -- if not exactly in the way its advocates predicted. 

Terrorism --> China Bashing Ext

Terrorist attack stops China bashing 

Fan Gang 4 professor of economics at Bejing University (10/20/04, “the Failure of China Bashing”, Project Syndicate, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/fang7/English)
There is no hiding these facts from American voters anymore. George W. Bush failed to honor his anti-Chinese protectionist campaign promises of 2000, as did Bill Clinton throughout his presidency. Any China-bashing and protectionist pleas this time around will most likely ring just as hollow. Moreover, China's geopolitical importance to the US has grown immensely since the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington D.C. of September 11, 2001. At least for now, engaging China in the global fight against terrorism is in America's interest. China does have some common interests in fighting Islamic extremist terrorism, and it did not try to block America's path to the Iraqi war in the UN Security Council. China has also been cooperating constructively with the US and its allies in dealing with North Korea's nuclear capabilities. Of course, America still wants to contain China and prevent it from becoming a major regional and world power. But that remains a long-term strategic goal, not the stuff of presidential campaigns, especially when China seems too weak to pose any immediate threat to the US on any front in the foreseeable future. China has never been a positive factor in American politics; so, from its perspective, the less it is mentioned in this US election season, the better. The relative silence about China in the US these days may be due merely to the news dominance of the Iraq War. Yet it may also indicate that America's political elites are in the process of facing up to new realities and adjusting their view of China accordingly. 

China Bashing – Econ Impact

That collapses the economy and causes recession 

Navarro 6  Professor of Economics and Public Policy at the Paul Merage School of Business, University of California (Peter, 

Bernanke understands fully that absent acceptable progress on the currency valuation issue by the Paulson team, the first piece of protectionist legislation Congress is likely to pass is a bill first floated in 2005 by Sens. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., and Lindsey Graham, R-S.C. This bill would slap a stiff tariff on all Chinese imports if China fails to swiftly bring its currency to fair value. To Bernanke, the Schumer-Graham bill must be absolutely frightening. To comply, China's central bank would have to effectively end the yuan-dollar peg. It would do so by ceasing to finance the U.S. budget deficit with its surplus export dollars and by dumping millions of greenbacks on world markets. This, in turn, would trigger an inflationary spike in the United States and force Congress to either raise taxes or cut expenditures to balance the budget. The end result would almost surely be a nasty stagflation -- simultaneous inflation and recession. Moreover, Bernanke would have no effective weapon against such stagflation. Cutting interest rates to stimulate the economy would further weaken the dollar by discouraging foreign capital inflows and thereby cause more inflation. Raising interest rates to fight inflation would merely deepen the recession. How do you spell "fall guy" for a failed China policy? 

Recessions cause war

NSN 09 - 2,000 members and experts with experience in government service, the private sector and the non-profit sector (National Security Network, 2/13/09, “Global Economic Crisis is the Greatest Threat,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1213)

Yesterday, the new Director of National Intelligence, Dennis Blair, warned that “the primary near-term security concern of the United States is the global economic crisis and its geopolitical implications.” While Al Qaeda remains the most direct threat to the physical security of the United States, the geopolitical ramifications of the global economic crisis are truly startling. The interconnected nature of the global economy has meant that the current crisis has affected all regions of the world. As growth has slowed in Europe, the U.S. and China, it has also imposed significant setbacks to economic development in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, creating leading to fears of a potential humanitarian catastrophe. Historically, widespread economic crises have preceded massive geopolitical instability and conflict – experts note that we are already seeing low-level instability on the rise, from Central Europe to Africa to Asia. To prevent the crisis from worsening, economists agree that tremendous action is required on the part of governments around the world. Yet conservatives in Congress seem out of touch with the dangers of inaction, rejecting the bipartisan approach offered by the Obama administration. Instead, conservatives choose to retreat to the comfort of standard partisan politics and the failed ideologically-driven economic approach of the Bush administration. In this time of crisis, more bold action will be required; ultimately, it will be inaction that is the most reckless.  Global economic crisis is a grave threat to U.S. national security.  The global economic meltdown has already produced serious instability, which according to Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair, poses a serious threat to the U.S.  “Blair told Congress yesterday that instability in countries around the world caused by the current global economic crisis, rather than terrorism, is the primary near-term security threat to the United States,” reported the Washington Post.  The Director also spoke to the urgency of the issue, saying that “time is probably our greatest threat,” and the “the longer it takes for the recovery to begin, the greater the likelihood of serious damage to US strategic interests.” Blair’s analysis went on to say that “roughly a quarter of the countries in the world have already experienced low-level instability such as government changes because of the current slowdown.”  World Bank President Robert Zoellick expressed similar concerns, warning that the “global economic crisis threatens to become a human crisis in many developing countries.”  A recent issue of the Economist showed how the crisis was wreaking havoc in Asia as well, where GDPs in Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan have fallen “by an average annualised rate of around 15%,” and exports slumped more than 50% at an annualised rate.”  In Blair’s view, these deteriorating economic conditions present a variety of challenges for the U.S., including “increased economic nationalism,” the inability of allies and friends “to fully meet their defense and humanitarian obligations,” “[p]otential refugee flows from the Caribbean,” and “increased questioning of US stewardship of the global economy and the international financial structure.”  Therefore the U.S. cannot afford to botch its response, as economist Nouriel Roubini recently observed: “[i]n the 1930s, the botched policy response and severe depression led to the rise of nationalistic, militaristic and aggressive regimes in Italy, Germany, Spain, Japan to name a few. The final result was World War II.” [Washington Post, 12/13/09. DNI Annual Threat Assessment, 2/12/09.  Robert Zoellick, 2/13/09. The Economist, 1/29/09. Nouriel Roubini. 1/28/09. NSN, 1/29/08. Washington Post, 1/24/09] 

China Bashing – Relations Impact

China-bashing crushes relations – spills over to other issues.

Hathaway 2 (Robert M., Dir – Asia Program, Wilson International Center for Scholars, Promoting Human Rights in China, National Bureau of Asia Research, Vol 13, No 1)
The U.S.-China relationship is likely to be Washington’s most difficult bilateral relationship for the foreseeable future. It will not be a close or cordial relationship, for both countries have too many differences on issues of fundamental importance, including human rights. But neither are the two countries destined or preordained to be adversaries, let alone enemies. To the contrary, both countries share an interest in finding ways to surmount their very substantial disagreements. The task for the leadership of the two nations is to devise methods of working together when interests and values permit, while containing the very real and serious differences that will inevitably arise so that they do not sour the entire relationship. As the U.S. Congress, the Bush administration, and the American people seek to manage what will surely be a trying relationship for many years to come, it may be useful to keep a few general propositions in mind. First, Americans should employ a strategic vision as they look at U.S.-China relations. This relationship is a complex, multifaceted, and in many ways contradictory relationship. Too few Americans make an effort to view it in a comprehensive manner and to consider the totality of U.S. relations with Beijing. Many Americans tend to think about this relationship in terms of a single issue. For some it is human rights, for others trade or Taiwan, for still others abortion or Tibet or religious freedom. These are all important issues. They deserve to be part of the overall equation. But not any one of them is so important that it should be permitted to dominate or drive the entire bilateral relationship. Should the United States succumb to this temptation, not only will it jeopardize the U.S. ability to achieve other crucial American objectives, but it will also decrease the likelihood of succeeding even in the areas of most concern to Americans. Rather than allow single-issue politics to determine the future of this relationship, U.S. leaders must instead ask what is the range of American interests at stake, and how can they best advance the totality of those interests. Second, exercising strategic vision also means establishing priorities. At the moment the Bush administration sees China through the lens of the war against terrorism, and other important issues, including human rights, have been relegated to the back burner. At other times, nonproliferation or trade or Taiwan-related concerns have governed U.S. management of Sino-American relations. In truth, the United States has numerous items on its China agenda, and efforts to achieve these objectives in one area may impede Washington’s ability to realize other goals. So policymakers need to ask, to give one example, how a decision to sell arms to Taiwan could affect U.S. efforts to block North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, or its ability to promote better human rights conditions in China. Strategic vision, in other words, requires the United States to balance competing policy objectives in such a manner as to maximize the prospects of promoting our most vital interests. [Continues… ] The United States is also likely to encounter a prickly, nationalistic China that will take offense at perceived slights or signs of foreign, especially American, dictation or bullying. Nationalism is on the rise in China today—in part because the regime, having lost its ideological moorings, has deliberately beat the nationalism drum in order to sustain popular support. Feelings of fierce nationalism will place constraints on even an autocratic government. Officials well-disposed toward the United States will find reason to be firm in the face of perceived U.S. pressure.

US-Sino relations solve multiple scenarios for nuclear war and environmental destruction. 

Desperes 01 (John Desperes, Fellow, RAND Corporation. “China, the United States, and the Global Economy.” p. 227-8)

Indeed, U.S.-Chinese relations have been consistently driven by strong common interests in preventing mutually damaging wars in Asia that could involve nuclear weapons; in ensuring that Taiwan's relations with the mainland remain peaceful; in sustaining the growth of the U.S., China, and other Asian-Pacific economies; and, in preserving natural environments that sustain healthy and productive lives. What happens in China matters to Americans. It affects America's prosperity. China's growing economy is a valuable market to many workers, farmers, and businesses across America, not just to large multinational firms like Boeing, Microsoft, and Motorola, and it could become much more valuable by opening its markets further. China also affects America's security. It could either help to stabilize or destabilize currently peaceful but sometimes tense and dangerous situations in Korea, where U.S. troops are on the front line; in the Taiwan Straits, where U.S. democratic values and strategic credibility may be at stake; and in nuclear-armed South Asia, where renewed warfare could lead to terrible consequences. It also affects America's environment. Indeed, how China meets its rising energy needs and protects its dwindling habitats will affect the global atmosphere and currently endangered species.
US-Sino cooperation solves proliferation, environmental destruction, and disease.

American Assembly, 98 (“China - U.S. Relations in the Twenty-First Century - After Two Summits, Goals for the 21st Century: Phase III.” http://www.americanassembly.org/programs.dir/prog_display_ind_pg.php?this_filename_prefix=china_us_3&this_ind_prog_pg_filename=report)
China and the United States will be cooperating to resolve the serious global problems that increasingly threaten our planet, such as environmental degradation, inefficient energy use, spread of communicable diseases, and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Still many difficulties must be overcome to achieve this vision. It will require constant and regular high-level dialogue, the gradual accumulation of trust between Beijing and Washington through greater transparency and frank discussion of differences, and enhanced sensitivity to each other's concerns. Cooperation on such diverse contemporary issues as Korea, nuclear proliferation, the Asian economic recession, U.S.-China trade imbalances, and environmental protection should be seen as building blocks in the formation of the larger objective. Addressing such issues together nurtures the requisite habits of cooperation.

China Bashing – Relations Impact Ext

That’s key to economic relations.

Wen Huang 3 writer for South China Morning Post, October 22, 2003, Pg. 17

 This could backfire and be counterproductive. China may respond in kind because President Hu Jintao faces pressure from the patriotic Chinese public to stand up to the "US imperialists". China-bashing will further fuel the anti -American sentiment, leading to tension in Sino-US relations. The fallout could jeopardise US efforts on fighting terrorism, the multilateral talks on the North Korean nuclear crisis, and productive Sino-US trade negotiations.
That solves nuclear war with China.

Mead 4, Kissinger senior fellow in U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, Foreign Policy, March 1, 2004, SECTION: No. 141; Pg. 46; ISSN: 0015-7228)

China's rise to global prominence will offer a key test case for sticky power. As China develops economically, it should gain wealth that could support a military rivaling that of the United States; China is also gaining political influence in the world. Some analysts in both China and the United States believe that the laws of history mean that Chinese power will someday clash with the reigning U.S. power. Sticky power offers a way out. China benefits from participating in the U.S. economic system and integrating itself into the global economy. Between 1970 and 2003, China's gross domestic product grew from an estimated $ 106 billion to more than $ 1.3 trillion. By 2003, an estimated $ 450 billion of foreign money had flowed into the Chinese economy. Moreover, China is becoming increasingly dependent on both imports and exports to keep its economy (and its military machine) going. Hostilities between the United States and China would cripple China's industry, and cut off supplies of oil and other key commodities. Sticky power works both ways, though. If China cannot afford war with the United States, the United States will have an increasingly hard time breaking off commercial relations with China. In an era of weapons of mass destruction, this mutual dependence is probably good for both sides. Sticky power did not prevent World War I, but economic interdependence runs deeper now; as a result, the "inevitable" U.S.-Chinese conflict is less likely to occur. 
China Bashing – Hegemony Impact

That makes China dump the dollar

Engdahl  5 (F. William, Current Concerns, Japan and China Tensions and Washington’s Asia Geopolitics, 4-24-5, http://www.currentconcerns.ch/archive/2005/03/20050312.php)
China holds one weapon it could conceivably use if pressure from Washington and Tokyo increases as it clearly seems set to. The Bank of China holds some 610 billion dollars in US Treasury debt. Japan holds more, some 840 billions, but the size of China’s holding is still strategic. At present, with the dollar dependent on huge daily inflows of foreign investment to avoid crash, were China, the world’s second largest dollar holder after Japan, to decide to even temporarily boycott dollar purchases, let alone to begin selling holdings of same, it would force Japan to again turn on the inflationary printing presses as it did in March 2004. Or there would be danger of dollar free-fall. Yet Japan is ill-equipped to repeat the Herculean dollar rescue of March 2004. The recent comments by the South Korean government about shifting from dollar to Euro assets, even though ‘retracted’ the next day, suggest that Korea and China could be brought to such drastic measures or threat of same if the pressure rises. Notably in this light, there are indications that trade between Japan and China has already begun to suffer. In February, Japan’s trade surplus with China shrank year-on-year for the second month in a row. It fell 22% to ten billion dollars, three times worse than forecast in Japan. More than one third all Japanese exports today go to China according to OECD data. Japanese economic growth is not looking robust and talk of entering yet another recession is growing. For now these tensions remain as background factors, but the trends have become clear enough to warrant growing concern in the region. Any escalation on any front could have devastating consequences for world economic growth and even for world peace.

That collapses heg

Washington Post 6 (“US, China Clash On Currency”, 12/16, http://www.rense.com/general74/report.htm) 

The Pentagon source went so far as to say "Even if China was to lose the entire one trillion in cash to a collapse of the Dollar as a currency, they will have succeeded in taking the U.S. off the world stage as any type of effective military or economic power -- without firing a shot!"  A 'classic' Sun Tzu paradigm of victory - the art of fighting, without fighting. The crippling of the US is a highly desirable military benefit for China at a relatively cheap price since it will leave their human capital and infrastructure assets in place; assets they know they would lose if a hot war erupted with the US.

