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US–China Relations

     Inevitable

Alt cause- Taiwan is the core issue in US-China relations

Tucker 09- Professor of History at Georgetown University and the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, and Senior Scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. She is the author of the just-published book Strait Talk: United States-Taiwan Relations and the Crisis with China. Her earlier books include Patterns in the Dust, Uncertain Friendships, and the edited volumes Dangerous Strait, China Confidential, and Lyndon Johnson Confronts the World

(Nancy, “At the Core of U.S.-China Relations,” Asia Policy #8, Muse)

U.S.-China relations are never as good or as bad as they seem and rarely do they remain long at any imagined peak or nadir. One of the few constants in the changing dynamic—vital to judging the depth and breadth of relations—is the issue of Taiwan. The contention over Taiwan’s status and future circumscribes prospects for peace and mutual benefit between the United States and China. This issue necessitates interaction but undermines cooperation. It demonstrates the vast differences of vision and practice between the two powers in political, economic, and security affairs. Even as Washington and Beijing work together on vital issues such as international finance, law enforcement, climate change, counterterrorism, and North Korean nuclear proliferation, Taiwan remains at the core of the relationship, ensuring mistrust and suspicion. If Taiwan had become part of the People’s Republic of China in 1949, confrontations between Washington and Beijing would have been fewer and the opportunities for reconciliation and cooperation far greater. Progress on contemporary problems would be easier. The Cold War determined initial policies and practices. The United States opposed “Red China” and supported the “Free Chinese” in the context of the ideological competition then defining the world community. When the United States and China began to normalize relations in the 1970s and Washington suddenly had more Communist friends than did Moscow, the place of Taipei rapidly eroded. Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S.-Taiwan-China triangle has been both more and less critical, more and less of an obstacle to crafting what successive administrations in Washington have termed a positive, constructive, candid, cooperative, and comprehensive U.S.-China relationship. By the 21st century, the original alignments would most probably have vanished except for the flourishing of democracy in Taiwan. 
     Resilient
Relations resilient- constant cooperation will only increase

Wenzhao, 09 – Senior Researcher at the Institute of American Studies of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences 

(Tao, 2/17/09, “Positive signs ahead for Sino-US relations,” China Daily, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2009-02/17/content_7482140.htm)

The direction of Sino-US relations under Barack Obama's presidency is drawing increasing attention as the new US administration takes shape. The new president made remarks about China during his election campaign and wrote for the US Chamber of Commerce in China an article on the prospect of Sino-US ties in his term of office. In January, newly assigned Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also deliberated on US foreign policy in a Senate hearing. Obama acknowledges that common interests exist between China and the US and welcomes a rising China. He realizes China's remarkable achievement in the past 30 years has driven economic development in neighboring nations and believes its emergence as a big power is irreversible and the US should cooperate to deal with emerging challenges. The US and China have had effective and smooth cooperation on a wide range of economic and security issues, from anti-terror, nonproliferation and climate change to the restructuring of the extant international financial system. This is expected to be the new administration's mainstream China policy and dominate the future of Sino-US relations. As multilateralism believers, both President Obama and Vice-President Joe Biden advocate international cooperation instead of unilateral action to deal with international challenges and resolve disputes. Fruitful cooperation between China and the US on the Korean Peninsula nuclear issue clearly indicates constructive bilateral and multilateral cooperation on sensitive issues can help ease strained regional situations. The new US administration has expressed its wishes to continue to promote a stable Korean Peninsula and to improve ties with the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. The new administration has also expressed expectations for cooperation with China on other international issues, such as the Iranian nuclear and Darfur challenges. China now plays a crucial role in the world's political landscape and we look forward to cooperative ties with it, Clinton recently said. Ever-deepening economic and trade ties, as the cornerstone of bilateral relations, are expected to continue to develop during Obama's tenure. 
Relations resilient- both leaders want to keep relations strong

Wan 10- Staff Writer at Wall Street Journal

(William, “China: U.S. relations 'sound',” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/09/06/AR2010090603660.html, 9/7)

At a time of tension in U.S.-China relations, a three-day visit by senior U.S. officials to Beijing began Monday with signs that Chinese leaders want to smooth over some key frictions. "Sound" and "stable" was how a top Communist Party official described the two countries' relationship while receiving the U.S. delegation, which included National Economic Council Director Lawrence H. Summers and deputy national security adviser Thomas Donilon. The meeting comes after the U.S.-China relationship has been battered on several fronts. The United States has fought with China during the past few months over China's trade surplus and currency valuation, with little to show for it. U.S.-South Korea military exercises near the Chinese coast have incensed Chinese officials, as did President Obama's meeting with the exiled Tibetan spiritual leader, the Dalai Lama, and a U.S. arms sale to Taiwan, both of which happened earlier this year. Rhetoric on both sides has ratcheted up in recent weeks on national security issues - with China's state-owned party papers denouncing U.S. interference in South China Sea issues, and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton responding in July at an Association of Southeast Asian Nations meeting that the area is part of her country's "national interest," which set off more fuming in party papers. On Monday, both sides expressed hope that meetings between U.S. and Chinese officials scheduled in coming weeks may help thaw some of the recent difficulties. "Although there were some disturbances in China-U.S. relations, in April and May after President Obama and President Hu Jintao had two meetings, our relations have gotten back on a sound track," Li Yuanchao, head of the section in the Chinese government that oversees senior party appointments, said before the closed-door talks began. Later Monday, according to the Associated Press, Summers told Vice Premier Wang Qishan that Obama "has emphasized for us the importance he attaches to a very strong relationship between the United Sates and China." Among this visit's top issues, Summers added, is setting up a trip for Hu to Washington. Still to come in the next few months are Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's visit in a few weeks to the U.N. General Assembly in New York, a meeting of the U.S.-China Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade and the Group of 20 summit, where additional China-U.S. talks may occur. Hu is likely to visit the United States in January. Some of the most pressing issues in this week's meetings involve the Korean Peninsula, said Shi Yinhong, an international studies professor at Beijing's Renmin University. There have been icy feelings all around, he said, since the Cheonan, a warship belonging to U.S. ally South Korea, was sunk near the border of China's ally, North Korea. "Neither China nor the U.S. wants to make a concession on this," Shi said, "but the two countries also don't seem to want the relationship to deteriorate again." 
No impact- US-China relations will not succeed- inevitable conflicts and disagreements

Art 10- Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University and Director of MIT's Seminar XXI Program

(Robert J., “The United States and the Rise of China: Implications for the Long Haul,” Political Science Quarterly)

The workings of these three factors should make us cautiously optimistic about keeping Sino-American relations on the peaceful rather than the warlike track. The peaceful track does not, by any means, imply the absence of political and economic conflicts in Sino-American relations, nor does it foreclose coercive diplomatic gambits by each against the other. What it does mean is that the conditions are in place for war to be a low-probability event, if policymakers are smart in both states (see below), and that an all-out war is nearly impossible to imagine. By the historical standards of recent dominant-rising state dyads, this is no mean feat. In sum, there will be some security dilemma dynamics at work in the U.S.-China relationship, both over Taiwan and over maritime supremacy in East Asia, should China decide eventually to contest America's maritime hegemony, and there will certainly be political and military conflicts, but nuclear weapons should work to mute their severity because the security of each state's homeland will never be in doubt as long as each maintains a seconds trike capability vis-A-vis the other. If two states cannot conquer one another, then the character of their relation and their competition changes dramatically. 

Relations can’t solve- China is focused on domestic issues

Christensen 11- William P. Boswell Professor of World Politics of Peace and War at Princeton University. From 2006 to 2008, he was U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State with responsibility for policy toward China, Taiwan, and Mongolia.