That collapses the global civilization and the environment 
Smil 5, Distinguished Professor, University of Manitoba, (Vaclav, December 2005 “Population and Development Review” “The Next 50 Years: Unfolding Trends, “605–643” p. 640)

The absence of a globally influential power in a world dominated by forces of globalization would be akin to the retreat of Roman power that stood behind the centuries of coherent civilization extending from Mauritania to Mesopotamia: a chaotic, long-lasting fragmentation that would be inimical to economic progress and greatly exacerbate many of today’s worrisome social and environmental trends. About 2 billion people already live in countries that are in danger of collapse, and there are no convincing signs that the number of failing and nearly failed states will diminish in the future (Foreign Policy/Fund for Peace 2005). A century ago a failure, or chronic dysfunction, of a smallish (and particularly a landlocked) state would have been a relatively inconsequential matter in global terms. In today’s interconnected world such developments command universal attention and prompt costly military and humanitarian intervention: prominent recent examples include Afghani stan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Congo, Iraq, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, and Sudan. Were a number of such state failures to take place simultaneously in a world without any dominant power, who would step in to defuse the most threatening ones? As Niall Ferguson has warned, “Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder” .

Terrorism --> China-US Relations

Terrorism draws China and the U.S. together and resolves animosity- four reasons.

    - U.S. changes focus

    - Principled stand against terrorism

    - Terrorism threatens China

    - China wants long-term partnership

Qingguo 03 Professor and Associate Dean of the School of International Studies of Peking University, (Jia, “The impact of 9-11 on Sino-US relations: a preliminary assessment,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Volume 3)
When the US shifted its focus from China to the war against terrorism, China felt less of a threat to its domestic political stability from the US and therefore more room or flexibility to adopt a more cooperative posture toward the US.  In addition, the terrorist attacks against the US constituted unacceptable human behavior, and like most other countries, China felt it necessary to take a principled stand against it.  Furthermore, as a long-term victim of terrorism itself, China had a vested interest in supporting the war against terrorism (Chao, 2001).  Finally, China genuinely hoped that its cooperation with the US against international terrorism would contribute to developing a sustainable partnership with the US.  For these and other reasons, China did what it could to support the US at a time the latter most needed help from other countries.

Terrorist attack shifts relations focus to common ground

 Qingguo 03 Professor and Associate Dean of the School of International Studies of Peking University, (Jia, “The impact of 9-11 on Sino-US relations: a preliminary assessment,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Volume 3)
One unintended consequence of 9-11 was that both China and the Us found it desirable and politically feasible to improve their relations.  The terrorist attacks inflicted tremendous damage on the United States.  They resulted in the death of thousands of lives, put serious strains to the already slowing US economy, and , more importantly, changed the American way of life in terms of travel, mail and privacy (Schmidt and Eggen, 2002).  They even disrupted the normal operation of US democracy by making elected officials less accessible to the common people.  As Secretary of State Powell pointed out, ‘Terrorism not only kills people.  It also threatens democratic institutions, undermine economies, and destabilizes regions.’  The attacks may be over for the time, but the threat of another one remains.  The events of 9-11 forcefully demonstrated to Americans that China does not pose any serious threat to their freedom and way of life.  International terrorism does.  As one former US Assistant Secretary of Defense put it, after 9-11, Americans realized that the real threat to the US was not the rising states, but the failing states.  The latter prove room for terrorism to thrive.  Under the circumstances, the Bush administration quickly put fighting terrorism at the top of its policy agenda.  On 13 September 2001, President Bush announced in a speech: ‘We will use all the resources of the United States and our cooperating friends and allies to pursue those responsible for this evil, until justice is done.’  On 27 September, he said that the US was determined to fight against international terrorism:  We will use every resource at our disposal…. We will use the military might of the United States.  We will use our intelligence gathering capacity of the United States.  We will use every diplomatic means of the United States.  We will disrupt their financial networks.  We will do everything we can to achieve our objective, which is to rout out and destroy global terrorism.  When the Bush administration shifted its focus onto the war against terrorism and when it decided to make use of ‘every diplomatic means available to forge an international coalition for this purpose, it felt it necessary to re-evaluate and adjust its relationship with other countries on the basis of their respective positions on the question of the war against terrorism.  As President Bush put it bluntly, they are either ‘with us or against us’.  The implication of this is that if a country is with the Us, the US would regard it as a partner in the war.  And as a partner, the US was ready to be more understanding and tolerant of differences.  The most obvious example is the way the US dealt with the Chechen question.  Previously, the administration regarded the Russian suppression of Chechen separatism as a human rights problem.  Now it decided that it was a terrorist issue.

Terorrism --> Econ Stability

Terrorist attack will pull the US out of recession 

Katharine Mieszkowski 1, Senior Staff Writer for Salon, (9/21/01 , http://archive.salon.com/tech/feature/2001/09/21/fiscal_stimulus/index.html) 

Will last week's terrorist attacks and the coming war effort finally plunge the U.S. economy into the recession it's been teetering on the brink of for months? Or will the opposite happen? Might wartime spending act as a fiscal stimulus package that would jump-start the country's flagging finances? Congress has already approved $40 billion in spending to rebuild and fight terrorism after last week's attacks, and there's a good chance that many more billions will be ladled for tasks such as rescuing the beleaguered airline industry and upgrading national security. Economists are hoping that the burst of wartime spending will counteract not only the financial fallout from last week's attacks, but also the long decline of the economy over the last year."The bottom line is that, in a sufficiently aggressive military posture, you could actually have a positive economic effect from this," says Robert Litan, director of economic studies at the Brookings Institution, in a briefing. Just look, for example, at the postwar prosperity resulting from the United States' involvement in World War II. Such government spending acts as a stimulus, because those funds would have otherwise been languishing in the so-called Social Security lock box. "Otherwise that money would have been sitting in T-bills [Treasury bonds] with an IOU to the Social Security trust fund," said Ross DeVol, an economist at the Milken Institute. The terrorist attacks signaled an immediate change in the government's economic priorities. "All the talk about balancing the budget and protecting social security -- that's gone now," said Steve Golub, an economics professor at Swarthmore College, adding, "I'm fairly confident that they'll do what it takes to prevent a sustained recession." 

Continued economic decline will result in global war. 

Mead, 9 - senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, 2/4/09, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09)  Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight
Terrorism --> Free Trade

Terrorism increases free trade between countries—empirically proven

Alberto Abadie and Javier Gardeazabal, January 2008, Abadie is a professor of Public Policy at Harvard University and has a PhD in Economics from MIT. Gardeazabal is a professor at Universidad del Pais Vasco. “Terrorism and the World Economy.” Written for the European Economic Review, Volume 52, Issue 1, pg. 21
In this paper we have shown how terrorism influences the equilibrium decisions of international investors in an integrated world economy. We have introduced terrorism as catastrophic risk in a standard endogenous growth model and analyzed the effect of an increase in terrorist risk on the net FDI position of countries. The model suggests that in an integrated world economy, where international investors are able to diversify other country risks, terrorism may induce large movements of capital across countries. The empirical evidence, based on cross-country regressions, indicates that terrorist risk depresses net foreign investment positions. This relationship is robust to the introduction of demographic factors, country-specific risk indexes, governance indicators, and other financial and macroeconomic factors such as per capita GDP and FDI restrictions which might determine the country’s FDI position. Our estimates suggest that a one standard deviation increase in the intensity of terrorism produces a 5% fall in the net FDI position of the country (normalized by GDP). Both the model and the empirical evidence suggest that the open-economy channel may be an important avenue through which terrorism hurts the economy. 

Free trade promotes peace and decreases the likelihood of war—empirically proven
Griswold 98, Associated Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the CATO Institute, 98 (Daniel, “Peace on Earth, Free Trade for Men,” 31 Dec, http://www.cato.org/dailys/12-31-98.html)
Advocates of free trade have long argued that its benefits are not merely economic. Free trade also encourages people and nations to live in peace with one another. Free trade raises the cost of war by making nations more economically interdependent. Free trade makes it more profitable for people of one nation to produce goods and services for people of another nation than to conquer them. By promoting communication across borders, trade increases understanding and reduces suspicion toward people in other countries. International trade creates a network of human contacts. Phone calls, emails, faxes and face-to-face meetings are an integral part of commercial relations between people of different nations. This human interaction encourages tolerance and respect between people of different cultures (if not toward protectionist politicians). Ancient writers, expounding what we now call the Universal Economy Doctrine, understood the link between trade and international harmony. The fourth-century writer Libanius declared in his Orations (III), "God did not bestow all products upon all parts of the earth, but distributed His gifts over different regions, to the end that men might cultivate a social relationship because one would have need of the help of another. And so He called commerce into being, that all men might be able to have common enjoyment of the fruits of the earth, no matter where produced." Open trade makes war a less appealing option for governments by raising its costs. To a nation committed to free trade, war not only means the destruction of life and property. It is also terrible for business, disrupting international commerce and inflicting even greater hardship on the mass of citizens. When the door to trade is open, a nation's citizens can gain access to goods and resources outside their borders by offering in exchange what they themselves can produce relatively well. When the door is closed, the only way to gain access is through military conquest. As the 19th century Frenchman Frederic Bastiat said, "When goods cannot cross borders, armies will." History demonstrates the peaceful influence of trade. The century of relative world peace from 1815 to 1914 was marked by a dramatic expansion of international trade, investment and human migration, illuminated by the example of Great Britain. In contrast, the rise of protectionism and the downward spiral of global trade in the 1930s aggravated the underlying hostilities that propelled Germany and Japan to make war on their neighbors. In the more than half a century since the end of World War II, no wars have been fought between two nations that were outwardly oriented in their trade policies. In every one of the two dozen or so wars between nations fought since 1945, at least one side was dominated by a nation or nations that did not pursue a policy of free trade.

Terrorism --> Hegemony

Terrorism is key heg and military dominance

DuBoff 03  Prof. Economics at Bryn Mawr College (Richard, “US hegemony: Continuing Decline, Enduring Danger,” http://home.aubg.bg/students/SIG020/)

Nowadays, cooperation among states is promoted in order to create a stable international community. When the bipolar model was destroyed after the end of the Cold War, the idea of balance of power shared by a certain number of greater political actors became more and more popular. This idea lied behind the creation and the operation of all international organizations, both military alliances (like NATO) and non-military ones (like the United Nations). The main point has been to look for consensus among the major powers to avoid conflicts and to prevent the excessive influence (or domination) by a particular state so that it cannot dictate world order. Having in mind the recent events, however, more and more sceptics appear who argue whether balance of power is currently present or achievable on the international stage of politics. Scholars in the field of political science start to believe that the USA use the notion of benign hegemony in order to justify their expansionist goals (meaning increase in political, economic and cultural influence) for the establishment of a “new world order”. Balance of power is not desired, not pursued, but undermined.A benign hegemony requires some moral grounds for a guise of his actual search for influence and power. Thus, it is already clear how the tragic terrorist attacks of September 11th in New York were used by the US to unleash a massive military campaign. The declaration of an all-out war on terrorism served to justify the subsequent military operations in the Middle East. They were carried out officially by international forces but, undoubtedly, the US were the leading stimulus and driving force. They engaged the international community in invading two countries on the grounds that humanitarian intervention was needed there - that human rights were abused, terrorists developed their networks, or that secret weapons were being developed. Finally, neither the terrorists claimed to be in Afghanistan, nor the nuclear weapons reputedly developed by Saddam Hussein. But, these two countries ended up with the establishment of pro-US puppet regimes under the fragile claim they were under the jurisdiction of the international community. These events, as well as the possible US projects for dealing with North Korea and Iran, clearly presents their determination to proceed in order to become the undisputed leading power on the international arena. 

Nuclear war 

Khalilzad 95 Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia (Zalmay, Spring 1995 , The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Terrorism --> Hegemony Ext

Terrorist attack key to heg 

Peoples Daily 2 (9/13/2, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/200209/11/eng20020911_103025.shtml) 

Diplomatic Gains after "September 11": Taking advantage of the unprecedented moral support extended to the United States by the international community, America has successfully organized an international counter-terrorist alliance, and has gained political dominant power; it has strengthened its relations with its allies, at the same time it has pushed forward its ties with other big powers, particularly US-Russian relations; US troops have entered Central Asia, gone deep into South Asia and returned to Southeast Asia, and further enhanced the superiority of its global strategy. In the anti-terrorist war, it has put into practice its theory of military revolution, and displayed and consolidated its military superiority. Generally speaking, the US status as the superpower has become more prominent after "September 11". 

Terrorism --> Iran Strikes (that rock!)

Contingency plans in place make us strike Iran

Chossudovsky 6, Professor of Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research on Globalization, ( Michel, 2/22/06, Is the Bush Administration Planning A Nuclear Holocaust, http://www.countercurrents.org/us-chossudovsky190107.htm)

 While the "threat" of Iran's alleged WMD is slated for debate at the UN Security Council, Vice President Dick Cheney is reported to have instructed USSTRATCOM to draw up a contingency plan "to be employed in response to another 9/11-type terrorist attack on the United States". This "contingency plan" to attack Iran uses the pretext of a "Second 9/11" which has not yet happened, to prepare for a major military operation against Iran. The contingency plan, which is characterized by a military build up in anticipation of possible aerial strikes against Iran, is in a "state of readiness". What is diabolical is that the justification to wage war on Iran rests on Iran's involvement in a terrorist attack on America, which has not yet occurred: 

An attack would be spun by the media and government to rouse support for Iran strikes

Chossudovsky 6, Professor of Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research on Globalization, ( Michel, 2/22/06, Is the Bush Administration Planning A Nuclear Holocaust, http://www.countercurrents.org/us-chossudovsky190107.htm)

Through media disinformation, the objective is to galvanize Western public opinion in support of a US-led war on Iran in retaliation for Iran's defiance of the international community. War propaganda consists in "fabricating an enemy" while conveying the illusion that the Western World is under attack by Islamic terrorists, who are directly supported by the Tehran government. "Make the World safer", "prevent the proliferation of dirty nuclear devices by terrorists", "implement punitive actions against Iran to ensure the peace". "Combat nuclear proliferation by rogue states"... Supported by the Western mass-media, a generalized atmosphere of racism and xenophobia directed against Muslims has unfolded, particularly in Western Europe, which provides a fake legitimacy to the US war agenda. The latter is upheld as a "Just War". The "Just war" theory serves to camouflage the nature of US war plans, while providing a human face to the invaders. 

 Their evidence on retaliation proves that Americans would support a more aggressive foreign policy which solves heg

Al Kabalan 08 [Marwan, lecturer in media and international relations at the Faculty of Political Science and Media in Damascus University, Syria, “Will Barack Obama go isolationist?,” November 27, Gulf News, http://www.gulfnews.com/opinion/columns/world/10263043.html]

The September 11 attacks on Washington and New York did not create the policies of the Bush administration but rather made them acceptable for the US public. Hardcore neo-conservatives took advantage of domestic and international sympathy with the victims of the Twin Towers attacks to revolutionise the US's foreign and security policy. Unilateralism, prevention and pre-emption replaced the classic concepts of containment and deterrence. To devise a clearer vision towards the Middle East, the Bush administration injected its over-militarised foreign policy with a dose of democracy promotion. The war in Afghanistan received wide support among the US public because it was presented as a defensive war. By contrast, the war on Iraq was the first application of what came to be known as the "Bush Doctrine". Most Americans, whose sons and daughters have been fighting and dying in the Middle East, supported the Iraq war because they believed that their children were fighting to defend the nation against "international terrorism". Indeed, most Americans would like to see Iraq and the Middle East at large more democratic and less anti-American. But with the financial crisis hitting them hard, they must have become less tolerant towards their country's involvement in world affairs. The perceived failure of the Iraq intervention has pushed them to favour a more isolationist foreign policy, which is a more natural political position for most of them. A recent Pew poll indicates a swing in public opinion toward isolationism. Americans are also bewildered by the term "war on terror". For most of them wars are fought at full intensity and have clear beginnings and endings. This particular one does not seem to have any of these conditions. In addition, most Americans believe today that the "war on terror" has been used to justify a whole series of measures that infringe on civil liberties, from detention policy to domestic eavesdropping. The heavy legacy left over for the Obama administration will hence induce him to adopt an isolationist model of foreign policy and by the same token allocate more time and efforts to solve the financial crisis. But before he bows to public pressure, president-elect Obama needs to find quick fixes for the so many foreign policy problems his predecessor has created. 

***see Iran Strikes section for more***

Terrorism --> NMD

Terrorism leads to the creation of a National Missile Defense 9-11 proves

Tertrais 1 Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, The Cicero Foundation (Bruno, 12/24, What are the Strategic and Geopolitical Consequences of the "War Against Terrorism"?, http://www.cicerofoundation.org/lectures/tertrais_dec01.html, AG) 

Other trends that are or will be accelerated by 9/11 and the "war on terrorism" include the reform of Western armed forces. That is certainly true for the United States. Before 9/11, the fate of Secretary Rumsfeld's ambitious transformation projects were uncertain. He now has a golden opportunity to advance his agenda. Likewise, the missile defense program benefits from 9/11. First, the political context in Washington is different: the Democrats have decided that it was not a good time to criticize the Bush missile defense plans. Second, missile defense benefits from the priority given to the overarching concept of "homeland security". In other words, even though some critics of missile defense were arguing before 9/11 that the "real" threat was that of terrorism, the idea according to which "We don't know where the next surprise will come from" has come to the support of missile defense. And third, the international ramifications of the issue have been "de-dramatized", due to the new atmosphere of cooperation between Washington, Moscow and Beijing. In a nutshell, the net effect of 9/11 is to bolster the missile defense project.

And, attacks remind the public and congress of the need for missile defense – 9/11 proves 

O’Hanlon 01  Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution (Michael E. and **Philip E. Gordon who is the Senior Fellow for US Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, “September 11 Verdict - Yes to Missile Defense, But Don't Alienate Russia or China”, Los Angeles Times, October 17, 2001) 

 President Bush weighed in on the debate last week, arguing that there is no better example of the new threats we face than the Sept. 11 attacks and that "the case is more strong today than it was on Sept. 10 that the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty is outmoded." Bush has a point that the attacks reinforce the case for missile defense, but only for a defense limited in size and scale, and deployed in a way that does not threaten other great powers. Bush will need to show that he understands this point when he meets with Russian and Chinese leaders this weekend at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation summit in Shanghai. 

Missile Defenses are key to protecting against numerous attacks

Investor's Business Daily 07 (11/7/20, “Missile Defense Before It's Too Late” http://www.investors.com/editorial/editorialcontent.asp?secid=1501&status=article&id=279331529327444&secure=770)

Is it possible that Democrats are still skeptical that a missile shield will actually work? If so, evidence that it will has reached the point that it can no longer be denied. Or is their lack of support simply due to a reflexive opposition to the military and toward symbols of what they perceive to be projections of U.S. power? Either way, their actions could leave us vulnerable to nuclear attack from a rogue nation such as Iran (see editorial at left) or North Korea, which is supposedly backing down on its nuclear weapons program but will remain a threat as long as its communist regime stays in place. The risk doesn't end, however, with those two legs of the Axis of Evil, both of which are on the State Department's list of terrorist states. Nuclear-armed Pakistan is now an ally, yet it could become an enemy depending on how its internal turmoil is resolved. Both al-Qaida and the Taliban have powerful bases in the region. What if the Musharraf government one day falls and one of those terrorist groups suddenly has the keys to a nuclear arsenal? It's just as plausible that the threat could come from any of the Mideast nations that want to keep up with Iran's nuclear program. With Egypt making its announcement last week, there are now 13 countries in the region that have in the last year said they want nuclear power. They can claim, as Iran has, that they want it merely for energy. But the step from nuclear power to nuclear weapons is not that far. Given the volatility of the region, it would be wise to make sure that all precautions — and that includes a missile defense — are taken. Even Russia, with its extensive nuclear weaponry, could be a threat. President Vladimir Putin has raised objections to America's allying with former Soviet satellites to place U.S. missile defense components in their countries. This, warns Putin in language reminiscent of the Cold War, will turn Europe into a "powder keg." For his part, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has declared: "The arms race is starting again." Are congressional Democrats prepared to leave us only partly protected in a world where nuclear arms might soon begin to spread like a Southern California wildfire? Some have looked at the Democrats' actions and said, emphatically, yes. "Their aim," Heritage Foundation defense analyst Baker Spring said earlier this year, "is to force the U.S. to adopt a position that prohibits it from developing — much less deploying — missile defense interceptors in space under any circumstance and for all time." Since they hold the majority in Congress and might also take the White House next year, Democrats owe the nation more forward thinking on matters of national security. Missile defense is not a mere political issue to be used to score points. It's at the core of a real life-and-death struggle.

Terrorism --> Decrease in PTSD

Terrorism actually decreases PTSD, increases psychological resilience
Carmelo Vázquez et al. 2008 Complutense University (School of Psychology) “Positive effects of Terrorism and Posttraumatic Growth: An Individual and Community Perspective.” http://www.ucm.es/info/psisalud/carmelo/PUBLICACIONES_pdf/2008-PTG%20and%20terrorism%20_Final%20version_.pdf p. 5-6

But what about the general population, which is ultimately the end target of terrorist attacks? The existing data offer a very different panorama from that of the direct victims. Despite the frequently alarmist discourse of the political and academic authorities (see Pérez-Sales & Vázquez, in press), the data show that the impact is usually much more limited than would be expected (Silver et al., 2005; Vázquez, 2005). Despite numerous initial reactions of moderate or high stress in the general population (Galea et al., 2002; Miguel-Tobal et al., 2006; Schlenger et al., 2002; Schuster et al., 2001), most of the studies have failed to reveal high rates of posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD)(see reviews in Silver et al., 2005; and Vázquez, 2005), or concomitant increases in the use of mental health services (Rosenheck & Fontana, 2003) and of psychotropics (McCarter & Goldman, 2002). In fact, the pattern of the general population is more often one of resilience than of vulnerability to terrorist acts. Resilience has been defined as “the ability… to maintain a relatively stable, healthy level of psychological functioning” in the face of highly adverse events (Bonanno, 2004, pp. 20-21) or “…the adult capacity to maintain healthy, symptom-free functioning” (Bonanno, Galea, Bucciarelli, & Vlahov, 2006, p. 81). Although resilience to trauma has conventionally been thought to be very rare, only emerging in psychologically exceptional individuals (McFarlane & Yehuda, 1996), the data show that most people who face potentially traumatic situations react without displaying signs of major psychopathologies (Kessler, Sonnega, Bromet, Hughes, & Nelson, 1995), and a significant percentage displays no psychological effects, not even short-lived ones. For example, in a prospective study, Bonanno et al. (2006) showed that 65.1% of their probability sample (N=2,752) of New York area residents had either no PTSD symptoms—as assessed by a checklist administered by telephone—or just one symptom during the 6 months following the 9-11 terrorist attacks. The frequency of resilience, defined as absence of PTSD, was surprisingly high even among people who were in the World Trade Center (N=22) or in those who were physically wounded in the attack (N=59)—53.5% and 32.8%, respectively, showed resilience

There is a strong correlation between PTSD and an increase in domestic violence 

Monica Matthieu and Peter Hovmand, (Ph.D., an expert in domestic violence and assistant social work professor at Washington University) “Domestic violence on increase for war veterans” Associated Content.  February 2009 http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/1470831/domestic_violence_on_increase_for_war.html?cat=4 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) among veterans has raised the risk of domestic violence in the homes of veterans, affecting their families and children. Domestic violence in the homes of veterans is a growing problem, creating victims of the spouse, intimate partner, family and the children of the veteran who returns home with PTSD. According to VA research, veterans with PTSD are two to three times likelier to batter their intimate partners, families and children than veterans who do not have PTSD. Veterans with PTSD are also more likely to have legal issues.

Terrorism --> Decrease in PTSD

Domestic violence kills more than three people die a day. Countless more are battered and abused
National Organization of Women, 2006, Violence against Women in the United States, http://www.now.org/issues/violence/stats.html
In 2005, 1,181 women were murdered by an intimate partner.1 That's an average of three women every day. Of all the women murdered in the U.S., about one-third were killed by an intimate partner.2 DOMESTIC VIOLENCE (Intimate Partner Violence or Battering) Domestic violence can be defined as a pattern of abusive behavior in any relationship that is used by one partner to gain or maintain power and control over an intimate partner.3 According to the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, women experience about 4.8 million intimate partner-related physical assaults and rapes every year.4 Less than 20 percent of battered women sought medical treatment following an injury.5 SEXUAL VIOLENCE According to the National Crime Victimization Survey, which includes crimes that were not reported to the police, 232,960 women in the U.S. were raped or sexually assaulted in 2006. That's more than 600 women every day.6 Other estimates, such as those generated by the FBI, are much lower because they rely on data from law enforcement agencies. A significant number of crimes are never even reported for reasons that include the victim's feeling that nothing can/will be done and the personal nature of the incident.7 THE TARGETS Young women, low-income women and some minorities are disproportionately victims of domestic violence and rape. Women ages 20-24 are at greatest risk of nonfatal domestic violence8, and women age 24 and under suffer from the highest rates of rape.9 The Justice Department estimates that one in five women will experience rape or attempted rape during their college years, and that less than five percent of these rapes will be reported.10 Income is also a factor: the poorer the household, the higher the rate of domestic violence -- with women in the lowest income category experiencing more than six times the rate of nonfatal intimate partner violence as compared to women in the highest income category.11 When we consider race, we see that African-American women face higher rates of domestic violence than white women, and American-Indian women are victimized at a rate more than double that of women of other races.12
s in the past 100 years or so have risen. Where he differs from alarmists such as US environmental activist Al Gore and NASA's fearmonger-inchief Dr James Hansen is in his understanding of the cause. They want to blame man; Spencer says it's down to Mother Nature. As the world's greatest expert on satellite temperature monitoring, Spencer has access to the most accurate climate data yet collected. What his observations have shown him is that, yes, there has been 0.7C of global warming since the beginning of the 20th century, but that three quarters of this was caused by an entirely natural process called the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO). The PDO is a shift in weather patterns over the North Pacific Ocean. it moves in cycles of around 30 years which is about the length of the various periods of warming and cooling which got alarmists so worked up in the 20th century. From the Forties to the late Seventies there was the stretch of cooling that persuaded some to believe we were on the verge of a new ice Age. Then came the heat spell which set the AGW bandwagon rolling. Now we're beginning a new PDO phase in which temperatures will cool for another 30 years. Spencer describes the junk science that has led to these policy disasters as "the greatest scientific blunder in history". He adds: "At some point we will realize the fear of catastrophic climate change was the worst case of mass hysteria the world has ever known." What kind of topsy turvy world do we live in where America's environmental Protection Agency can declare CO2 - the naturally occurring gas on which all life depends - a pollutant? What insanity drives environmentalists to want to carpet beautiful stretches of Britain's countryside with ugly, expensive and almost entirely ineffective wind turbines? Yet if this blunder was so basic, how come nobody spotted it before? Spencer suspects some scientists did but kept quiet because AGW is "driven more by quasi-religious beliefs and financial and political motives than by an objective assessment of the science". To keep getting funding, scientists need to support Al Gore's "consensus" that CO2 is evil. D OeS this mean the debate is now over? Unfortunately not. like all sceptical scientists, Spencer has had great difficulty getting any media coverage for his research. And instead of attempting to explode his theory scientifically, climate alarmists have resorted to their usual tactics of smears and personal attack. As Spencer points out, this debate has always had more to do with politics and vested interests than it does with science. So next time you're sitting by your patio heater and some dreary eco-bore tries to tick you off, you can now confidently reply that your carbon footprint makes no more difference to global warming than the Tooth Fairy. That's the good news. The bad news is that governments still believes in that Tooth Fairy. And no amount of science, however solid, looks likely to persuade them otherwise. 'The worst case of mass hysteria ever seen' 

Terrorism --> Republican Win

A terrorist attack makes the republicans win

Claude Berrebi and Esteban F. Klor, April 2007. Berrebi has a PhD in economics from Princeton University. Klor is part of the Department of Economics at Hebrew University in Israel.  “The Impact of Terrorism on Voters’ Preferences” http://igcc3.ucsd.edu/pdf/klor.pdf
This paper documented that terrorism has a strong effect on the political preferences of the electorate. In particular, we have shown that the occurrence of a terror attack causes an increase in the order of 1.35 percentage points on the relative electoral support for the right bloc of political parties. This effect is significantly higher in localities with lower support for the right bloc of political parties. Moreover, the results show that a terror fatality has important electoral effects beyond the locality where the attack is perpetrated, and the electoral impact of terror attacks is stronger the closer to the elections they are perpetrated. Finally, the observed political effects are not affected by the identity of the party holding office. We focused on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as the case study of interest for several reasons. First, terrorism is one of Israel's most salient issues. Over five hundred terror attacks resulted in more than a thousand and two hundred Israeli fatalities since July 1984, the date of the elections for the 11th Israeli Parliament. This provided us with enough observations to be able to conduct a rigorous empirical analysis. Furthermore, the political positions of the Israeli political parties regarding terrorism and the occupation are fairly well known to voters and terrorists alike, allowing us to provide a clear interpretation of our results. The particularities of the Israeli case notwithstanding, the revealed empirical evidence on the consequences of terror fatalities may describe similar patterns elsewhere. Thus, this case study may teach us general lessons based on over fifty years of dealing with terrorism. These lessons show that terror attacks affect the electorate, substantiating the hypothesis that democracies are especially susceptible to be targeted by terror organizations. Democratic governments should take note of these political implications of terrorism when they device counter-terrorism policies. In general, the implementation of counter-terrorism policies is accompanied by an increase on the salience of terrorism, due partly to public statements made by policy makers. Our results imply that an increase in the salience of terrorism as an important issue dimension has a negative effect that may encourage terrorists to intensify their campaign. On the contrary, policies that diminish the electorate's sensitivity to terrorism may be very efficient in lowering its threat as well. 