(Thomas J., “The Advantage of an Assertive China: Responding to Beijing’s Abrasive Diplomacy,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/67477/thomas-j-christensen/the-advantages-of-an-assertive-china, March/April Foreign Affairs)

That is the good news. What is less commonly noted, however, is that the same factors that have caused China's recent tensions with its neighbors and the United States have produced an arguably stickier and more consequential long-term problem: they have retarded, if not halted outright, what was a very positive and much-needed shift in Chinese foreign policy during the last two years of the Bush administration. During that period, Beijing showed a willingness to soften some of its traditional prohibitions on an assertive foreign policy so as to assist the international community in dealing with problems faced by all global actors, including China. Even if U.S.-Chinese ties improve and China reverses the negative trends in its regional diplomacy, Washington may still be unsatisfied if the shift does not include enhanced Chinese participation in international efforts to tackle global problems, especially proliferation in North Korea and Iran. For the United States and its allies, securing this kind of Chinese cooperation may be the highest hurdle to clear. Obama has an impressive group of advisers on Asia, but the domestic political and psychological factors in China will create reasons for pessimism, at least until China's succession is complete in 2012. Unfortunately, without such a change in China's policies, solving problems from proliferation to climate change will be much more difficult for the United States and the rest of the international community. In this one important sense, the United States needs a more assertive China. 
Impact non-unique- cooperation in the status quo

Walsh 10- Environment reporter for TIME Magazine

(Bryan, “Climate Change: U.S. and China—Faraway, So Close,” http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/09/29/climate-change-u-s-and-china%E2%80%94faraway-so-close/, September 29)
And despite the rhetoric you're likely to hear on the diplomatic stage, there's a lot the U.S. and China can do together—and a lot they're already doing. China itself is spending hundreds of billions on renewable energy and energy efficiency, and has set its own targets for cutting its carbon intensity (the amount of carbon used per unit of GDP) over the coming years. (Those goals are either surprisingly impressive or somewhat disappointing, depending on your calculations, but the point is that Beijing isn't ignoring carbon—it just seems to want to do so on its own terms, like pretty much everything else.) And the Beijing and Washington are cooperating on clean energy research and implementation—last year Energy Secretary Steven Chu helped put together the U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Center, a nearly a multi-million dollar initiative meant to bring together energy researchers from both countries. "Clean energy cooperation is moving very rapidly," says Lieberthal. "The momentum for these two countries is building."
Cooperation fails- aggressive Chinese energy policies hinder international efforst

Bradsher 10- Hong Kong bureau chief of The New York Times, He won the Asia Society’s Osborn Elliott Award and the Overseas Press Club’s Malcolm Forbes Award in 2010, for coverage of clean energy in China. He won the George Polk Award for national reporting for his coverage of sport utility vehicles in 1997 and was a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize the same year.

(Keith, “On Clean Energy, China Skirts Rules,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/09/business/global/09trade.html?ref=keith_bradsher&pagewanted=all, 9/8)

The booming Chinese clean energy sector, now more than a million jobs strong, is quickly coming to dominate the production of technologies essential to slowing global warming and other forms of air pollution. Such technologies are needed to assure adequate energy as the world’s population grows by nearly a third, to nine billion people by the middle of the century, while oil and coal reserves dwindle. But much of China’s clean energy success lies in aggressive government policies that help this crucial export industry in ways most other governments do not. These measures risk breaking international rules to which China and almost all other nations subscribe, according to some trade experts interviewed by The New York Times. A visit to one of Changsha’s newest success stories offers an example of the government’s methods. Hunan Sunzone Optoelectronics, a two-year-old company, makes solar panels and ships close to 95 percent of them to Europe. Now it is opening sales offices in New York, Chicago and Los Angeles in preparation for a push into the American market next February. To help Sunzone, the municipal government transferred to the company 22 acres of valuable urban land close to downtown at a bargain-basement price. That reduced the company’s costs and greatly increased its worth and attractiveness to investors. Meanwhile, a state bank is preparing to lend to the company at a low interest rate, and the provincial government is sweetening the deal by reimbursing the company for most of the interest payments, to help Sunzone double its production capacity. Heavily subsidized land and loans for an exporter like Sunzone are the rule, not the exception, for clean energy businesses in Changsha and across China, Chinese executives said in interviews over the last three months. But this kind of help violates World Trade Organization rules banning virtually all subsidies to exporters, and could be successfully challenged at the agency’s tribunals in Geneva, said Charlene Barshefsky, who was the United States trade representative during the second Clinton administration and negotiated the terms of China’s entry to the organization in 2001. If the country with the subsidies fails to remove them, other countries can retaliate by imposing steep tariffs on imports from that country. But multinational companies and trade associations in the clean energy business, as in many other industries, have been wary of filing trade cases, fearing Chinese officials’ reputation for retaliating against joint ventures in their country and potentially denying market access to any company that takes sides against China. W.T.O. rules allow countries to subsidize goods and services in their home markets, as long as those subsidies do not discriminate against imports. But the rules prohibit export subsidies, to prevent governments from trying to help their companies gain in world markets. The W.T.O. also requires countries to declare all national, state and local subsidies every two years, so that if one country’s exports surge suspiciously, other countries’ trade officials can easily check to see if that product is being subsidized. But China has virtually ignored the requirement since joining the W.T.O. Contending that it is still a developing country struggling to understand its commitments, China has filed just one list of subsidies, which were in place between 2001 and 2004. And that one list covered only central government policies while omitting local or provincial subsidies. The Chinese mission to the W.T.O., which is part of China’s commerce ministry, would not comment for this article. After reading questions The New York Times submitted by fax last week, mission officials declined to respond, saying that any comments might affect China’s standing in other trade disputes. Sunzone and other Chinese clean energy companies also benefit from the fact that the government spends $1 billion a day intervening in the currency markets so that Chinese exports become more affordable in foreign markets. Systematic intervention in currency markets to obtain an advantage in trade violates the rules of the International Monetary Fund, of which China is a member, although the I.M.F. has little power to punish violators. Chinese wind and solar power manufacturers further benefit from the government’s imposition of sharp reductions this summer in exports of raw materials, known as rare earths, that are crucial for solar panels and wind turbines. China mines almost all of the world’s rare earths. W.T.O. rules ban most export restrictions. Of course, China’s success in clean energy also stems from assets enjoyed by many of the nation’s industries: low labor costs, expanding universities that groom lots of engineering talent, inexpensive construction and ever-improving transportation and telecommunications networks. For example, engineers with freshly issued bachelor’s degrees can be found here in Hunan Province for a salary of only about $2,640 a year — not significantly more than blue-collar workers with vocational school degrees can make. But the fuel propelling clean energy companies in China lies in advantages provided by the government, executives say. Other countries also try to help their clean energy industries, too, but not to the extent that China does — and not, so far at least, to the point of potentially running afoul of W.T.O. rules. No doubt China’s aggressive tactics are making clean energy more affordable. Solar panel prices have dropped by nearly half in the last two years, and wind turbine prices have fallen by a quarter — partly because of the global financial crisis but mainly because of China’s rapid expansion in these sectors and the accompanying economies of scale. Large Chinese wind turbines now sell for about $685,000 per megawatt of capacity, while Western wind turbines cost $850,000 a megawatt. The question is whether China is building this industry in ways that are unfair to overseas competitors and make other nations overly dependent on a Chinese industry whose approach to the business may not be economically or politically sustainable. Because China’s clean energy industry has relied so heavily on land deals and cheap state-supported loans, the industry could be vulnerable if China’s real estate bubble bursts, or if the banks’ loose lending creates financial problems of the sort that have plagued Western financial markets in recent years. Other countries may also become less enthusiastic about subsidizing renewable energy if it means importing more goods from China instead of creating jobs at home.
US–Japan Relations
US-Japan relations resilient, cooperation on a wide range of issues and end of tensions

RTT News 6/22 
(RTT News, “US, Japan to strengthen security, defense cooperation,” 6/22/11, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/TopStories.aspx?Id=1651487&SM=1, CJC)
In order to address the evolving regional and global security environment, the United States and Japan have agreed to ensure the security of Japan and strengthen peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region as well as to enhance the capability to address a variety of contingencies affecting the two allies. At the end of the Security Consultative Committee (SCC) meeting in Washington between U.S. State Secretary Hillary Rodham Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates and their Japanese counterparts Takeaki Matsumoto and Toshimi Kitazawa, a comprehensive joint statement articulating common strategic objectives and efforts to enhance the U.S.-Japan alliance was released. Based on the assessment of the changing security environment, they reviewed and updated the Alliance's Common Strategic Objectives and took the following decisions: Deter provocations by North Korea and achieve its denuclearization; Strengthen trilateral security and defense cooperation with both Australia and South Korea. Encourage China's responsible and constructive role in regional stability and prosperity, its cooperation on global issues, and its adherence to international norms of behavior, while building trust among the United States, Japan and China. Improve openness and transparency with respect to China's military modernization and activities and, strengthen confidence building measures. While welcoming the progress to date in improving cross-Strait relations, encourage the peaceful resolution of cross-Strait issues through dialogue. Realize full normalization of Japan-Russia relations through resolution of the Northern Territories issue. Discourage the pursuit and acquisition of military capabilities that could destabilize the regional security environment. Strengthen security cooperation among the United States, Japan, and ASEAN and support ASEAN's efforts to promote democratic values and a unified market economy. Welcome India as a strong and enduring Asia-Pacific partner and encourage India's growing engagement with the region. Promote trilateral dialogue among the United States, Japan, and India. Promote effective cooperation through regional networks and rule-making mechanisms, including the ASEAN Regional Forum, the ASEAN Defense Ministers' Meeting-Plus, Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, and the East Asia Summit. Promote non-proliferation and reduction of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, and hold states accountable for violating their non-proliferation obligations. Maintain safety and security of the maritime domain by defending the principle of freedom of navigation, including preventing and eradicating piracy, ensuring free and open trade and commerce, and promoting related customary international law and agreements. Consult on efforts to enhance the ability of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) to carry out its mandate and effectively meet the challenges of the new century through reform, looking forward to an expanded Council that includes Japan as a permanent member. Ensure Iran's full compliance with its international obligations and return to the P5+1 nuclear talks. As part of the dual-track approach, the United States and Japan will continue robust implementation of UNSC Resolutions. Support Pakistan's efforts to strengthen civilian governance and to implement economic reforms. Addressing the media after the SCC meeting, informally known as the 2+2 Ministerial, Gates said the U.S. remains committed to maintaining a robust forward presence in East Asia. He added that it is critical that "we move forward with the relocation of US military base in Futenma and construction of facilities in Guam for the U.S. Marines to reduce the impact of our presence on local residents in Okinawa while allowing us to maintain capabilities critical to the alliance in Japan." Japanese Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa said it had been decided on the v-shape configuration for the runways in connection with the Futenma relocation issue, and to remove the deadline of 2014 for its completion, in order to avoid the continued use of Futenma Air Station. Both sides agreed to earliest possible relocation. Okinawans, who have long hosted the bulk of U.S. forces in Japan, strongly opposes the move to relocate the US base to Camp Schwab on the east coast of Nago City in northern Okinawa.
Economic interdependence makes relations collapse impossible