(insert Dems agenda bad/republicans agenda good impact)
Terrorism --> Russian Relations
U.S.-Russian relations are on the brink- only terrorism can bring the countries back together.

Hooson, 08 , former lobbyist and writer for Progressive Values (Paul, “New Wave of Terrorism may Draw Russia & U.S. closer again,” 11-30, http://wizbangblue.com/2008/11/30/new-wave-of-terrorism-may-draw-russia-us-closer-again.php]

Interestingly, VOICE OF RUSSIA, the Russian news-service … violence, then this may well provide the common ground required for better relations between the states. 

Interestingly, VOICE OF RUSSIA, the Russian news-service which is a virtual mouthpiece for the Russian government Putin regime and the Putin dominated United Russia political party seems to be taking a much less confrontational opinion of the U.S. in the last few days since the violence in Mumbai, India as well elsewhere in the world. Since the Russian military offensive in Georgia in August, American and Russian relations had been greatly strained, but now Russia views a recent uptick in international terrorism as evidence that the United States, Russia and the EU must work together as allies to prevent a spread of this epidemic of violence around the world. Russia might also be realizing that with a fresh administration coming into power in Washington soon, that it might just be more pragmatic to paper-over the recent bad relations since Georgia, and work together for a better relationship with Washington. And the shared international fears of terrorism just might give both Washington as well as Moscow good enough of a reason to forget each nation's problems with the other somewhat, and work together to stem rising international terrorism. Besides the terrorist violence in Mumbai, terrorism in Georgia claimed the life a pro-Moscow mayor, and a U.S. embassy in Kabul was attacked as well. VOICE OF RUSSIA notes that these actions came recently when Russian-Western relations have suffered in the wake of the Georgia conflict. Russia seems to be opening the door to improved relations with Washington and the EU by running such a feature on VOICE OF RUSSIA, where it appears that they are inviting an improvement in relations, perhaps viewing the incoming Obama Administration as less confrontational to Russia than the Bush administration. Interestingly, the news coverage on VOICE OF RUSSIA appears to be far less anti-Washington in tone as well in recent days, a sharp contrast from the more heated opinions in Russia around the time of the August actions in Georgia. Surprisingly, it appears as though Moscow might have blinked first here. And if anything, this is an important signal to the incoming Obama Administration that better relations with Russia built on common ground issues such as combating international terrorism are very possible. An improvement in relations with Russia is very important because it is the only nation in the world with a nuclear weapons force large enough to battle the U.S. to draw or worse. The two world military superpowers. Russia and the U.S. need to work together on many issues, and not allow events like Georgia to put the two nations at dangerous odds with other, especially when world terrorism just might be on the rise once again, taking some advantage of the problems that Washington and Moscow have been having since the Georgia incident. There is the saying that the, "Enemy of my enemy is my friend". And since Russia, the U.S. and the EU are all three disgusted with worldwide terrorist violence, then this may well provide the common ground required for better relations between the states. 

Rebuilding high level ties prevents a war of miscalculation that would cause extinction 

Cirincone 7  Center for American Progress expert in nonproliferation, national security, international security, U.S. military, U.S. foreign policy (Joseph Cirincione, July 23rd, 2007, “Nuclear summer) The first jolt came June 3, when Russian President Vladimir Putin said that Russia will point its nuclear missiles toward Europe if the United States constructs anti-missile bases on his borders. Putin warned that placing new American weapon systems in Poland and the Czech Republic “increases the possibility of a nuclear conflict.” Beyond the fact that Putin actually used his nuclear arsenal as a lever to alter U.S policy, the conflict underscored the threat from the 25,000 nuclear weapons the two countries still deploy, with thousands on hair-trigger alert ready to fire in 15 minutes. With Russian early-warning capabilities eroding, we increasingly rely on good relations between the White House and the Kremlin to ensure that no Russian president will misinterpret a false alarm and make a catastrophic decision. This summer, behind the smiles at the “Lobster Summit" in Maine, that good will was in short supply, weakening an important safety net crucial to preventing an accidental nuclear exchange. Later in July, the mutual diplomatic expulsions between Russia and the United Kingdom, which fields 185 nuclear weapons, ratcheted tensions up another notch and should shake current complacent policies that take good relations for granted and scorn any further negotiated nuclear reductions.

Terrorism --> Russian Relations Ext
Terrorist attack key to high-level US-Russian relations 

Peoples Daily 02 (9/13/02, “A Year After the September 11th http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/200209/11/eng20020911_103025.shtml) 

Diplomatic Gains after "September 11": Taking advantage of the unprecedented moral support extended to the United States by the international community, America has successfully organized an international counter-terrorist alliance, and has gained political dominant power; it has strengthened its relations with its allies, at the same time it has pushed forward its ties with other big powers, particularly US-Russian relations; US troops have entered Central Asia, gone deep into South Asia and returned to Southeast Asia, and further enhanced the superiority of its global strategy. In the anti-terrorist war, it has put into practice its theory of military revolution, and displayed and consolidated its military superiority. Generally speaking, the US status as the superpower has become more prominent after "September 11". 
Terrorism --> Ends Urban Sprawl
Terrorism halts urban sprawl across the U.S.

S. Brock Blomberg and Stephen Sheppard, 2007. Blomberg has a PhD in Economics from Johns Hopkins University, professor of Economics at Robert Day School of Economics and Finance. Sheppard has a PhD in Economics from Washington University and is a professor of economics at Williams College. “The Impacts of Terrorism on Urban Form” Written for the Brookings-Wharton Papers on Urban Affairs. p. 286-287

Overall, our estimates seem remarkably successful in providing support for the hypotheses and building our confidence in using the model discussed above. They generally confirm our hypothesis that sustained terrorism can have a profound impact on urban form. Although the notion that increasing terrorism reduces urban land use for a given population conjures images of urban residents “huddling together” for safety, our model provides an alternative interpretation. Increasing terrorism significantly adds to the uncertainty associated with housing supply and land development. The natural response is for landowners to put development plans on hold, until the nature of the terrorist threat is better understood. Our results stand in contrast to a variety of other studies, noted above, that have found (or hypothesized) minimal impacts from terrorism. We offer three explanations for this. First, our analysis suggests that measurement of the impact of terrorism requires careful accounting for the endogeneity that is intrinsic to the process of emerging urban form. Results obtained using OLS may be biased because they do not correct for this problem. A second explanation is our ability to test for impacts in a global sample of cities. This results in much greater variety in terrorism levels and permits greater precision in the estimation process. A third explanation hinges on where we look for an impact. Our model guides us to look for an impact in the footprint of the urban area—total urban land use. Some other studies have considered employment, population, and even the price of structures. To the extent that the impact of terrorism is reflected less in structures and more in the price of land, it may be difficult or impossible to obtain precise estimates of impacts. Furthermore, if structure and land prices adjust to compensate for living in a risky environment, long-run impacts on population or employment may only be observed in the most severe circumstances. That does not mean that there are no impacts, however. It remains for further studies to confirm our estimates of an impact on total urban land use and to discern the broader impacts of these changes for the environment, for the welfare of the inhabitants, and for economic performance. 

Terrorism --> Ends Urban Sprawl Poverty Impact
Sprawl decreases poverty while boosting the economy

Sakowicz 4 (J Celeste, Florida State U JD candidate, 19 J. Land Use & Envtl. Law 377, Spring, p. 378, LN)
Sprawl is "low-density development on the edges of cities and towns that is poorly planned, land-consumptive, automobile-dependent, [and] designed without regard to its surroundings." 1 The effects of metropolitan expansion impact almost every person on a daily basis. The five-mile commute to work that takes an hour is a result of insufficient infrastructure to accommodate the traffic volume. Students attend schools in trailers because state funding for institutional expansion cannot maintain pace with development. Conversely, expansion is alleged to possess many positive aspects, such as reducing unemployment, increasing productivity, and improving economic outputs. States have enacted various approaches to accommodate the competing positive and negative factors. In the 1980s, the policies became known as "growth management." The premise is to promote growth in controlled or guided patterns. Growth management plans are constantly amended to adapt to evolving environments and reacting to the unintended consequences created by their unforeseen loopholes. Currently, "smart growth" is the response to deficiencies in previously existing planning strategies.

Poverty represents a structural violence that outweighs nuclear war.

Abu-Jamal 98 (Mumia, award-winning PA journalist, 9/19, http://www.flashpoints.net/mQuietDeadlyViolence.html)
We live, equally immersed, and to a deeper degree, in a nation that condones and ignores wide-ranging "structural' violence, of a kind that destroys human life with a breathtaking ruthlessness. Former Massachusetts prison official and writer, Dr. James Gilligan observes;  By "structural violence" I mean the increased rates of death and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of the class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society's collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting "structural" with "behavioral violence" by which I mean the non-natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on. --(Gilligan, J., MD, Violence: Reflections On a National Epidemic (New York: Vintage, 1996), 192.)   This form of violence, not covered by any of the majoritarian, corporate, ruling-class protected media, is invisible to us and because of its invisibility, all the more insidious. How dangerous is it--really? Gilligan notes:  [E]very fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world. [Gilligan, p. 196]

Terrorism --> Ends Urban Sprawl Environment Impact

Sprawl is good for the environment – low-density development hurts it less than high-density.

Bare 3 (Thomas Benton III, U CT School of Law JD, 21 Va. Envtl. L.J. 455, p. 470, LN)

Critics generally begin their attack on the anti-sprawl position on the environmental front. The following statements typify the main arguments in this area. Low-density development is actually net beneficial for the environment since environmental degradation increases as densities in a particular area rise. 81 Loss of farmland to development is irrelevant since the agricultural industry is more efficient and less land is needed to produce the food America needs. 82 In addition, development of once rural areas is good since the U.S. has a surplus of agricultural land, 83 and restrictions on its use will have the negative effect of driving up urban property prices. 84 The critics generally dismiss or do not address any arguments regarding the aesthetic value of open space, or any impact on the wildlife, habitat, or ecosystems. 85

Environment collapse causes extinction.
Irish Times 02 (7/27, LN)

Such pleasure is probably the least important reason why biodiversity is a good thing: human survival is more to the point. Conservationists insist that biodiversity is basic to the Earth's life-support system and that the progressive loss of species - as in the current destruction of natural forest - could help destabilise the very processes by which the planet services our presence and wellbeing. Most ecologists, probably, go along with the idea that every species matters. Like rivets in an aeroplane, each has its own, small importance: let too many pop and things start to fly apart. But some are now arguing that since so many species seem to do much the same job, mere "species richness" may not be essential: so long as "keystone species" are identified and cared for, their ecosystems will probably still function.

Terrorism --> Ends Urban Sprawl Economy Impact

Sprawl is key to economic growth.

Holcombe 99 (Randall G, FL State U econ prof., Feb., http://www.perc.org/articles/article356.php)

My study of metropolitan growth indicates that three kinds of development are typical of what we call "urban sprawl." They include: leapfrog development, strip or ribbon development, and low-density, single-dimensional development. Let us look at each type in turn. Leapfrog development occurs when developers build new residences some distance from an existing urban area, bypassing vacant parcels located closer to the city. In other words, developers choose to build on less expensive land farther away from an urban area rather than on more costly land closer to the city. Because land prices are lower, housing in these developments is more affordable. Some people decide to accept longer commutes in exchange for more comfortable, lower-priced housing. What few people realize is that leapfrog development nurtures compact commercial development-retail stores, offices, and businesses. The empty parcels that have been "leapfrogged" create an ideal location for commercial activity. It is a fact of economic life that developers are reluctant to place new commercial buildings on the outskirts of an urban area because these areas lack a large market to draw shoppers from. When new development bypasses vacant land, however, the land in between is suddenly accessible to more people and thus attractive to commercial developers. Thus, leapfrogging is a vital part of development in growing areas.