Cooper 10- Specialist in international trade and finance- congressional research service report

(William H, “ U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options,”3/11/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA516013&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, Pg 3, CJC) 

Japan and the United States are the two largest economic powers. Together they account for over 30% of world domestic product, for a significant portion of international trade in goods and services, and for a major portion of international investment. This economic clout makes the United States and Japan potentially powerful actors in the world economy. Economic conditions in the United States and Japan have a significant impact on the rest of the world. Furthermore, the U.S.-Japan bilateral economic relationship can influence economic conditions in other countries. The U.S.-Japan economic relationship is very strong and mutually advantageous. The two economies are highly integrated via trade in goods and services—they are large markets for each other’s exports and important sources of imports. More importantly, Japan and the United States are closely connected via capital flows. Japan is a major foreign source of financing of the U.S. national debt and will likely remain so for the foreseeable future, as the mounting U.S. debt needs to be financed and the stock of U.S. domestic savings remains insufficient to meet the demand. Japan is also a significant source of foreign private portfolio and direct investment in the United States, and the United States is the origin of much of the foreign investment in Japan. 
Relations resilient- economy

Cooper 10- Specialist in international trade and finance- congressional research service report

(William H, “ U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options,”3/11/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA516013&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, Pg 5-6, CJC) 

The U.S. and Japanese economies remain closely intertwined through trade and capital flows. U.S. and Japanese political leaders have not always given the U.S.-Japan relationship the priority commensurate with its economic importance; nevertheless, the data and other indicators suggest that the relationship bears attention. The Japanese and U.S. Economies The U.S. and Japanese economies are in some respects very similar. They are large industrialized economies that have provided their residents with a high standard of living. However, as Table 1 points out, they are very different in some critical ways. The U.S. economy is roughly 2½ times larger than Japan’s both on a nominal and purchasing power parity (PPP) basis.1 The Japanese standard of living is slightly lower than the U.S. standard of living measured on a nominal per capita/GDP basis and even lower when measured on a PPP per capita/GDP basis. (The latter measurement reflects the high cost in Japan for food, fuel and other basic necessities compared to the United States.) Japan has also endured slow economic growth or even recessions during the past decade while U.S. economic growth had been generally robust, at least until recently. The U.S. average annual GDP growth rate during the last 10 years (2000-2009) has been more than 2 times that of Japan’s. Japan has been especially hit hard by the global economic downturn. In 2009, its GDP declined 5.1%, while the United States’ GDP declined 2.5%. Exports are slightly more important to the Japanese economy than are imports as measured as ratios to GDP, while imports are more significant than exports in the U.S. economy. The United States continually incurs current account deficits. Japan had been earning current account surpluses, although the surpluses have been decreasing due to diminishing demand for Japan’s exports (a result of the global economic downturn).  Japan has continually exceeded the United States in terms of savings. The gross national savings rate in Japan is more than 2½ times that of the United States (23% vs. 9%). Many economists consider the strong propensity to save in Japan relative to the United States as the primary reason why the United States has incurred current account trade deficits with Japan for many years and why Japan continues to be a major net creditor while the United States is a net debtor. At the same time, Japan has built up a huge volume of public debt, and its debt burden as a ratio of GDP is more than twice that of the United States. Japan’s public debt has soared in the last decade as it has attempted to stimulate growth with extra government spending. 

Relations resilient- strong political ties and dependancy
Cooper 10- Specialist in international trade and finance- congressional research service report

(William H, “ U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options,”3/11/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA516013&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, Pg 10-11, CJC) 

By necessity, the United States and Japan had long given their bilateral economic relationship high priority. For Japan the importance of the relationship has been rooted in the emergence of the United States as the world’s largest economic power; Japan’s dependence on the United States for national security, especially during the Cold War; the dependence of Japanese manufacturing industries—autos, consumer electronics, and others—on exports to the United States; and the reliance of reform-minded Japanese political leaders on U.S. pressure, gaiatsu, to press for economic reforms in a political system that strongly protects the status quo. For the United States, the importance of the economic relationship with Japan has been grounded in its reliance on Japan as a critical ally; the emergence of Japan in the post-World War II period as an economic power in East Asia and the second-largest economy in the world; the advancing competition from Japanese manufacturers in industries, for example autos and steel, which employ large numbers of U.S. workers; the rising trade deficits with Japan; Japan’s emergence as a major source of investment in the United States; and Japanese government policies that have protected vulnerable sectors and assisted exporters, often at the expense of U.S. competitors. For many years, the bilateral economic relationship was the centerpiece of U.S. and Japanese foreign economic agendas, and Japanese trade strongly influenced the making of overall U.S. trade policy. Many scholarly and popular books and journals were written on the subject.9 

Relations resilient- tsunami proves

Calder 3/23 -  Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the School of Advanced International Studies at the Johns Hopkins University. 
(Kent E., “Crisis will strengthen Japan-U.S. relations,” 3/23/11, http://globalpublicsquare.blogs.cnn.com/2011/03/23/crisis-will-strengthen-japan-u-s-relations/ , CJC)

Prime Minister Naoto Kan labeled his country's earthquake and the ensuing tsunami “Japan’s worst disaster since World War II.” There is much to support his assessment. If there are any silver linings, however, they’re likely on the political side. Japan’s response to this disaster represents a potential watershed in U.S.-Japan relations, which have been eroded by Okinawa disputes over U.S. military bases, political turmoil in Tokyo, and years of neglect. Prime Minister Kan’s acceptance of humanitarian support from the U.S. military is unprecedented, despite the longstanding U.S.-Japan alliance. It contrasts sharply with reformist Prime Minister Murayama Tomiichi’s rejection of analogous support from U.S. forces in Japan following the 1995 Hanshin (or Kobe) earthquake. The U.S. Navy has dispatched a relief flotilla of 20 vessels to waters off Japan, including the aircraft carrier Ronald Reagan and the Seventh Fleet command ship Blue Ridge. Apart from search and rescue operations, U.S. forces have helped open Sendai Airport, which was badly damaged in the earthquake, and they’ve cooperated with Tokyo Electric Power and Japanese Self Defense Forces to prevent a large-scale disaster at the Fukushima nuclear plant. In that effort, U.S. forces have provided fire engines, high-pressure pumping vehicles, radiation-resistant protective suits, and Global Hawk overhead surveillance.  President Obama has amplified the positive U.S.-Japan atmospherics through a series of sensitive personal gestures. He was quick to express condolences and extend offers of assistance, as was Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. He also visited the Japanese Embassy personally to convey those sentiments - a gesture well reported in Japan. Ongoing cooperation in confronting the current crisis, coupled with the precarious yet arguably enhanced political stability in Japan, paves the way for a productive scheduled summit between Kan and Obama in Washington, probably late in June. Before the crisis, plans were already underway for emphatic security declarations strengthening alliance cooperation. But the earthquake crisis has given them an important “human security” element that has often been missing from U.S.-Japan dialogue. Proposals enabling enhanced cultural exchange and working holidays for students are gaining momentum, amplifying the broadening process. 
Relations resilient- past issues prove
Tanaka 11- Senior fellow at the Japan Center for International exchange

(Hitoshi, “Reinvigorating US-Japan relations,” March 2011, http://www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/6-2.pdf, CJC)

There has long been a perception gap underlying US-Japan relations. In the 50 years since the revised US-Japan Security Treaty was signed in 1960, numerous developments have been seen to be putting the relationship in crisis. There was the “Nixon Shock,” when the US president visited China without consulting or even notifying Japan. There was the time when the US secretary of state proclaimed that Japan was “insensitive” because it was importing oil from Iran during the hostage situation. There was the incident in which Toshiba Machine violated the Coordinating Committee for Export to Communist Areas agreements by selling industrial equipment to the Soviet Union during the height of the Cold War. The mid1980s saw economic friction between the United States and Japan peak. And then there were tensions surrounding Japan’s contribution to the first Gulf War. On Okinawa, there have been incidences of rape by American soldiers and the conflict over basing issues. On top of all of that, there was the Ehime Maru incident, in which several Japanese high school students died when their fishery training boat was hit by a US Navy submarine. In the United States, Japan is often perceived as not adequately fulfilling its role as an alliance partner. At the same time, many in Japan hold a deep-seated perception that their country is being treated like a dependent by the United States. The Japanese side has been particularly prone to making proclamations that the relationship is in crisis every time there is an isolated incident. Recognizing this perception gap between the two countries, every time there is a US-Japan summit, our leaders speak with a common voice to emphasize that the United States and Japan enjoy an “equal partnership,” a phrase that was uttered especially often by former Prime Minister Hatoyama. 
Relations resilient- constantly improving despite roadblocks
Tanaka 11- Senior fellow at the Japan Center for International exchange

(Hitoshi, “Reinvigorating US-Japan relations,” March 2011, http://www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/6-2.pdf, CJC)

The two countries have come to understand that managing US-Japan relations requires bearing in mind the different roles that each country plays. Japan has expanded its role so that it can take on greater responsibilities in the international community, and the United States has begun showing greater concern for Japan’s sensitivities regarding the United States. On the security side, not only has Japan strengthened its contributions by increasing its defense budget and expanding its host nation support for US troops, but it has also shown progress in adapting its security strategy. For example, over the past two decades, Japan began participating in peacekeeping operations, created the Guidelines for Japan-US Defense Cooperation, passed legislation to better enable it to defend itself and support operations by its allies, and dispatched Japan Self-Defense Forces to the Indian Ocean to help with refueling for US-led forces in Afghanistan and to Iraq to provide humanitarian assistance for reconstruction. On the economic side, Japan’s official development assistance grew rapidly, and the country has been promoting free trade and deregulation. The United States has welcomed these actions, emphasizing consultation with Japan as an alliance partner and attempting to deal with sensitive issues quickly. For the most part, the governments of both countries have managed the alliance relationship effectively, proving the late Ambassador Mansfield’s assertion that “the US-Japan relationship is the most important bilateral relationship in the world, bar none.” 

US–India Relations

Despite small incidents, overall US-India relations can only improve 

Hindustan Times 6/30 – quoting the chief US ambassador to India

(Hindustan Times, “India-US ties on right track,” 6/30/11, http://www.hindustantimes.com/News-Feed/newdelhi/India-US-ties-on-right-track/Article1-715745.aspx, CJC)

The US Ambassador said that though every now and then there is an incident that takes place either in India or in the US, the bigger picture suggests that the two countries have moved in a positive direction in the last ten years. "We are working together in unprecedented ways in intelligence sharing and counter-terrorism. How we are working together across the globe on regional peace efforts," he said. On the last day in his office, Roemer said, "This has been a phenomenal two years for me and my family. We are very grateful to not only the leadership in India but to the people of India for their hospitality. The outgoing US Ambassador said in the last two years, there has been a "significant success" in relationship between the US and India. "We have seen Prime Minister Manmohan Singh be honoured in the first state dinner given by the Obama administration and then we saw the President of the United States come to India with an historic and landmark visit talking about India's global relationship with the US," Roemer said. Before proceeding for a meeting with the Prime Minister, he said, "I have India not only in my brain and in my stomach, but in my blood. I am sure you will continue to see a lot of me in the future with this great relationship." 

Relations resilient- common interests
The Economic Times 6/25
(The Economic Times, “It’s in US interest to support India’s rise: cong committee,” 6/25/11, http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-06-25/news/29702959_1_naval-exercises-arms-sales-c-130j-military-transport-aircraft, CJC)

WASHINGTON: Asserting that it is in the US' interest to support India's rise through military-to-military ties, arms sales and exercises, a key Congressional committee has sought a report from Pentagon by November 1 on a five-year action plan to strengthen bilateral defence relations. The powerful Senate Armed Services Committee said it believes that a deepening global strategic partnership between the US and India will be critical to the maintenance and expansion of a rules-based international system that promotes freedom, democracy, security, prosperity and the rule of law in the 21st century. "It is in the national interest of the United States, through military-to-military relations, arms sales, bilateral and multilateral joint exercises and other means, to support India's rise and build a strategic and military culture of cooperation and interoperability between our two countries, in particular with regard to the Indo-Pacific region," said the India section of the committee's latest 343-page report. The committee noted that combined naval exercises, conducted between the United States and India, have become a vital pillar of stability, security and free and open trade, in the Indo-Pacific region and beyond. "Recent US arms sales to India, including C-130J military transport aircraft, a US amphibious transport dock, UH-3H Sea King helicopters, counter-battery radar sets, and P-8 maritime surveillance aircraft, have benefited the United States and India alike, increasing commonality of military equipment platforms and contributing to security in the Indo-Pacific region," the report said. It also noted that India recently announced its intention to purchase 10 C-17 Globemaster III aircraft.

India-US relations resilient- economic ties
Schroeder 6/28- Marketwatch reporter in washington

(Robert, “U.S., India say they will deepen economic ties,” 6/28/11, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-india-say-they-will-deepen-economic-ties-2011-06-28?reflink=MW_news_stmp, CJC) 

India is planning to raise $1 trillion in infrastructure financing by 2017. Indian Finance Minister Pranab Mukherjee said financing was one of the areas of discussion between himself and Geithner on Tuesday and that there is new opportunity for U.S. investors “for work in this area.” Mukherjee and Geithner met for the second annual gathering of the U.S.-India Economic and Financial Partnership. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke and Indian central bank chief D. Subbarao also participated in the meetings, held Monday and Tuesday. In a joint statement, the two countries agreed to deepen economic and financial ties, including working on financial sector reforms in India. “American companies still face barriers in India in sectors such as banking, insurance, manufacturing, multi-brand retail and infrastructure,” Geithner said Tuesday. He said easing those barriers “would be an important step toward integrating our economies.” India began deregulating its economy in the early 1990s but the U.S. wants to see a faster pace. India, whose economy grew 10.4% last year, was the United States’ 25th largest trading partner in 2000 and is now the 12th largest U.S. trading partner, according to the Treasury Department. Geithner also briefly spoke about talks between the White House and congressional Republicans aimed at avoiding a default by the U.S. government in August. He said there’s a very good chance Congress will act to avoid default and also restore “fiscal sustainability.” Earlier Tuesday, White House Press Secretary Jay Carney said talk about raising the debt ceiling would continue between President Barack Obama and Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell. The two men met Monday in an effort to restart negotiations that had bogged down over taxes. 
US-India relations resilient- can overcome any roadblocks
Blake 6/17​ - Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs

(Robert O., “U.S.-India Business Links and Prospects for the Future [US state department press release],” 6/17/11, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00487/us-india-business-links-and-prospects-for-the-future.htm, CJC) 

I have been privileged to help advance the US-India partnership since I first started working in India in 2003. I have seen first-hand how committed government leaders working hand-in-hand with the business community and buttressed by strong people-to-people ties can transform a bilateral relationship. Broad, bipartisan political support in both countries has driven our countries closer together over the last decade, and ensures that this relationship will continue to be a mainstay of American and Indian foreign policy, regardless of who is in power. Over the last decade, beginning with President Clinton’s landmark visit in 2000, to the civil nuclear deal negotiated by the Bush Administration, to the greatly expanded strategic partnership established by President Obama and Prime Minister Singh, we have fundamentally transformed the way the United States and India work together. President Obama’s trip last November will be remembered as a watershed, when the U.S. and India embarked for the first time on concrete initiatives to work together globally. Reflecting the comprehensive nature of our bilateral engagement, the President’s visit resulted in new milestones across virtually every field of human endeavor, from civil nuclear cooperation to regional consultations, from energy to food security.