***Warming

Warming – Environment 

Empirically warming has ONLY been beneficial to the environment – it increases forest growth, growing seasons, and resiliency, biodiversity, the stability of biochemical cycles

McMahon et al 10 (Sean M. McMahon- postdoctoral fellow from Smithsonian Tropical Research Insititute’s Center for Tropical Forest Science, 3 February 2010, “Evidence for a recent increase in forest growth,” published online for  Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, http://www.pnas.org/content/107/8/3611.full?sid=03d5a654-605b-4a3c-ba27-453b95c8afbf, CM)
Forests and their soils contain the majority of the earth’s terrestrial carbon stocks. Changes in patterns of tree growth can have a huge impact on atmospheric cycles, biogeochemical cycles, climate change, and biodiversity. Recent studies have shown increases in biomass across many forest types. This increase has been attributed to climate change. However, without knowing the disturbance history of a forest, growth could also be caused by normal recovery from unknown disturbances. Using a unique dataset of tree biomass collected over the past 22 years from 55 temperate forest plots with known land-use histories and stand ages ranging from 5 to 250 years, we found that recent biomass accumulation greatly exceeded the expected growth caused by natural recovery. We have also collected over 100 years of local weather measurements and 17 years of on-site atmospheric CO2 measurements that show consistent increases in line with globally observed climate-change patterns. Combined, these observations show that changes in temperature and CO2 that have been observed worldwide can fundamentally alter the rate of critical natural processes, which is predicted by biogeochemical models. Identifying this rate change is important to research on the current state of carbon stocks and the fluxes that influence how carbon moves between storage and the atmosphere. These results signal a pressing need to better understand the changes in growth rates in forest systems, which influence current and future states of the atmosphere and biosphere. biomass change | carbon cycle | carbon fertilization | climate change | forest stand dynamics The movement of carbon in our atmosphere, oceans, and terrestrial ecosystems is critical to predicting how climate change may influence the natural systems on which humans rely (1–4). Changes in ecosystems can, in turn, feed back into global atmospheric cycles through evapotranspiration, net ecosystem CO2 exchange, and surface albedo and roughness, which complicates predictions about future climate states (1, 5–7). Key evidence that global changes may affect the functioning of forests is shown in changes in forest biomass over time, which can have important implications for whether or not forests accumulate biomass at a rate that would alter current trends of atmospheric carbon cycling (8). In densely forested regions across the globe, forests can recover rapidly from agricultural fields, logged stands, or areas cleared because of natural disturbances as long as remnant patches or seed banks remain. Across forest types, the period of recovery consists of a rapid rise in above-ground biomass (AGB) followed by a leveling off as the canopy fills in and biomass shifts from the sum of many small stems to fewer, larger canopy trees. The rate and asymptote of this pattern of biomass recovery can differ across stands because of nutrient availability and species composition or can differ between regions because of climate and disturbance regimens; however, the functional form of this response remains similar across forest types and regions (9, 10). There are indications that forest biomass accumulation may be accelerating where nutrients and water are not limiting (11–17). Distinguishing changes in forest dynamics caused by climate change from those changes caused by long-term stand recovery from disturbance, soil variables, species composition, and climate history is difficult (12, 18–20). We were able to use a unique dataset that combines census data and stand-age data, from which we estimated biomass change, while controlling for stand regeneration. Our biomass estimates were gathered over varying census intervals for 55 plots in a temperate deciduous forest in and near the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center (SERC) in Edgewater, MD (38°53′18″N, 76°33′15″W). Plot sizes ranged from 75 to 15,625 m2 (median = 1,000 m2). Stand age was estimated from tree-core measurements and land-use history. From these data, we compared the expected rate of biomass accumulation caused by the ensemble response of stands to disturbance with recent growth rates derived from the census data. These stands contain similar species compositions (Materials and Methods) and differ only slightly in soils and topography. All plots have documented histories of agricultural use. The Monod function effectively describes the increase in biomass of forests during recovery and thus, is appropriate to model patterns of resource use and limitation (10). The function for stand biomass in megagrams per hectare (Mg ha-1) for stand i is (Eq. 1): AGBi ¼ β0 þ β1 SAi SAi þ θ
; [1] where β0 + β1 is the asymptote for the maximum biomass that a stand can achieve, SAi is the age of the stand, and θ is the age at half-saturation of the function. We estimated the parameters β0, β1, and θ across the plots using hierarchical Bayesian methods (modified from ref. 21). We estimated biomass using species-specific algorithms relating diameter at breast height (DBH) to total AGB. Stand age was estimated from tree-ring counts of cores of the 10 largest trees immediately outside of the stand-plot boundary (see ref. 22 for detailed methods) and historical photographs of the stand sites (Materials and Methods). Fig. 1 shows the fit of Eq. 1 for 55 sites in red and 50 sampled curves from the posterior distributions of the estimated parameters in light blue. The blue lines highlight variation in parameter fits and not process error, which is larger and encompasses all plots. This is intended to show uncertainty in expectation of growth rates, which are defined as the tangent of these lines, but not intended to show if some sites have overall different biomass estimates than the mean. For sites that had multiple censuses, we used mean biomass at the mean stand age of those censuses to estimate function parameters. Results and Discussion The Monod function in Eq. 1 gives the expected ensemble-growth trajectory. The derivative of Eq. 1 [β1 × θ/(SAi + θ)2], then provides a point estimate of expected annual biomass change given the age of a stand and the values of β1 and θ; 37 of 55 sites had more than one measurement taken between 1987 and 2005. To get annual biomass changes for a stand age, we divided the difference in biomass between census dates by the interval length. Using the mean stand age of each census interval from the β1 and θ parameters estimated from the ensemble data, we calculated the expected annual biomass change with error from posterior draws of the parameter estimates. Fig. 2A shows the census changes overlaid on the median ensemble estimate (red curve). Logged axes are used for clarity. Fig. 2B compares the observed biomass changes with those expected from the ensemble curve. In 78% of the annual growth estimates, the observed AGB change between censuses exceeded the higher confidence bound of the estimated rate (in a binomial test, P < 0.0001). Tree death is the only way biomass can decrease in a plot, and therefore, a negative rate cannot be used to assess changes in growth. When census intervals were only considered if there was positive growth (growth without deaths of large trees), 90% of intervals showed greater than expected growth (Fig. 2B). Plots with positive growth show an average annual rate increase of 4.15 Mg ha-1 (confidence bounds of 3.55 and 4.74) above their expected increase given stand age. This increase was independent of stand age (P > 0.1) and the year of the census (P > 0.1). These high biomass-rate increases across stand age must be a recent phenomenon. Extrapolating observed annual growth rates backward would lead either to dramatically lower than estimated stand ages or unrealistic biomass gain functions. Many potential mechanisms can influence the rate of biomass change. Table 1 lists six hypotheses that might explain the difference between the observed and expected values that we found. Increases in temperature, growing season, and atmospheric CO2 have documented influences on tree physiology, metabolism, and growth, and likely, they are critical to changing the rate of stand growth observed across stands. Increased Temperature. Temperature is critical to all metabolic processes involved in uptake, release, and storage of carbon. Rising temperatures, especially when coinciding with adequate precipitation and without resource limitation, can increase tree metabolic processes that, in turn, lead to higher biomass accumulation (6, 23). Temperate forest trees have shown a broader range of temperatures for optimal photosynthesis than have tropical forests, and they can likely respond quickly to increased temperatures (24). Observational studies correlating temperature to diameter growth across forest types have shown both increases (15, 25) and decreases (26, 27) in response to higher temperatures. Decreases are likely caused by water limitation of photosynthesis, which is not the case at the SERC stands. Mean and maximum temperatures near SERC have shown consistent long-term increases (Fig. 3A). Increased Growing Season. Higher temperatures are also correlated with longer growing seasons (Fig. 3B). A steady lengthening of the growing season has been documented worldwide (7), and even a shift in the seasonal phase of surface temperatures has been detected (28). Growing degree days correlate with the speed of forest recovery from pasture in the Amazon (9, 29) and increased plant growth in boreal forests (11, 25). Fig. 3B shows that last frosts of winter have come earlier and first frosts of fall have come later in the SERC region over the last century, significantly increasing the length of the growing season. Increased CO2. Atmospheric CO2 can increase tree growth through carbon fertilization (30). Trees have shown species specific increases in growth under elevated CO2, but nutrient and water limitation can mitigate growth (31). Measurements of CO2 from SERC match the increases observed from annual averages on Mauna Loa (Fig. 3C). Higher atmospheric CO2 levels can also cause higher temperatures and longer growing seasons (1, 5, 8). Interactions and feedbacks are expected to drive growth when nutrients, such as N or P, and water are not limiting. 

Warming – European Food Insecurity

Europe is on the brink of food insecurity risking civil unrest, economic protectionism and instability, and class-based starvation – only global warming solves by opening up new farmland in Greenland

Gill, 09 (A.A. Gill – columnist and writer employed by the Sunday Times, 16 August 2009, “The rancid taste of Britain's food fight; 

A British government report resurrects the spectre of food protectionism, but it would just make landowners richer, argues AA Gill,” The Sunday Times, lexis, CM)
It is the tradition of desperate British politicians during the long, dead summers, to conjure up chimera calamities and then duly set about averting them. So, after Harriet Harman manfully wrestled boardroom inequality, Hilary Benn, the food and environment secretary, was sent over the top to box custard, tame kumquats, and bring fishfingers to heel. This incarnation of the hereditary Benn is not a natural political bruiser. He is a man who looks as if he would start a bar fight by saying sorry. But last week he unleashed the most potent and ancient of all political terrors: food security. Will we have enough to feed our children? Could we starve to death? The entire 10,000-year march of civic society, from the birth of farming in the fertile crescent of Babylon and on the banks of the Yangtze, is the long struggle against starvation. The invention of the nation state, the urge to explore, discover and invent and the forging of empires are all driven by the need to secure the sources and production of food. So no politician should raise the spectre of hunger casually. It is like shouting "famine" in a crowded supermarket. But Obi-Wan Benn claimed he was simply indulging in a post-prandial exercise, asking informed, liberal, organic people to speculate where our food might come from in a decade or two, and what the problems of access, distribution, population and climate change would be. His report began by pointing out that our dinners were remarkably safe. That's true: we grow a lot ourselves, and the rest mostly comes from the EU. Although we import food from a large number of countries, none can hold us to ransom. For a generation, we have fed every single one of our citizens. No one dies of starvation now. The amount you have to eat is no longer a measure of poverty: there is no rickets or scurvy any more. The only time that Britain has been almost self-sufficient was during rationing, when everyone dug up their gardens and Hyde Park to grow potatoes and kale. (We lost three stone and killed our national cuisine - along with any expectation that food should be a pleasure.) Mr Benn has thrown a bone to the swivel-eyed ecological Cassandras in their knocked-through vicarages who specialise in dystopian disaster scenarios. There are lip-smacking calls for protectionism, strengthening the common agricultural policy, more subsidies for the right sort of British farmer. The organic lobby has been having a hard time of it recently and it scents salvation, or at least a grant or two, in new fear of global food riots and hijacked container ships. The dystopian argument goes that because of increased population and global warming, countries that export food will have to eat it all themselves, and industrial nations will starve. That is not what happens. Food doesn't belong to countries; it belongs to landowners. When prices go up, as they have in the past 12 months, farmers sell to the rich-escustomers; they don't give it away to the people down the road - and more often than not, in developing agricultural nations, landowners also run the government. They'll take the money. Kenya still exports food, though it has suffered a decade of drought and much of its population is severely undernourished. Despite bread riots, Egypt will continue to grow cotton instead of wheat, using the cotton money to buy tear gas. Food instability will, as ever, affect the poorest more than the richest. We will never starve. We don't even consider the cost of subsistence as worth noting. Hunger really won't be our problem. The EU produces more than enough for its own needs. Poland and Hungary alone could feed the whole continent, as long as you don't mind living on beetroot and lard. And population change also works in our favour. Ours is stable, declining slightly. Overall, Europe's population is shrinking. The burgeoning new mouths are all in the Third World. Guess which country has the highest birth rate? Afghanistan. But it's okay. We're taking care of that. Global warming may well be beneficial for northern Europe in terms of food production. We worry about the melting of the Greenland ice cap, but the Greenlanders are now farming in a way they haven't been able to do since the warm weather spike of the 10th century. To see the production and distribution of food in myopically medieval national terms is to miss the point. Protectionism, tariffs, import duties, subsidies, price-fixing and punitive laws don't feed more people. They simply concentrate wealth. The great example is that most wasteful, divisive and pointlessly time-consuming political argument of the 19th century: the corn laws. Started to protect the food supply at the end of the Napoleonic wars, they took a generation, the Peterloo massa-crethe Irish potato famine, the splitting of the Tory party and the invention of the Liberal to repeal. What had started as a means of protecting agricultural communities ended up being a tool to maintain the landed constitution of the aristocracy by artificially inflating the value of land and making industrial workers subsidise dukes. Enough to eat is an international, not a national, problem. It's not a Brit concern, but a human one that will be made only worse by rich countries putting their larder ahead of everyone else's. The world is now more urban than it is rural: for the first time, most of us aren't peasants. We all need the free movement of goods. The only place where the argument for protectionism and quotas makes sense is at sea. Fishing should be regulated and, more important, it can be, as the example of whaling shows, though we will have to find something else for the Japanese to eat. That's 100m people suddenly wanting hamburgers. 
Warming – Greenland Independence

Global warming is key to renewed European revenue and Greenland independence

Owen, 07 (James Owen – National Geographic Staff Writer, 17  October 2007,  “Global Warming Good for Greenland?,” National Geographic News, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/10/071017-greenland-warming.html, CM)

"The warmer climate will have a definite positive effect on Greenland's economic possibilities and development," the report said. (See a photo gallery of warming's effects on Greenland.) Positive Effects In southwestern Greenland, for example, the grass-growing season gets longer each year, boosting productivity for some 60 sheep farms now established in the region. Up to 23,500 sheep and lambs are slaughtered annually. Dairy cattle have recently been reintroduced, and a government-led project is expected to yield 29,058 gallons (110,000 liters) of milk annually, according to the new report. Locally grown potatoes have appeared in supermarkets, alongside broccoli and other vegetables never before cultivated in Greenland. Commercial fishermen are anticipating bumper cod catches after the fish recently moved north into Greenland's waters. Halibut are also increasing in size. "The cod there at the moment are still small ... so they haven't really become a commercial opportunity yet," said Anne-Marie Bjerg, Arctic conservation officer for WWF Denmark. "But they will undoubtedly [grow in size and commercial importance], particularly if the cod stocks are properly managed," she said. Full Sovereignty? Greenland's melting ice cap has triggered a rush for diamonds, gold, and other metals as mining companies prospect previously covered mineral-rich rocks. Oil companies have negotiated rights to explore for oil and natural gas along the Greenlandic coastline. The island may also be swept up in the scramble to claim the Arctic seafloor and its oil wealth. Potential new revenues from oil, mining, and cheap hydroelectricity supplied by abundant meltwater could soon make independence from Denmark affordable for Greenland, which is heavily dependent on the European country for funding. The report added Greenland's progress "towards a sustainable economy with the possibility of full sovereignty" may come much sooner than previously thought. 

Increasing global warming is key to unlocking underground oil in Greenland and promping the Greenland government to cut sever ties with Denmark

The Telegraph’s Nuuk Foreign Staff, 09 (21 June 2009, “Greenland takes step toward independence from Denmark,” The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/greenland/5594140/Greenland-takes-step-toward-independence-from-Denmark.html, CM)

US scientists believe Greenland's northern tip is especially rich in oil and gas and they say global warming could actually help unlock the untapped wealth and provide a solid foundation for an independent economy. If it proves to be "sufficiently large to prop up the island's economy", Greenland will be well on the road to full independence from Denmark, said Lars Hovbakke Soerensen, a historian at the University of Aarhus. Greenland, which holds 10 per cent of the world's freshwater reserves, is one of the areas most under threat from global warming, which in turn will affect its lucrative fishing industry. That will force political leaders to look underground in a bid to diversify the economy and cut reliance on its former colonial master for funding. 