US-India relations resilient- economic interdependence

Blake 6/17​ - Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs

(Robert O., “U.S.-India Business Links and Prospects for the Future [US state department press release],” 6/17/11, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00487/us-india-business-links-and-prospects-for-the-future.htm, CJC) 

Of course, I don’t need to remind this audience that our business ties represent one of the most vibrant features of the U.S.-India partnership. In fact, many of you here today have played a key role in helping transform the economic relationship. And what a transformation it has been! The Indian economy of today is the second fastest-growing in the world – expanding at a rate of over 8 percent annually. The Indian economy has produced some of the world’s leading multinational corporations, which create innovative goods and services, and present novel business models for the other countries. However, as the Indian government itself acknowledges, growth presents its own challenges. How to manage growth in a way that includes the most vulnerable in society has been a top focus of the Indian government. In the private sector, businesses would like to be able to move faster. India has embarked upon a major period of infrastructure upgrades, which, once completed will vastly lower the transaction and time costs of doing business. Other challenges mentioned by Indian and other companies include corruption and lack of transparency. Indeed, India ranks 134 out of 183 countries in the World Bank’s index of “Ease of Doing Business.” I am confident that Indian business and policymakers together will overcome these challenges to unleash even greater growth to benefit all. The future of India’s economy looks very bright—and very young. For example, India will likely have the world’s third largest economy in the year 2030 and the largest by 2050. India’s population will become the largest by 2030 as well. At a time when much of the industrialized world is shrinking as well as aging, half of India’s population is under age 25. That large and youthful work force is a growing strategic advantage, provided these young people can get the 21st century education they will need to compete. According to one study, India will have 25 percent of the world’s workforce by 2025. The incredible growth of India’s economy has resulted in positive spillover effects for the United States. A quick look at the data reveals a trade relationship that is accelerating, mutually beneficial, and relatively balanced. Between 2002 and 2009, U.S. goods exports to India quadrupled, growing from $4.1 billion in 2002 to more than $16.4 billion in 2009, and U.S. services exports to India more than tripled, increasing from $3.2 billion in 2002 to more than $9.9 billion in 2009. U.S. exports to India have grown faster than exports to practically all other countries in the world. 2010 broke records for U.S.-India trade in goods with U.S. exports to India up 17% and U.S. imports from India up 40%. This surge of nearly 30% to a high of $48.8 billion in goods trade moved India up two notches to become our 12th largest goods trading partner. This positive trend continues, with two-way goods trade up 19% in the first quarter of 2011 over the same time period last year. Our trade with India is also very much a two-way exchange with mutual benefits to both our countries. Robust two-way trade means citizens from Kolkata to Kansas will see the benefits of our trade engagement. India is also a growing source of foreign direct investment into the United States. The total stock of FDI from India to the United States stood at almost $5.5 billion at the end of 2009. It has grown at a compound annual growth rate of 35 percent during the 2004 to 2009 time period, making India the 7th fastest-growing source of investment in the United States. Indian companies invest heavily in many U.S. industries such as energy and information technology, and we expect their investments to increase. The character of our trade with India is also relatively balanced. In a global economy where America’s trade relations in some cases have a balance favoring the other nation, the fact that India’s exports to the U.S. are relatively equal to its imports is important to note. Our trade with India also encompasses a broad range of sectors. U.S. exports to India include aircraft, electrical machinery, chemicals, plastics, pharmaceuticals, vehicles, railway equipment, and steel.
US-India relations resilient- Intellectual interdependency
Blake 6/17​ - Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs

(Robert O., “U.S.-India Business Links and Prospects for the Future [US state department press release],” 6/17/11, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00487/us-india-business-links-and-prospects-for-the-future.htm, CJC)
In an age where innovation, entrepreneurship and economic power are as important as military and political power—a sentiment articulated by Les Gelb last year in his Foreign Affairs essay, “GDP Now Matters More than Force”--America’s future will rest on the power of our knowledge, ideas, and economy. In this context, we see no better partner than India, and in India, West Bengal’s legacy as an academic and cultural fulcrum makes this state a pivotal part of our partnership. American businesses see in India a vibrant laboratory for research and innovation that will produce tomorrow’s goods and services. The complex, multifaceted environment in India allows companies and entrepreneurs to test and validate multiple strategies and solutions. Increasingly, these solutions will be applicable not just to India or the U.S., but to the world at large. Kolkata’s historical position as a gateway of Asia will help disseminate those breakthroughs to Bangladesh and Southeast Asia. The challenges of operating in India require adaptability and flexibility, which have led to new business models, including pay-as-you-go approaches, and selling consumer products in small sachets through a network of rural women entrepreneurs. The “bottom of the pyramid” insight is now accepted wisdom: it is possible to mobilize the power of the markets, in collaboration with NGOs and communities in need, to make a positive and sustainable difference in the lives of the poor. 
US–Russia Relations
      Inevitable

Alt causes damaging Russian relations – WTO, BMD, trade ties, and nukes

Charap 11 (3/11/11, Samuel, Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at the Center for American Progress, interview with Rianovosti, a Russian news agency, “U.S.-Russian relations: The reset process may not be irreversible,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110311/162949812.html)

I don’t think Vice President Joe Biden’s visit was at all connected to the upcoming presidential elections in the United States. But the fact that he met with both members of the Russian governing tandem in Moscow indicates that the United States is ready to cooperate with either man after the elections, whoever the Russians elect. In my opinion, domestic political processes and election results in Russia and the United States could influence the relationship. If the current presidents are re-elected, the elections’ outcome will not influence it, but internal political tensions during the election period sometimes affect a country’s foreign policy actions… As for the most promising areas of U.S.-Russian relations, bilateral cooperation is possible in many spheres, from economic development to strategic nuclear weapons. The immediate issues on their agenda include Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization, cooperation on ballistic missile defense, and developing trade and economic ties.  I am not sure that we have entered a phase of bilateral relations where the current positive atmosphere could be said to be irreversible. In my opinion, we have not yet disarmed all the time bombs that still threaten to take our relations back to where they were 2.5 years ago. I think that, unfortunately, should certain circumstances arise, this process could be reversed. 

     Resilient

Russian relations resilient – relationship defined by divergent cycles

Fenenko 11 (6/21/11, Alexei, leading researcher at the Russian Academy of Sciences' Institute for International Security, “The Cyclical Nature of Russian-American Relations,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html)

There is nothing special or unusual about the current difficulties. Over the past twenty years, both Russia and the United States have experienced several cycles of convergence and divergence in their bilateral relations. It seems that Moscow and Washington are doomed to repeat these cycles time and again. Such changes in bilateral relations are no mere coincidence. Russia and the United States base their relations on mutual nuclear deterrence. The material and technical foundations for Russian-American relations differ little from those underpinning the Soviet-American relations of the 1980s. Thus, these cycles of Russian-American rapprochement are due to two factors. First comes the desire to consistently reduce aging nuclear systems so that during disarmament neither party risked destroying the military-strategic parity. Second, the reaction to a major military-political crisis after which the parties seek to reduce confrontation and update the rules of conduct in the military-political sphere. After confronting these tasks, Russia and the United States returned to a state of low intensity confrontation. The first rapprochement cycle was observed in the early 1990s. Yeltsin’s government needed U.S. support in recognizing Russia within the 1991 borders of the RSFSR. Boris Yeltsin also needed U.S. assistance in addressing the problem of the Soviet “nuclear legacy” and taking on the Supreme Council. The administrations of George Bush Senior and Bill Clinton were willing to help the Kremlin solve these problems. However, the Americans demanded major strategic concessions from Russia in return, outlined in START-III: making the elimination of heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles a priority. The parties reached an unofficial compromise: U.S. recognition of the Russian leadership in exchange for the rapid decrease in Russia’s strategic nuclear forces (SNF). However, the stronger Russian state institutions became, the weaker the impetus to the rapprochement. In autumn 1994, Russia refused to ratify the original version of START-II and declared NATO’s eastward expansion unacceptable. The United States adopted the concept of “mutually assured safety” (January 1995) under which Russia’s democratic reforms qualified as inseparable from continued armament reduction. The “Overview of U.S. nuclear policy” in 1994 also confirmed that America deemed Russian strategic nuclear forces a priority threat. The crises that unfolded during the late 1990s in Iran and Yugoslavia were, like NATO expansion, the logical results of a restoration of the old approach to Soviet-American relations. It was actually the events of 1994, not 2000, that in fact predetermined the subsequent development of Russian-American relations. The second cycle of Russian-American rapprochement was also rooted in strategic considerations. In 2000 START-II and the ABM Treaty collapsed. Both Washington and Moscow were faced with the problem of their agreed decommissioning of nuclear systems dating back to the 1970s. These events pushed presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush to reach a strategic compromise at a meeting in Crawford (12 November 2001). The United States agreed to sign a new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), and Russia did not object to Washington’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Instead of the ABM Treaty, the parties signed the Moscow Declaration on May 24, 2002, under which the United States pledged to consult with Russia on all issues pertaining to missile defense deployment. However, after the “compromise at Crawford,” the agenda for Russian-American rapprochement was exhausted. The disputes between Moscow and Washington over Iraq, Iran, Georgia, Ukraine and Beslan, which had been gathering steam since 2003, necessitated a return to the traditional format for Russian-American relations. At the Bratislava meeting (February 24, 2005) President Vladimir Putin refused to accept George W. Bush’s suggestion of including issues of fissile material safety in the agenda. Since then, the “rapprochement” between Russia and the U.S. has reached a dead end, including at the official level. 

US-Russian relations resilient – spy incident proves

deNesnera 10 (6/29/10, Andre, writer for the Voice of America, “Spy Scandal Will Not Derail US-Russia Relations, Analysts Say.” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/europe/Spy-Scandal-Will-Not-Derail-US-Russia-Relations-Analysts-Say-97423019.html)
Steven Pifer of the Brookings Institution also questions whether the alleged spy ring was effective. "None of the individuals ever succeeded in getting employment with a U.S. government agency and there was no evidence that any of them succeeded in ever getting access to classified information," said Pifer. "So apparently that was the decision, or those were the facts that led the Justice Department to opt for the lesser charge of being an undeclared agent for a foreign power." Several Russian officials have questioned the timing of the arrests, saying it comes days after President Obama and Russian President Medvedev met in Washington and emphasized improved relations between the two countries. Pifer predicts the alleged spying incident will not damage U.S.-Russian relations. "I think this is going to be a minor bump," said Pifer. "The Russian Foreign Ministry said they were unhappy about some aspect of it, why was it announced now. Well there is never a good time to announce this sort of thing. But it seems to me that the U.S.-Russia relationship has progressed a lot in the last 18 months, and I think the relationship has made enough progress where this is not going to be a huge threat to it." 
     A2 Relations Solve Accidental War
No accidental war – US-Russian relations don’t affect launch on warning systems

Ryabikhin et. al. 09 (June 2009, Dr. Leonid Ryabikhin (Executive Secretary, Committee of Scientist for Global Security and Arms Control; Senior Fellow, East West Institute) Viktor Koltunov (Deputy Director, Institute for Strategic Stability of Rosatom), Dr. Eugene Miasnikov ( Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies), “De-alerting: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Strategic Nuclear Forces*” http://www.ewi.info/system/files/RyabikhinKoltunovMiasnikov.pdf)

Why did this happen? Why do the major nuclear powers constantly vote against such resolutions or abstain from voting? The United States Representative on behalf of the U.S., France and UK stated in the First Committee of the UNGA on October 29, 2008 that the Resolution is unacceptable 

to these three states because they disagree with the Resolution's main contention that the maintenance of nuclear weapons system at a high level of readiness increases the risk of the use of such weapons, including the unauthorized, unintentional or accidental use. "The alert postures that we are in today are appropriate, given our strategy and guidance and policy," Air Force Gen. Kevin Chilton, who heads U.S. Strategic Command, said recently. 2  It is known that Russian and US strategic nuclear forces are able to conduct three types of combat operations: preventive (first) strike; “launch on warning” strike; and retaliatory strike. During the Cold War both states considered the “launch on warning” to be the major concept of deterrence strategy. This concept has defined the necessity to maintain nuclear forces at the highest level of operational readiness. In spite of deep changes in US-Russia relations “launch on warning” continues to be the basis for nuclear doctrines of both states. Adherence to the “launch on warning” concept is more important for Russia than for the U.S. because Russian strategic nuclear potential is based mostly in ground-launched ICBM in silos. Silo-based ICBMs sites are well known and vulnerable against not only the ICBM attack but also against precision guided missiles including cruise missiles attack. The U.S. has a more powerful SLBM arsenal, which is less vulnerable against first strike. Russia also has ground mobile ICBM systems which theoretically have a higher degree of survivability by maintaining the continuous random movement within the positioning area. However in reality ICBM ground mobile systems mostly stay in the stationary shelters, thus increasing the probability to be destroyed by a surprise attack. 

US-Russian relations don’t solve accidental war – high alert status, economic difficulties, and military supremacy fears

Mosher and Schwartz 03 (2003, David and Lowell, *RAND senior policy analyst with expertise in nuclear weapons policy and ballistic missile defense AND **RAND associate policy analyst, “Excessive Force: Why Russian and U.S. Nuclear Postures Perpetuate Cold War Risks,” http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/fall2003/force.html)

The past decade has brought significant improvements in the relations between Russia and the United States. At the political level, the changes have been demonstrated most noticeably by Russia’s active assistance in the war on terrorism, even helping the United States to establish basing rights in Central Asia. Changes at the nuclear level have also been notable, particularly the May 2002 signing of the Moscow Treaty in which Presidents George W. Bush and Vladimir Putin each agreed to reduce their long-range nuclear warheads to 1,700-2,200 by the year 2012. That will be down from about 6,000 in each country in 2002 and more than 10,000 each in 1990. Despite these positive steps, the grave risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons persists for three reasons. First, both the United States and Russia retain their Cold War postures of keeping their nuclear forces on high alert — ready to launch within a few minutes. Inherent in these postures, which promise the rapid delivery of a massive nuclear retaliatory strike, is the distinct risk of an accidental or unauthorized launch. Second, Russia’s economic difficulties have exacerbated the problem. The country’s mobile nuclear forces — from truck-based and rail-based intercontinental ballistic missiles to submarine-based ballistic missiles — have been decimated in both size and readiness. Far from enhancing U.S. security, these vulnerabilities could push Russia toward a strategy of quickly launching its remaining forces at the first sign of an attack, to ensure their utility. The economic difficulties have also left the early-warning system in tatters and the military with morale and discipline problems. An eroded command-and-control system has increased the risk that nuclear forces could be launched by terrorists or rogue commanders. Third, U.S. strengths intensify Russian weaknesses. The U.S. Trident submarine force, with its accurate missiles and powerful warheads, continued to expand in the 1990s, making a significant portion of Russia’s silo-based missiles vulnerable. As long as Russia could deploy survivable mobile missiles and submarines — which it could in the 1980s — the country ensured that enough of its forces would survive to retaliate against a U.S. strike. But now, with only a few of Russia’s forces able to leave their silos and with sometimes not even one submarine at sea, the United States could deliver not just a retaliatory strike against Russia but also a devastating first strike. This imbalance could further heighten Russia’s feelings of vulnerability and its incentive to launch its forces preemptively. There are three principal scenarios for accidental or unauthorized nuclear use. The first scenario is an intentional unauthorized launch brought about by terrorists or a rogue military commander. The breakdown of order in Russia, the economic difficulties and low morale of its military personnel, and the rise in organized crime and separatist violence have heightened this danger. The second scenario is a missile launched by mistake. Such a mistake could result from a malfunctioning weapon system or a training accident. To date, Russia and the United States have made great efforts to guard against such accidents. Nevertheless, the probability of a mistaken launch has never been zero, and the economic and social problems in Russia have elevated concerns in the West about this problem. The third scenario is a nuclear weapon launched intentionally but based on incorrect or incomplete information. If early-warning systems malfunction, they could signal that an attack is imminent when in fact it is not. Or a nonthreatening event might be misconstrued as an attack. Without a clear, accurate picture of what is happening around the globe, Russia might confuse a benign event (such as a space launch) for a nuclear attack. During the Cold War, Russia and the United States each developed a two-tiered early-warning system (using radar on land and infrared sensors in space) to guard against such events. But Russia’s space-based system is now essentially out of order, leaving the country with only a flawed radar system and greatly increasing the chance that an erroneous indication of attack could be mistaken as real. Thankfully, this concern is mitigated somewhat by the improved state of U.S.-Russian relations. U.S. and Russian political leaders today are less likely to believe they are under deliberate nuclear attack than they were during the tense periods of the Cold War. Despite the end of the Cold War and real improvements in relations, both countries continue to view each other in nuclear terms. The risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons remains unacceptably high. Limiting these dangers will require not merely operational changes in the U.S. and Russian nuclear postures but higher levels of trust and cooperation. 
***Economies
United States