Global warming creates the only scenario for Greenland independence – severing Danish subsidies through economic independence due to money from oil and a better fishing economy
Boyes, 08 (Roger Boyes – journalist and author, correspondent for The Times, 7 May 2008, “Global warming could help Greenland to independence,” The Times, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3883272.ece, CM)

As for global warming, Greenlanders cannot get enough of it. The melting of the icebergs may, as some climate scientists predict, ultimately end up by flooding American cities, but it has given political bargaining muscle to the 57,000 inhabitants of the world’s largest island. “Climate change will be very beneficial to society there,” Jesper Madsen, of the DMU environmental research institute in Roskilde, in mainland Denmark, said. “It will improve fishing and above all make it easier to drill for oil and gas. The US geological survey calculates that the greatest unused oil reserves on Earth are in the Greenland waters – and they are in the east, where the ice is melting fastest.” Greenland was given home rule by the Danes in 1979 but the island’s economy is still dependent on subsidies. Almost everything, from beer to lavatory paper, has to be imported from Denmark. It is subsidised to the tune of €400 million (£315 million) a year. Under the terms of the plan the country would eventually keep all the revenue from mineral and oil exploitation. To begin with the islanders will be allowed the first €10 million earned each year from the country’s resources. When it starts to earn more than that – if and when multinational energy companies invest – the Danish subsidies will be capped. By the time Greenland earns €800 million a year, the money from Denmark will stop. There would then be no obstacle to independence. 
Greenland Independence Good – Colonialism
Denmark’s rule and influence over Greenland, despite Greenland’s technical autonomy, uniquely perpetuates colonialism and incorporates it into Greenlandic identity discourse 

Gad, 09 (Ulrik Pram Gad – Research Fellow at the Department for Political Science at the University of Copenhagen, 1 April 2009, “Post-colonial identity in Greenland? When the empire dichotomizes back — bring politics back in,” Journal of Language and Politics 8:1, pg. 136-137, CM) 

Greenland is gradually unravelling its colonial relationship to Denmark. In 1953, the legal status of Greenland was transformed: Denmark chose, more or less unilaterally, to integrate the former colony as a county and its inhabitants as Danish citizens. After the Greenlandic version of the 1960s youth rebellion made its way across the Atlantic from the higher education institutions in Denmark, a Home Rule arrangement was introduced in 1979. At present, the politicians are negotiating ‘self-government’; an enhanced version of Home Rule. If post-coloniality refers to a condition in which coloniality proper has formally ended but nevertheless continues to be a seemingly necessary reference for most of society, then Greenland may certainly be labelled a post-colonial society. Whatever the exact result of the ongoing negotiations, Greenlandic society remains post-colonial. In this sense, Greenlandic identity discourse may also be labelled post-colonial (cf. Mongia 1996: 2). 

Colonialism is at the core of Denmark-Greenland relations and otherize the Greenlandic people – only the push for self-determinism can solve
Graugaard, 08 (Naja Dyrendom Graugaard – Author for The Centre for the Study of Global Power and Politics at the University of Trent, 2008, “National Identity in Greenland in the Age of Self-Government,” Centre for the Critical Study of Global Power and Politics)

In this paper, I analyze some of the national processes involved in the development of Greenland as a post-colonial nation, seeking to advance its possibilities of greater self-determination. My examination of Greenland revolves around the question of what it means for a ‘nation’ not to have an independent ‘state’. Such and examination must be tied to the relations between Greenland and Denmark. In my analysis, I question how Greenland emerged as a nation. This calls for a historical analysis of Danish colonialism which determines present day relations between Greenland and Denmark. The emergence of Greenland as a nation is connected to conceptualizations of Greenlandic national identity. The question of identity has been debated in Greenland throughout the last centuries. Thus, in my analysis, I question how conceptualizations of Greenlandic national identity reflect the colonial history and continued Danish dominance, the encounter between an Indigenous and a colonizing people, traditionalism, and new pressures for re-interpreting “Greenlandicness”. In this context, I furthermore question the ways in which Greenland, as a post-colonial nation, is represented in Denmark. I analyze how Denmark is involved in the production and reproduction of images of Greenland in and for Denmark which position Danes as superior to Greenlanders. In this way, the essentialized images of Greenland as the Other reflects a “disguised” reproduction of colonial relations. My analytical questions are set in the empirical context of Greenland’s decolonization process. I argue that the process towards greater Greenlandic self-determination requires critical analysis of the national processes involved in the development of Greenland as a post-colonial nation, as well as identification of power relationships and their history. The current implementation of Self-Government in Greenland constitutes a political moment that invites a rethinking and re-visioning of the (post-)colonial relations between Greenland and Denmark. My paper therefore speaks to both Greenlanders and Danes. 

Warming – Ice Age

Continuing CO2 atmospheric input from warming is key to extend our current interglacial period

Shaffer, 09 (Gary Shaffer – professor in the Planet and Geophysics department of the Niels Bohr Institute of University of Copenhagen, Director of the  Danish Center for Earth System Science, senior scientist at  Department of Geophysics, University of Concepcion, Chile,  11 February 2009, “Long time management of fossil fuel resources to limit global warming and avoid ice age onsets,” Geophysical Research Letters Vol. 36, L03704, doi:10.1029/2008GL036294, CM)

[1] There are about 5000 billion tons of fossil fuel carbon in accessible reserves. Combustion of all this carbon within the next few centuries would force high atmospheric CO2 content and extreme global warming. On the other hand, low atmospheric CO2 content favors the onset of an ice age when changes in the Earth’s orbit lead to low summer insolation at high northern latitudes. Here I present Earth System Model projections showing that typical reduction targets for fossil fuel use in the present century could limit ongoing global warming to less than one degree Celcius above present. Furthermore, the projections show that combustion pulses of remaining fossil fuel reserves could then be tailored to raise atmospheric CO2 content high and long enough to parry forcing of ice age onsets by summer insolation minima far into the future. Our present interglacial period could be extended by about 500,000 years in this way. Citation: Shaffer, G. (2009), Long time management of fossil fuel resources to limit global warming and avoid ice age onsets, Geophys. Res. Lett., 36, L03704, doi:10.1029/2008GL036294. 1. Introduction [2] Most of the ongoing global warming is very likely forced by anthropogenic greenhouse gases, in particular CO2 from fossil fuel combustion [Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC), 2007]. Natural processes remove this CO2 from the atmosphere on time scales of decades to hundreds of thousands of years [Archer, 2005; Lenton and Britton, 2006]. This has several important implications. First, if large amounts of CO2 are introduced too rapidly into the atmosphere, high atmospheric CO2 content and extreme global warming result [Montenegro et al., 2007; Schmittner et al., 2008]. Second, slow natural uptake of anthropogenic CO2 means that warming would continue for thousands of years after a CO2 injection into the atmosphere. But this also implies that management of CO2 input to the atmosphere could provide an effective means for long term climate regulation and could be used to extend the present interglacial even longer than expected for current weak eccentricity of the Earth’s orbit [Loutre and Berger, 2000]. [3] Ice ages start when conditions at high northern latitudes allow winter snowfall to persist over the summer for enough years to accumulate and build ice sheets. Such conditions are usually attributed to minima of summer solar insolation at high northern latitudes from changes in the eccentricity, obliquity and precession of the Earth’s orbit [Ruddiman, 2003]. However, other factors like atmospheric greenhouse gas levels and biosphere-related albedo feedbacks have also been found to be important for ice sheet inception [Berger et al., 1999; Ruddiman, 2003; Vettoretti and Peltier, 2004; Calov and Ganopolski, 2005; Crucifix et al., 2006]. In one coupled climate model study, obliquity forcing was most important for inception followed by forcing of about equal importance by eccentricity-precession and atmospheric CO2 [Vettoretti and Peltier, 2004]. Critical summer mean (June 21–July 20) insolation at 65N for ice sheet nucleation was significantly lower for higher CO2 partial pressure (pCO2) in projections with the coupled climate-ice sheet Climber-2 model using constant obliquity but variable precession [Archer and Ganopolski, 2005]. [4] Here I force the low-order, DCESS Earth System Model [Shaffer et al., 2008] with three fossil fuel emission scenarios to obtain three long term (>100,000 year) projections of atmospheric pCO2 and of global warming. These projections are used together with the Climber-2 results to diagnose ice age onsets. The third of the emission scenarios is tailored to limit immediate global warming while avoiding ice age onsets as long as possible for available fossil fuel reserves. 

An ice age is the ONLY scenario for extinction – warming will be beneficial, history proves

Forbes, 10 (Viv Forbes – Chairman of The Carbon Sense Coalition, 4 February 2010, “New tax inevitable in the Libs' alternative ETS,” The Advertiser, Australia, pg. 20, lexis, CM)
There is no evidence that carbon dioxide drives temperature changes on Earth. And even if the world did warm, there is no evidence that this would be harmful to life on Earth. Ice ages cause mass extinctions; warm periods are always bountiful. Moreover, higher temperature must produce higher evaporation from the oceans and thus more rainfall. If this is combined with more abundant carbon dioxide, the aerial plant food, Earth would have another green revolution. The war on carbon dioxide has been heavily promoted by European interests dependent on ageing and costly nuclear power and unreliable Russian gas. Their goal is to hobble those competitors reliant on efficient and dependable coal power, chiefly the Anglo-American world and Australia's major customers in China and India. Many foolish local politicians have thus become foreign agents.
Warming – Ice Age Ext

Warming is key to stop a future ice age

Inman 08 (Mason Inman, writer at National Geographic, “ New Ice Age Predicted -- But Averted by Global Warming?” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/pf/29078080.html, 11/12/8)
Deep ice sheets would cover much of the Northern Hemisphere thousands of years from now—if it weren't for us pesky humans, a new study says. Emissions of greenhouse gases—such as the carbon dioxide, or CO2, that comes from power plants and cars—are heating the atmosphere to such an extent that the next ice age, predicted to be the deepest in millions of years, may be postponed indefinitely (quick guide to the greenhouse effect). "Climate skeptics could look at this and say, CO2 is good for us," said study leader Thomas Crowley of the University of Edinburgh in Scotland. But the idea that global warming may be staving off an ice age is "not cause for relaxing, because we're actually moving into a highly unusual climate state," Crowley added. In about 10,000 to 100,000 years, the study suggests, Antarctic-like "permanent" ice sheets would shroud much of Canada, Europe, and Asia. "I think the present [carbon dioxide] levels are probably sufficient to prevent that from ever happening," said Crowley, whose study will appear tomorrow in the journal Nature. Permanent Ice Sheets? For the past three million years, Earth's climate has wobbled through dozens of ice ages, with thick ice sheets growing from the poles and then shrinking back again. These ice ages used to last roughly 41,000 years. But in the past half a million years, these big freezes each stretched to about a hundred thousand years long. Meanwhile, the temperature swings during and between these ice ages became more extreme, soaring to new highs and lows. These extreme climate swings don't appear to be easing anytime soon, according to evidence recorded in Earth's rocks, Crowley said. "The latest two glaciations were two of the biggest we've seen." The increasing variability is a sign that Earth's climate will soon move into a new state, according to a computer model used by Crowley and a colleague, William Hyde of the University of Toronto in Canada. They had previously used the model to simulate past ice ages. The researchers found that between 10,000 and 100,000 years from now, Earth would enter into a period of permanent ice sheets—more severe than any seen in millions of years. In some ways the ice age would be like those in the past few hundred thousand years, with a thick ice sheet covering North America, the study predicted. But in the model, Europe and Asia also succumbed to ice sheets up to 2 miles (3.5 kilometers) thick, stretching from England to Siberia—something never before seen in models of past ice ages. "We were surprised," Crowley said. "There's no evidence for this in Asia" during ice ages in the past few million years. Hard to Know Though this extreme ice age would be unusual, so is the climate that people are creating by emitting huge amounts of greenhouse gases, Crowley said (global warming fast facts). "It's hard to say what's going to happen," Crowley said. "The very fact that you have this nonglacial [warming] atmosphere with polar ice caps [still present], presents a bizarre scenario. "I don't know that we have a comparable analogy for it in the geologic record." Prehistoric-climate expert Lorraine Lisiecki said, "This is the only study of which I am aware that suggests the next ice age could be much more extreme than those of the previous one million years." Many more tests are needed to see if the study's prediction seems correct, said Lisiecki, of the University of California, Santa Barbara. But she agreed that we might never find out what would have happened naturally, due to human-caused global warming. "Current greenhouse gas concentrations are probably similar to those that occurred three million years ago and are high enough to prevent an ice age for hundreds of thousands of years," she said. 
Warming prevents a future ice age

AFP 08 (ABC Science, “ CO2 may prevent next Ice Age: study,” http://www.abc.net.au/science/articles/2008/11/13/2418491.htm, 11/13/08)
Scheduled shifts in the earth's orbit should plunge the planet into a deep freeze thousands of years from now, but current changes to our atmosphere may stop it from occurring, say scientists. Professor Thomas Crowley of the University of Edinburgh, and Dr William Hyde of the University of Toronto report in the journal Nature that the current level of carbon dioxide (CO2) in our atmosphere could negate the onset of the next Ice Age, which could occur 10,000 years from now. But they caution that their finding is not an argument in favour of global warming, which is driving imminent and potentially far-reaching damage to the climate system. Earth has experienced long periods of extreme cold over the billions of years of its history. The big freezes are interspersed with "interglacial" periods of relative warmth, of the kind we have experienced since the end of the last Ice Age, around 11,000 years ago. These climate swings have natural causes, believed to be due to changes in the earth's orbit and axis that, while minute, have a powerful effect on how much solar heat falls on the planet. Abrupt changes The researchers built a computer model to take a closer look at these phases of cooling and warmth. In addition to the planetary shifts, they also factored in levels of CO2, found in tiny bubbles in ice cores, which provide an indicator of temperature spanning hundreds of thousands of years. They found dramatic swings in climate, including changes when the earth flipped from one state to the other, which occur in a relatively short time, says Crowley. These shifts, called "bifurcations," appear to happen in abrupt series, which is counter-intuitive to the idea that the planet cools or warms gradually. "You had a big change about a million years ago, then a second change around 650,000 years ago, when you had bigger glaciations, then 450,000 years ago, when you started to get more repeated glaciations," says Thomas. "What's also interesting is that the inter-glaciations also became warmer." According to the model the next "bifurcation" would normally be due between 10,000 and 100,000 years from now. The chill would induce a long, stable period of glaciation in the mid-latitudes, smothering Europe, Asia and parts of North America with a thick sheet of ice. But Crowley says there is now enough CO2 in the air, as a result of fossil-fuel burning and deforestation, to offset any future cooling impacts due to orbital shift, says Crowley. 
Warming – Ice Age Now Key
Now is key to prepare for the ice age – it’ll be here in 5 years, we must continue to promote global warming 

Scepanovic, 10 (Ivo Scepanovic – prolific and highly credited journalist – has written for The Times, The Sunday Times, The Sunday Telegraph, Daily Express, and more and has interviewed Yitzak Shamir, H.H. the Dalai Lama, David Copperfield and other high profile subjects, 12 February 2010, “Europe 'Five Years from New Ice Age'; Scientist Warns Really Big Freeze is on Way,” The Mirror, lexis, CM)