US economy resilient – only domestic issues affect it 

Seeking Alpha 11 – quoting Cleveland Fed President Sandra Pianalto 

(Tim Duy, 4/1/11, Something to Chew on: The U.S.'s Economic Resilience, http://seekingalpha.com/article/261277-something-to-chew-on-the-u-s-s-economic-resilience)

With the economy on “a firmer footing,” she said, U.S. corporate leaders seem inclined to continue investing in equipment and software despite such worries as turmoil in the Middle East, the Japanese earthquake and the sovereign debt crisis in Europe. “On this firmer footing, these shocks are hitting us, but it seems like we’re more resilient and able to absorb these shocks,” she said. I am not sure that we should find this resiliency surprising, despite the seemingly perpetual fears of market participants. I believe that all US recessions, at least post-WWII, are attributable directly to domestic disturbances - monetary policy and/or domestic financial crisis - or oil price shocks. Arguably, the Asian Financial Crisis was close via the Long Term Capital Management fiasco, but no cigar, as the US economy powered ahead until the tech bubble collapse (a domestic story). Hence, I have been hesitant to put much economic concern on Japan and Europe - the transmission mechansims appear too weak to appreciably change the US outlook. One can suggest that financial crisis in Europe will filter back through to US institutions, but I think this would have been more likely two or three years ago than now. Back then, we could credibly believe that a US financial institution could fail. Now, however, I am pretty sure the financial sector has an explicit government guarantee. Financial exigency clauses will come into play sooner than later this time around. I am concerned about the potential for a sharp rise in energy prices to knock the wind out of consumers this year, but also recognize that the increase reflects improving growth prospects. See spencer's note at Angry Bear on this point. None of this is meant to imply that the US economy is without warts; nothing could be further from the truth. Only that the primary risks are internal demand and energy shocks, not other external shocks.
The US economy is resilient

Washington Times 2008 - chief political correspondent of The Washington Times 

(Donald Lambro, 7/28/08, The Washington Times, "Always darkest before dawn", lexis)

The doom-and-gloomers are still with us, of course, and they will go to their graves forecasting that life as we know it is coming to an end and that we are in for years of economic depression and recession. Last week, the New York Times ran a Page One story maintaining that Americans were saving less than ever, and that their debt burden had risen by an average of $117,951 per household. And the London Telegraph says there are even harder times ahead, comparing today's economy to the Great Depression of the 1930s. Wall Street economist David Malpass thinks that kind of fearmongering is filled with manipulated statistics that ignore long-term wealth creation in our country, as well as globally. Increasingly, people are investing "for the long run - for capital gains (not counted in savings) rather than current income - in preparation for retirement," he told his clients last week. Instead of a coming recession, "we think the U.S. is in gradual recovery after a sharp two-quarter slowdown, with consumer resilience more likely than the decades-old expectation of a consumer slump," Mr. Malpass said. "Fed data shows clearly that household savings of all types - liquid, financial and tangible - are still close to the record levels set in September. IMF data shows U.S. households holding more net financial savings than the rest of the world combined. Consumption has repeatedly outperformed expectations in recent quarters and year," he said. The American economy has been pounded by a lot of factors, including the housing collapse (a needed correction to bring home prices down to earth), the mortgage scandal and the meteoric rise in oil and gas prices. But this $14 trillion economy, though slowing down, continues to grow by about 1 percent on an annualized basis, confounding the pessimists who said we were plunging into a recession, defined by negative growth over two quarters. That has not happened - yet. Call me a cockeyed optimist, but I do not think we are heading into a recession. On the contrary, I'm more bullish than ever on our economy's long-term prospects.