A LEADING weather scientist has claimed Europe could be just five years away from the start of a new Ice Age. While climate change campaigners say global warming is the planet's biggest danger, physicist Vladimir Paar says most of central Europe will soon be covered in ice. And people will be able to literally walk between Ireland and England - or across the North Sea from Scotland to northern Europe. Professor Paar, from Croatia's Zagreb University, has spent decades analysing previous ice ages in Europe. "Most of Europe will be under ice, including Germany, Poland, France, Austria, Slovakia and Slovenia," the professor said in an interview with Croatian news website Index. "Previous ice ages lasted about 70,000 years. That's a fact and the new Ice Age can't be avoided. "The big question is what will happen to the people of European countries which are under ice? "They might migrate to the south, or might stay, but with a huge increase in energy use. "This could happen in five, 10, 50 or 100 years, or even later. We can't predict it precisely, but it will come." The last Ice Age was 20,000 years ago, when most of North America and Europe were covered by large sheets of ice. The professor added: "The reality is that mankind needs to start preparing for the ice age. We are at the end of the global warming period. The ice age is to follow. The global warming period should have ended thousands of years ago, we should already be in the ice age. Therefore we do not know precisely when it could start - but soon." Professor Parr said scientists think global warming is simply a natural element of the planet's make-up. He said: "Some 130,000 years ago the Earth's temperature was the same as now, the level of CO2 was almost the same and the level of the sea was four metres higher. "They keep warning people about global warming, but half of America no longer believes it as they keep freezing." 
Warming – Systemic

Warming would prevent thousands of deaths each year by decreasing winter diseases

Langford and Bentham 95 ( Ian H. Langford - Health Policy and Practice Unit, School of Health and Social Work, University of East Anglia and Graham Bentham - Centre for Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment, School of Environmental Sciences, University of East Anglia, 1995, “The potential effects of climate change on winter mortality in England and Wales,”  International Journal of Biometeorology, CM)

In Britain death rates from several important causes, particularly circulatory and respiratory diseases, rise markedly during the colder winter months. This close association between temperature and mortality suggests that climate change as a result of global warming may lead to a future reduction in excess winter deaths. This paper gives a brief introductory review of the literature on the links between cold conditions and health, and statistical models are subsequently developed of the associations between temperature and monthly mortality rates for the years 1968 to 1988 for England and Wales. Other factors, particularly the occurrence of influenza epidemics, are also taken into account. Highly significant negative associations were found between temperature and death rates from all causes and from chronic bronchitis, pneumonia, ischaemic heart disease and cerebrovascular disease. The statistical models developed from this analysis were used to compare death rates for current conditions with those that might be expected to occur in a future warmer climate. The results indicate that the higher temperatures predicted for 2050 might result in nearly 9000 fewer winter deaths each year with the largest contribution being from mortality from ischaemic heart disease. However, these preliminary estimates might change when further research is able to make into account a number of additional factors affecting the relationship between mortality and climate. 

Warming Rhetoric Bad – Policy Failure/Warming Not Anthropogenic

Rhetoric describing global warming as anthropogenic creates wasteful spending, mass hysteria, and policy failure.  Warming isn’t anthropogenic – claims that it is come from biased, paid-off scientists with an agenda who propagate false science

Delingpole 10 (James Delingpole -  a writer, journalist, broadcaster, and prolific author, 7 May 2010, “Finally, proof that global warming is a load of hot air,” The Express, lexis, CM)

Fill your tank with petrol, book another holiday, turn that patio heater up to 11 and breathe a deep sigh of relief: the theory that humans are responsible for global warming is as good as dead, thanks to a discovery by one of America's top meteorologists. In The Great Global Warming Blunder, former senior NASA climate scientist Dr Roy Spencer demonstrates that all those scary computer-modeled predictions of man-made eco doom have been based on a fundamental misconception of how climate works. Climate change, he shows, is an almost entirely natural process on which human influence is negligible. Of course, skeptics have been making this point for years, arguing that the quantities of carbon dioxide (CO2) produced by man are so tiny that even if they were to double there would still be no dangerous Anthropogenic Global Warming (AGW). What they have been unable to answer convincingly until now, though, is the alarmists' counterargument that CO2 emissions are exaggerated by "positive feedbacks". One type of positive feedback often cited by alarmists is cloud cover. When CO2 causes the world to warm, they argue, it reduces the number of clouds. Clouds are what help protect our planet from the burning heat of the sun, by reflecting solar radiation. But according to Spencer, these alarmists have got completely the wrong end of the stick. The mistake they have made is to confuse cause with effect. It's not man-made global warming that is causing cloud cover to grow thinner, leading to a spiral of ever-rising temperatures. Rather, it's natural variations in cloud cover that are helping to cause global warming. The implications of this are enormous. Not only does it mean that the billions of pounds of taxpayers' money which have been pumped into proving the connection between CO2 and climate change have been utterly wasted but it also means that the climate policy of most of the world's leading industrial nations is based on a total lie. According to the international energy Agency it will cost the world $45trillion to deal with AGW. Britain is committed to spending a whopping £18billion a year combatting the effects of climate change. Most of this will go on attempting to reduce CO2 - a gas which Spencer says is not merely harmless but positively beneficial. "Instead of asking 'By how much should we cut back our CO2 emissions?' we should ask 'is there any compelling reason to reduce CO2 emissions at all?'," says Spencer, who believes, "More atmospheric carbon dioxide might be good for life on earth." This doesn't mean that Spencer is a global warming "denier". In fact all the evidence tells him that temperature
Warming = Natural
Warming is natural- mars proves

National Geographic 07 (Kate Ravilious, “ Mars Melt Hints at Solar, Not Human, Cause for Warming, Scientist Says,” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/02/070228-mars-warming.html, 2/28/7) 

Simultaneous warming on Earth and Mars suggests that our planet's recent climate changes have a natural—and not a human-induced—cause, according to one scientist's controversial theory. Earth is currently experiencing rapid warming, which the vast majority of climate scientists says is due to humans pumping huge amounts of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere.  Mars, too, appears to be enjoying more mild and balmy temperatures. In 2005 data from NASA's Mars Global Surveyor and Odyssey missions revealed that the carbon dioxide "ice caps" near Mars's south pole had been diminishing for three summers in a row. Habibullo Abdussamatov, head of space research at St. Petersburg's Pulkovo Astronomical Observatory in Russia, says the Mars data is evidence that the current global warming on Earth is being caused by changes in the sun. "The long-term increase in solar irradiance is heating both Earth and Mars," he said. Solar Cycles Abdussamatov believes that changes in the sun's heat output can account for almost all the climate changes we see on both planets. Mars and Earth, for instance, have experienced periodic ice ages throughout their histories. "Man-made greenhouse warming has made a small contribution to the warming seen on Earth in recent years, but it cannot compete with the increase in solar irradiance," Abdussamatov said. By studying fluctuations in the warmth of the sun, Abdussamatov believes he can see a pattern that fits with the ups and downs in climate we see on Earth and Mars. 

Warming is natural- satellites prove

Spencer 08 (Roy Spencer, Ph.D, report to congress, “ NASA’s Spencer Tells Congress Global Warming Is Not a Crisis,” http://www.heartland.org/policybot/results/23930/NASAs_Spencer_Tells_Congress_Global_Warming_Is_Not_a_Crisis.html, 10/9/8) 

Despite decades of persistent uncertainty over how sensitive the climate system is to increasing concentrations of carbon dioxide from the burning of fossil fuels, we now have new satellite evidence which strongly suggests that the climate system is much less sensitive than is claimed by the U.N.’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Another way of saying this is that the real climate system appears to be dominated by “negative feedbacks”—instead of the “positive feedbacks” which are displayed by all 20 computerized climate models utilized by the IPCC. (Feedback parameters larger than 3.3 Watts per square meter per degree Kelvin (Wm-2K-1) indicate negative feedback, while feedback parameters smaller than 3.3 indicate positive feedback.) If true, an insensitive climate system would mean that we have little to worry about in the way of manmade global warming and associated climate change. And, as we will see, it would also mean that the warming we have experienced in the last 100 years is mostly natural. Of course, if climate change is mostly natural then it is largely out of our control, and is likely to end—if it has not ended already, since satellite-measured global temperatures have not warmed for at least seven years now. 

Warming = Inevitable

Even if we stop greenhouse gas emissions, warming is inevitable

Longley 8 (Robert, “ Global Warming Inevitable This Century, NSF Study Finds” http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/technologyandresearch/a/climatetochange.htm) 

Despite efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, global warming and a greater increase in sea level are inevitable during this century, according to a new study performed by a team of climate modelers at the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo. Indeed, say the researchers, whose work was funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF), globally averaged surface air temperatures would still rise one degree Fahrenheit (about a half degree Celsius) by the year 2100, even if no more greenhouse gases were added to the atmosphere. And the resulting transfer of heat into the oceans would cause global sea levels to rise another 4 inches (11 centimeters) from thermal expansion alone. The team's findings are published in this week's issue of the journal "Science." “This study is another in a series that employs increasingly sophisticated simulation techniques to understand the complex interactions of the Earth,” says Cliff Jacobs of NSF’s atmospheric sciences division. “These studies often yield results that are not revealed by simpler approaches and highlight unintended consequences of external factors interacting with Earth’s natural systems.” 

Warming inevitable- can’t reverse current levels

The Times 08 ( Gary Yohe, Wesleyan University, Richard Richels, Electric Power Research Institute and Richard Tol, Economic and Social Research Institute, “ Copenhagen Consensus: global warming,” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3992368.ece) 

There is unequivocal evidence that humans are changing the planet’s climate. We are already committed to average temperature increases of about 0.6°C, even without further rises in atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration. The world has focused on mitigation — reducing carbon emissions — a close look at the costs and benefits suggests that relying on this alone is a poor approach. Option One: Continuing focus on mitigation Even if mitigation — economic measures like taxes or trading systems — succeeded in capping emissions at 2010 levels, then the world would pump out 55 billion tonnes of carbon emissions in 2100, instead of 67 billion tonnes. It is a difference of 18 per cent: the benefits would remain smaller than 0.5 per cent of the world’s GDP for more than 200 years. These benefits simply are not large enough to make the investment worthwhile. 

Warming inevitable- new scientific studies

Keil 6/22/10 (Ann Keil, reporter for Wate.com, “ORNL scientists warn of global warming's impact on the Southeast,” http://www.wate.com/global/story.asp?s=12855794) 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory scientists say global warming is inevitable and it will impact the southeastern part of the United States. "Almost all of the evidence shows we are getting warm. There is no doubt about it," said David C. Bader, deputy director of the Oak Ridge Climate Change Science Institute. The institute was formed at Oak Ridge National Laboratory to coordinate and develop the lab's efforts in climate change science. One of the institute's projects has been to publish a series of reports on ORNL climate change research. The reports were funded by the Environmental Protection Agency and each one focuses on a different region within the U.S. One report claims the southeastern part of the U.S. is one of the most vulnerable regions to climate change. "There is a lot of dry land agriculture in the Southeast, as opposed to other parts of the country, that are heavily irrigated," said Bader. This means East Tennessee farmers, many of who, have long avoided irrigation systems may suffer in the extreme heat. The Southeast is already relatively warm. There are questions about rainfall levels of the future. Climate models used in the reports predict extreme shifts in weather and stronger storms. "Undoubtedly, these types of changes will have consequences on human society, on urban areas, and on different types of economic productivity," said Benjamin Preston, a senior researcher at ORNL. Bader and Preston say animal and plant species worldwide are already migrating as the climate shifts. That means the Smokies and other area forests rich in their biodiversity will be impacted. The report also points out increased risks of disease for the Southeast, an area that has the fastest growing population in the U.S. years down the road. "We are vulnerable to the climate systems, tropical cyclones, droughts and heat waves," said Preston. Preston also said the public can prepare for climate change by reducing greenhouse gas emissions, but making a real impact will take a global effort. 
Warming = Inevitable
Warming is inevitable. The only way to prepare for it is to accept it and make realistic goals at alleviating it.

The Guardian 08 (David Adam, environmental correspondent, “ Australia's Stern review warns of runaway global warming,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/oct/27/climate-change-australia, 10/27.08) 

Carbon pollution levels are rising so fast that the world has no realistic chance of hitting ambitious climate targets set by Britain and the G8, an influential report to the Australian government has warned. The report, from economist Ross Garnaut, says existing carbon goals, such as those in Britain's climate change bill, are based on out-of-date emissions figures, and are so ambitious that they could wreck attempts to agree a new global deal on global warming. Garnaut says that nations must accept a greater amount of warming is inevitable, or risk a failure to agree that "would haunt humanity until the end of time." The report, billed as the Australian Stern review, uses recent estimates of booming carbon emissions that were not included in last year's report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), or the 2006 report from Sir Nicholas Stern on the economics of the problem. Since 2000, the Garnaut report says, global carbon emissions from fossil fuel use have grown by 3% each year, as economies of developing countries including China have boomed. This compares to annual growth rates of 2% through the 1970s and 1980s, and just 1% in the 1990s. The report, published today, predicts that carbon dioxide emissions will continue to rise by more than 3% each year until 2030. The worst case considered by the IPCC was that world carbon dioxide emissions would rise by 2.5% each year — a scenario often criticised as too pessimistic. Most government projections and discussions are based on the milder IPCC "median" scenario, which sets an annual growth rate of just 2%. Garnaut says the recent spike in emissions reflects a "platinum age" for the world economy, with growth exceeding the "golden age" of the 1950s and 1960s. And he says the trend raises "serious questions" about suggested climate targets. Britain and Europe are pushing for the world to agree to limit carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere to 450 parts per million (ppm), which they say could avoid dangerous climate change. The level is currently more than 380ppm, up from 280ppm before the industrial revolution, and rising by more than 2ppm each year. The framework for such an agreement was established at UN negotiations in Bali last year, and will be discussed in Poland this December. Analysts say a new treaty must be agreed at a meeting in Copenhagen, late next year, for it to enter into force in 2012, when the existing Kyoto protocol expires. The Garnaut report says developed nations including Britain, the United States and Australia would have to slash carbon dioxide emissions by 5% each year over the next decade to hit the 450ppm target. Britain's climate change bill, the most ambitious of its kind in the world, calls for reductions of about 3% each year to 2050. Garnaut, a professorial fellow in economics at Melbourne University, said: "Achieving the objective of 450ppm would require tighter constraints on emissions than now seem likely in the period to 2020 ... The only alternative would be to impose even tighter constraints on developing countries from 2013, and that does not appear to be realistic at this time." The report adds: "The awful arithmetic means that exclusively focusing on a 450ppm outcome, at this moment, could end up providing another reason for not reaching an international agreement to reduce emissions. In the meantime, the cost of excessive focus on an unlikely goal could consign to history any opportunity to lock in an agreement for stabilising at 550ppm, a more modest, but still difficult, international outcome. An effective agreement around 550ppm would be vastly superior to continuation of business as usual." 
Warming – Prefer Our Evidence

Their evidence is inconclusive while ours cites thousands of years of climate records. Warming exists as a natural cycle that causes CO2 increases -- greenhouse emissions didn’t cause the temperature to rise 
Fegel ‘9 (Gregory F, Pravda, “Earth on the Brink of an Ice Age,” January 11, http://english.pravda.ru/science/earth/106922-earth_ice_age-0) 
During the 1970s the famous American astronomer Carl Sagan and other scientists began promoting the theory that ‘greenhouse gasses’ such as carbon dioxide, or CO2, produced by human industries could lead to catastrophic global warming. Since the 1970s the theory of ‘anthropogenic global warming’ (AGW) has gradually become accepted as fact by most of the academic establishment, and their acceptance of AGW has inspired a global movement to encourage governments to make pivotal changes to prevent the worsening of AGW. The central piece of evidence that is cited in support of the AGW theory is the famous ‘hockey stick’ graph which was presented by Al Gore in his 2006 film “An Inconvenient Truth.” The ‘hockey stick’ graph shows an acute upward spike in global temperatures which began during the 1970s and continued through the winter of 2006/07. However, this warming trend was interrupted when the winter of 2007/8 delivered the deepest snow cover to the Northern Hemisphere since 1966 and the coldest temperatures since 2001. It now appears that the current Northern Hemisphere winter of 2008/09 will probably equal or surpass the winter of 2007/08 for both snow depth and cold temperatures. The main flaw in the AGW theory is that its proponents focus on evidence from only the past one thousand years at most, while ignoring the evidence from the past million years -- evidence which is essential for a true understanding of climatology. The data from paleoclimatology provides us with an alternative and more credible explanation for the recent global temperature spike, based on the natural cycle of Ice Age maximums and interglacials. In 1999 the British journal “Nature” published the results of data derived from glacial ice cores collected at the Russia’s Vostok station in Antarctica during the 1990s. The Vostok ice core data includes a record of global atmospheric temperatures, atmospheric CO2 and other greenhouse gases, and airborne particulates starting from 420,000 years ago and continuing through history up to our present time.  The graph of the Vostok ice core data shows that the Ice Age maximums and the warm interglacials occur within a regular cyclic pattern, the graph-line of which is similar to the rhythm of a heartbeat on an electrocardiogram tracing. The Vostok data graph also shows that changes in global CO2 levels lag behind global temperature changes by about eight hundred years. What that indicates is that global temperatures precede or cause global CO2 changes, and not the reverse. In other words, increasing atmospheric CO2 is not causing global temperature to rise; instead the natural cyclic increase in global temperature is causing global CO2 to rise. The reason that global CO2 levels rise and fall in response to the global temperature is because cold water is capable of retaining more CO2 than warm water. That is why carbonated beverages loose their carbonation, or CO2, when stored in a warm environment. We store our carbonated soft drinks, wine, and beer in a cool place to prevent them from loosing their ‘fizz’, which is a feature of their carbonation, or CO2 content. The earth is currently warming as a result of the natural Ice Age cycle, and as the oceans get warmer, they release increasing amounts of CO2 into the atmosphere. Because the release of CO2 by the warming oceans lags behind the changes in the earth’s temperature, we should expect to see global CO2 levels continue to rise for another eight hundred years after the end of the earth’s current Interglacial warm period. We should already be eight hundred years into the coming Ice Age before global CO2 levels begin to drop in response to the increased chilling of the world’s oceans. The Vostok ice core data graph reveals that global CO2 levels regularly rose and fell in a direct response to the natural cycle of Ice Age minimums and maximums during the past four hundred and twenty thousand years. Within that natural cycle, about every 110,000 years global temperatures, followed by global CO2 levels, have peaked at approximately the same levels which they are at today. Today we are again at the peak, and near to the end, of a warm interglacial, and the earth is now due to enter the next Ice Age. If we are lucky, we may have a few years to prepare for it. The Ice Age will return, as it always has, in its regular and natural cycle, with or without any influence from the effects of AGW. The AGW theory is based on data that is drawn from a ridiculously narrow span of time and it demonstrates a wanton disregard for the ‘big picture’ of long-term climate change. The data from paleoclimatology, including ice cores, sea sediments, geology, paleobotany and zoology, indicate that we are on the verge of entering another Ice Age, and the data also shows that severe and lasting climate change can occur within only a few years. While concern over the dubious threat of Anthropogenic Global Warming continues to distract the attention of people throughout the world, the very real threat of the approaching and inevitable Ice Age, which will render large parts of the Northern Hemisphere uninhabitable, is being foolishly ignored. 
***WTO

WTO destroys Big Businesses 

The WTO destroys Big businesses and foreign policy aims destroys FTA’s 

Tribune 10, (Chicago Tribune, Free Trade Pacts are bad for big business, http://www.facebook.com/?ref=home#!/photo.php?pid=31331002&id=1404145719&fbid=1466131418972) 
The WTO on March 22 issued a report criticizing the U.S. pursuit of free trade agreements. The report claims that U.S. free trade agreements create political interests in other countries, which complicate the multilateral process. A large number of free trade agreements (FTAs) have been negotiated over the past few years. One argument in favor of FTAs is that echoed by U.S. Trade Representative Rob Portman in his reply to WTO criticism: They provide continued momentum to the trade liberalization process in the absence of progress at the multilateral level. However, many FTAs include broader foreign policy aims, with little substantive trade liberalization content. Indeed, they can have a damaging effect on global economic efficiency in that they fragment markets as much as national commercial policies did in the past. The result is trade diversion rather than trade creation. Despite this, many countries have only a few critical trading partners, and expect agreements with these partners to provide a framework for further trade growth. Political and strategic considerations further narrow the selection of negotiating partners. This approach essentially seeks to entrench existing trade patterns and thus helps service existing relationships. Important strategic trading relationships, whether in energy supplies or defense and aerospace related advanced technology, remain outside the multilateral system and can thus be used as side-payments while negotiating regional agreements. FTAs, particularly with the United States, can also carry parallel agreements on investment, labor and environmental issues that would not be possible at the multilateral level. While several measures could be used to assess the impact of FTAs, one not widely discussed is their impact on business and commercial activity. An important indicator is the emergence of a new trade geography: -- An example arises from the emergence of China as a major consumer of raw materials. This has led to a rise in global commodity prices for the first time since the Second World War, and is of great commercial and political significance to many developing countries. -- Investment strategies are redirected to align with these new trading patterns. Investments are now flowing in to support the new economic opportunities, often with China and India taking the lead. -- The growth in South-South trade has been particularly significant in linking markets and producers in Asia, southern Africa and Latin America into new market structures. -- The emergence of a significant but growing market for export-dependent services in developing countries has been unsupported by an FTA process. These developments have taken place largely against the grain of FTAs, and would suggest that commercial priorities are being addressed through a variety of non-state related agreements that have a dynamic of their own. There are a number of explanations for this: 1. Limited coverage: The coverage and scope of FTAs does not reflect emerging trade patterns: -- Trade patterns are determined increasingly by investor priorities and look past strategic and political considerations in their quest for high returns. -- FTAs also fail to match the growth potential of the services sector, and hence fail to address one of the priority sectors of developed countries. -- Agriculture is equally weak in most FTAs. -- In opening new markets and deepening the application of rules, the results are equally inconsistent. 2. Rules of the system: Many elements essential to the functioning of an integrated global economy can only be effectively negotiated at the multilateral level: -- FTAs often make specific reference to multilateral rules in a given area, pointing out that special provisions for the FTA are superfluous, as the rules apply to members because of their WTO membership. -- This applies in the areas of trade remedies, technical, health and safety standards, as well as trade facilitation and customs procedures. -- Overall, this picture suggests that the contribution of FTAs to the deepening of rules is overstated and of marginal importance. 3. Costs of regional arrangements: Against a background of generally declining tariffs and increasingly complex rules governing non-tariff barriers, the cost of policing FTAs falls increasingly to national governments. This is seen as justifiable in protecting existing producer interests. In reality, monitoring and enforcing provisions for FTAs adds significantly to the cost of managing the system. The commercial implications of FTAs appear to be broadly harmful, perhaps even irrelevant, if the new trade geography is anything to go by. The exception is traditional economic activities seeking only marginal expansion, or consolidation within limited markets. FTAs are not creating models for dynamic future economic growth, nor are they delivering on economic efficiencies of scale economists emphasize as being the underlying rationale for global economic integration. Politically, this suggests that producer interests still dominate domestic policy processes in most countries of the world. Limited thought is being given to the architecture of a forward-looking multilateral trading system. FTAs satisfy largely political objectives, together with limited and mainly defensive commercial objectives. Long-term investor and business interests would be better served through a multilateral process. This in turn suggests that the disengagement of commercial actors from the multilateral process will in fact harm their own interests in the long term. 

WTO leads to Revolution

Economic growth critical to resistance and positive moral economic revolution
Friedman 6 (Benjamin, William Joseph Maier Professor of Political Economy at Harvard University, THE MORAL CONSEQUENCES OF ECONOMIC GROWTH, http://www.economics.harvard.edu/faculty/friedman/files/The%20Moral%20Consequences%20of%20Economic%20Growth.pdf, February 6, AD: 7/6/09) JC
Greater affluence means, among many other things, better food, bigger houses, more travel, and improved medical care. It means that more people can afford a better education. It may also mean, as it did in most Western countries during the twentieth century, a shorter work-week that allows more time for family and friends. Moreover, these material benefits of rising incomes accrue not only to individuals and their families but to communities and even to entire countries. Greater affluence can also mean better schools, more parks and museums, and larger concert halls and sports arenas, not to mention more leisure to enjoy these public facilities. A rising average income allows a country to project its national interest abroad, or send a man to the moon. All these advantages, however, lie chiefly in the material realm, and we have always been reluctant to advance material concerns to the highest plane in our value system. Praise for the ascetic life, and admiration for those who practice self-denial have been continual themes in the religions of both West and East. So, too, have warnings about the dangers to man’s spiritual wellbeing that follow from devotion to money and luxury, or, in some views, merely from wealth itself. Even the aristocratic and romantic traditions, which rest on the clear presumption of having wealth, are nonetheless dismissive of efforts to pursue it. Furthermore, even when people plainly acknowledge that more is more, less is less, and more is better, economic growth rarely means simply more. The dynamic process that allows living standards to rise brings other changes as well. More is more, but more is also different. The qualitative changes that accompany economic growth—including changes in work arrangements, in power structures, in our relationship to the natural environment— have nearly always generated resistance. The anti-globalization protests in the streets of Seattle, Genoa, and Washington, D.C., and even on the outskirts of Davos, reflect a long-standing line of thinking. the forces that create “the wealth of nations,” Jean- Jacques Rousseau instead admired the “noble savage, arguing that mankind’s golden age had occurred not only before industrialization but before the advent of settled agriculture. Seventy-five years later, as prominent Victorians were hailing the “age of improvement,” Karl Marx observed the raw hardships that advancing industrialization had imposed on workers and their families, and devised an economic theory of how matters might (and in his mind, would) become better, together with a political program for bringing that supposedly better world into existence. Although Communism is now mostly a relic where it exists at all, romantic socialism, combining strains of Marx and Rousseau, continues to attract adherents, as do fundamentalist movements that celebrate the presumed purity of preindustrial society. The Club of Rome’s influential “Limits to Growth” report and the “Small is Beautiful” counterculture of the 1970s, the mounting concerns over the impact on the environment of economic expansion, especially since the 1980s, and most recently the antiglobalization movement mounted in opposition to the World Trade Organization and against foreign investment more generally are all echoes of the same theme, which is thoroughly familiar today. Environmental concerns in particular have expanded from their initial focus on the air and water to encompass noise pollution, urban congestion, and such fundamental issues as the depletion of nonrenewable resources and the extinction of species. In recent years, the force of competition in global markets and the turmoil of an unsettled world financial system have inflicted visible hardships on large numbers of people both in the developing world and in countries that are already industrialized, just as they have created opportunities and given advancement to many others. As in the past, the plight of those who are affected adversely—Indonesians who faced higher food prices when their currency plunged, Argentinians who found their savings blocked when the country’s banking system collapsed, textile workers throughout the developing world who cannot compete with low-cost factory production in China—has led not only to calls for reform of the underpinnings of economic growth but to outright opposition. What marks all these forms of resistance to the undesirable side effects of economic expansion or of the globalization of economic growth is that, just as with earlier strands of religious thinking, in each case they are accompanied by a distinctly moral overtone. Ever larger segments of our society accept that it is not just economically foolish but is morally wrong for one generation to use up a disproportionate share of the world’s forests, or coal, or oil reserves, or to deplete the ozone or alter the earth’s climate by filling the atmosphere with greenhouse gases. While pleas on behalf of biological diversity sometimes appeal to practical notions like the potential use of yet-to-be-discovered plants for medicinal purposes, we also increasingly question our moral right to extinguish other species. Opposition to the global spread of markets is often couched as much in terms of the moral emptiness of consumerism as in the tangible hardships sometimes imposed by world competition and unstable financial systems. But if a rising standard of living makes a society more open and tolerant and democratic, and perhaps also more prudent on behalf of generations to come, then it is simply not true that moral considerations argue wholly against economic growth. Growth is valuable not only for our material improvement but for how it affects our social attitudes and our political institutions— in other words, our society’s moral character, in the term favored by the Enlightenment thinkers from whom so many of our views on openness, tolerance, and democracy have sprung. The attitude of people toward themselves, toward their fellow citizens, and toward their society as a whole is different when their living standard is rising from when it is stagnant or falling. It is likewise different when they view their prospects and their children’s prospects with confidence as opposed to looking ahead with anxiety or even fear. When the attitudes of the broad majority of citizens are shaped by a rising standard of living, over time that difference usually leads to the positive development of—to use again the language of the Enlightenment— a society’s moral character. Hence questions about economic growth are not a matter of material versus moral values. Yes, economic growth often does have undesirable effects, such as the disruption of traditional cultures and damage to the environment, and yes, some of these are a proper moral concerns that we are right to take into account. But economic growth bears social and political consequences that are morally beneficial as well. Especially for purposes of evaluating different courses for public policy, it is important that we take into account not only the familiar moral negatives but these moral positives as well. 