     A2 Competitiveness 
Competitiveness has no impact on the economy – empirics
Krugman, 94 (Paul, “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession,” April 1994, Paul Krugman joined The New York Times in 1999 as a columnist on the Op-Ed Page and continues as professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University. At MIT he became the Ford International Professor of Economics. Mr. Krugman is the author or editor of 20 books and more than 200 papers in professional journals and edited volumes. His professional reputation rests largely on work in international trade and finance; he is one of the founders of the "new trade theory," a major rethinking of the theory of international trade. In recognition of that work, in 1991 the American Economic Association awarded him its John Bates Clark medal)
In fact, however, trying to define the competitiveness of a nation is much more problematic than defining that of a corporation. The bottom line for a corporation is literally its bottom line: if a corporation cannot afford to pay its workers, suppliers, and bondholders, it will go out of business. So when we say that a corporation is uncompetitive, we mean that its market position is unsustainable -- that unless it improves its performance, it will cease to exist. Countries, on the other hand, do not go out of business. They may be happy or unhappy with their economic performance, but they have no well-defined bottom line. As a result, the concept of national competitiveness is elusive. One might suppose, naively, that the bottom line of a national economy is simply its trade balance, that competitiveness can be measured by the ability of a country to sell more abroad than it buys. But in both theory and practice a trade surplus may be a sign of national weakness, a deficit a sign of strength. For example, Mexico was forced to run huge trade surpluses in the 1980s in order to pay the interest on its foreign debt since international investors refused to lend it any more money; it began to run large trade deficits after 1990 as foreign investors recovered confidence and began to pour in new funds. Would anyone want to describe Mexico as a highly competitive nation during the debt crisis era or describe what has happened since 1990 as a loss in competitiveness? Most writers who worry about the issue at all have therefore tried to define competitiveness as the combination of favorable trade performance and something else. In particular, the most popular definition of competitiveness nowadays runs along the lines of the one given in Council of Economic Advisors Chairman Laura D'Andrea Tyson's Who's Bashing Whom?: competitiveness is "our ability to produce goods and services that meet the test of international competition while our citizens enjoy a standard of living that is both rising and sustainable." This sounds reasonable. If you think about it, however, and test your thoughts against the facts, you will find out that there is much less to this definition than meets the eye. Consider, for a moment, what the definition would mean for an economy that conducted very little international trade, like the United States in the 1950s. For such an economy, the ability to balance its trade is mostly a matter of getting the exchange rate right. But because trade is such a small factor in the economy, the level of the exchange rate is a minor influence on the standard of living. So in an economy with very little international trade, the growth in living standards -- and thus "competitiveness" according to Tyson's definition -- would be determined almost entirely by domestic factors, primarily the rate of productivity growth. That's domestic productivity growth, period -- not productivity growth relative to other countries. In other words, for an economy with very little international trade, "competitiveness" would turn out to be a funny way of saying "productivity" and would have nothing to do with international competition. But surely this changes when trade becomes more important, as indeed it has for all major economies? It certainly could change. Suppose that a country finds that although its productivity is steadily rising, it can succeed in exporting only if it repeatedly devalues its currency, selling its exports ever more cheaply on world markets. Then its standard of living, which depends on its purchasing power over imports as well as domestically produced goods, might actually decline. In the jargon of economists, domestic growth might be outweighed by deteriorating terms of trade. So "competitiveness" could turn out really to be about international competition after all. There is no reason, however, to leave this as a pure speculation; it can easily be checked against the data. Have deteriorating terms of trade in fact been a major drag on the U.S. standard of living? Or has the rate of growth of U.S. real income continued essentially to equal the rate of domestic productivity growth, even though trade is a larger share of income than it used to be? To answer this question, one need only look at the national income accounts data the Commerce Department publishes regularly in the Survey of Current Business. The standard measure of economic growth in the United States is, of course, real gnp -- a measure that divides the value of goods and services produced in the United States by appropriate price indexes to come up with an estimate of real national output. The Commerce Department also, however, publishes something called "command gnp." This is similar to real gnp except that it divides U.S. exports not by the export price index, but by the price index for U.S. imports. That is, exports are valued by what Americans can buy with the money exports bring. Command gnp therefore measures the volume of goods and services the U.S. economy can "command" -- the nation's purchasing power -- rather than the volume it produces.\ And as we have just seen, "competitiveness" means something diFFerent from "productivity" if and only if purchasing power grows significantly more slowly than output. Well, here are the numbers. Over the period 1959-73, a period of vigorous growth in U.S. living standards and few concerns about international competition, real gnp per worker-hour grew 1.85 percent annually, while command gnp per hour grew a bit faster, 1.87 percent. From 1973 to 1990, a period of stagnating living standards, command gnp growth per hour slowed to 0.65 percent. Almost all (91 percent) of that slowdown, however, was explained by a decline in domestic productivity growth: real gnp per hour grew only 0.73 percent. Similar calculations for the European Community and Japan yield similar results. In each case, the growth rate of living standards essentially equals the growth rate of domestic productivity -- not productivity relative to competitors, but simply domestic productivity. Even though world trade is larger than ever before, national living standards are overwhelmingly determined by domestic factors rather than by some competition for world markets. How can this be in our interdependent world? Part of the answer is that the world is not as interdependent as you might think: countries are nothing at all like corporations. Even today, U.S. exports are only 10 percent of the value-added in the economy (which is equal to gnp). That is, the United States is still almost 90 percent an economy that produces goods and services for its own use. 
Countries don’t “compete”
Krugman, 94 (Paul, “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession,” April 1994, Paul Krugman joined The New York Times in 1999 as a columnist on the Op-Ed Page and continues as professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University. At MIT he became the Ford International Professor of Economics. Mr. Krugman is the author or editor of 20 books and more than 200 papers in professional journals and edited volumes. His professional reputation rests largely on work in international trade and finance; he is one of the founders of the "new trade theory," a major rethinking of the theory of international trade. In recognition of that work, in 1991 the American Economic Association awarded him its John Bates Clark medal)
By contrast, even the largest corporation sells hardly any of its output to its own workers; the "exports" of General Motors -- its sales to people who do not work there -- are virtually all of its sales, which are more than 2.5 times the corporation's value-added. Moreover, countries do not compete with each other the way corporations do. Coke and Pepsi are almost purely rivals: only a negligible fraction of Coca-Cola's sales go to Pepsi workers, only a negligible fraction of the goods Coca-Cola workers buy are Pepsi products. So if Pepsi is successful, it tends to be at Coke's expense. But the major industrial countries, while they sell products that compete with each other, are also each other's main export markets and each other's main suppliers of useful imports. If the European economy does well, it need not be at U.S. expense; indeed, if anything a successful European economy is likely to help the U.S. economy by providing it with larger markets and selling it goods of superior quality at lower prices. International trade, then, is not a zero-sum game. When productivity rises in Japan, the main result is a rise in Japanese real wages; American or European wages are in principle at least as likely to rise as to fall, and in practice seem to be virtually unaffected. It would be possible to belabor the point, but the moral is clear: while competitive problems could arise in principle, as a practical, empirical matter the major nations of the world are not to any significant degree in economic competition with each other. Of course, there is always a rivalry for status and power -- countries that grow faster will see their political rank rise. So it is always interesting to compare countries. But asserting that Japanese growth diminishes U.S. status is very different from saying that it reduces the U.S. standard of living -- and it is the latter that the rhetoric of competitiveness asserts. One can, of course, take the position that words mean what we want them to mean, that all are free, if they wish, to use the term "competitiveness" as a poetic way of saying productivity, without actually implying that international competition has anything to do with it. But few writers on competitiveness would accept this view. They believe that the facts tell a very different story, that we live, as Lester Thurow put it in his best-selling book, Head to Head, in a world of "win-lose" competition between the leading economies. How is this belief possible?
Competitiveness is just meaningless rhetoric and distracts from real solutions
Krugman, 94 (Paul, “Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession,” April 1994, Paul Krugman joined The New York Times in 1999 as a columnist on the Op-Ed Page and continues as professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University. At MIT he became the Ford International Professor of Economics. Mr. Krugman is the author or editor of 20 books and more than 200 papers in professional journals and edited volumes. His professional reputation rests largely on work in international trade and finance; he is one of the founders of the "new trade theory," a major rethinking of the theory of international trade. In recognition of that work, in 1991 the American Economic Association awarded him its John Bates Clark medal)
First, competitive images are exciting, and thrills sell tickets. The subtitle of Lester Thurow's huge best-seller, Head to Head, is "The Coming Economic Battle among Japan, Europe, and America"; the jacket proclaims that "the decisive war of the century has begun . . . and America may already have decided to lose." Suppose that the subtitle had described the real situation: "The coming struggle in which each big economy will succeed or fail based on its own efforts, pretty much independently of how well the others do." Would Thurow have sold a tenth as many books? Second, the idea that U.S. economic difficulties hinge crucially on our failures in international competition somewhat paradoxically makes those difficulties seem easier to solve. The productivity of the average American worker is determined by a complex array of factors, most of them unreachable by any likely government policy. So if you accept the reality that our "competitive" problem is really a domestic productivity problem pure and simple, you are unlikely to be optimistic about any dramatic turnaround. But if you can convince yourself that the problem is really one of failures in international competition that -- imports are pushing workers out of high-wage jobs, or subsidized foreign competition is driving the United States out of the high value-added sectors -- then the answers to economic malaise may seem to you to involve simple things like subsidizing high technology and being tough on Japan. Finally, many of the world's leaders have found the competitive metaphor extremely useful as a political device. The rhetoric of competitiveness turns out to provide a good way either to justify hard choices or to avoid them. The example of Delors in Copenhagen shows the usefulness of competitive metaphors as an evasion. Delors had to say something at the Ec summit; yet to say anything that addressed the real roots of European unemployment would have involved huge political risks. By turning the discussion to essentially irrelevant but plausible-sounding questions of competitiveness, he bought himself some time to come up with a better answer (which to some extent he provided in December's white paper on the European economy -- a paper that still, however, retained "competitiveness" in its rifle). By contrast, the well-received presentation of Bill Clinton's initial economic program in February 1993 showed the usefulness of competitive rhetoric as a motivation for tough policies. Clinton proposed a set of painful spending cuts and tax increases to reduce the Federal deficit. Why? The real reasons for cutting the deficit are disappointingly undramatic: the deficit siphons off funds that might otherwise have been productively invested, and thereby exerts a steady if small drag on U.S. economic growth. But Clinton was able instead to offer a stirring patriotic appeal, calling on the nation to act now in order to make the economy competitive in the global markets with the implication that dire economic consequences would follow if the United States does not. Many people who know that "competitiveness" is a largely meaningless concept have been willing to indulge competitive rhetoric precisely because they believe they can harness it in the service of good policies. An overblown fear of the Soviet Union was used in the 1950s to justify the building of the interstate highway system and the expansion of math and science education. Cannot the unjustified fears about foreign competition similarly be turned to good, used to justify serious efforts to reduce the budget deficit, rebuild infrastructure, and so on?
Russia

Russian economy is resilient despite the 08 financial crisis
Heilprin 11 – AP Report

(John, “Putin says Russia economy recovering, still below pre-global financial crisis level”  June 15, 2011  http://www.startribune.com/world/123913759.html)

GENEVA - Russia's economy is recovering, but remains well below the level it was at before the global financial crisis, says Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, addressing a U.N. labor meeting in Geneva on Wednesday. Putin said Russia has "managed to recover two-thirds of our economy, but still we have not reached pre-crisis levels." The Russian economy contracted by almost 8 percent during the recession. He added that the economy — the world's sixth-largest — would reach pre-crisis levels by 2012, eventually rising to become one of the world's top five. Putin also called for "a more fair and balanced economic model," as nations gradually recover from the world financial crisis that hit in 2008. In April, Putin said in his annual address before Russian parliament that the key lesson from the financial crisis was for the country to be self-reliant and strong enough to resist outside pressure. He said Russia's economy grew 4 percent last year. Putin, widely seen as wanting to reclaim his nation's presidency, said on Wednesday that his government is emphasizing social programs such as increasing aid for young mothers, disabled workers and people with health problems as it recovers. 

Russian economy is able to rebound – several reasons

Aslund 10 -  Senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics 

 (Anders, November 25, 2010 10 “Reasons Why the Russian Economy Will Recover” http://www.piie.com/publications/opeds/oped.cfm?ResearchID=1712)

While the energy curse is well understood, it tends to be over-emphasized. At one time, it was believed that energy-rich countries were guaranteed stable growth; now oil and gas are considered absolute blockages to growth. But neither is quite true. There are 10 main reasons why Russia is likely to turn around within the next couple of years and enter a higher-growth trajectory: The root cause is the profound sense of malaise in the Russian elite. Nothing is better for reform than malaise. Remember how former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev and former Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze told each other before assuming power: "We cannot go on like this any longer!" Once again, Moscow is reaching this point. Ideas are also crucial, and a new intellectual paradigm has taken hold. Since February 2008, President Dmitry Medvedev has advocated modernization. While this ambitious idea has dominated the public discourse, little has been done. This contrast between word and action is reminiscent of the Soviet Union in 1987, when Gorbachev had preached acceleration and perestroika for two years but accomplished little. That year, he shifted gear to focus on democratization to shake society up. Russia is finally about to accede to the World Trade Organization (WTO) within a year, which would be a game changer. The best available studies predict enormous gains for the country. Economists Jesper Jensen, Thomas Rutherford, and David Tarr estimate in a World Bank study that Russia should gain about 3.3 percent of GDP annually in the medium term and 11 percent of GDP in the long term. The gains would mainly come from increased foreign direct investment and services. International integration and convergence will drive the country's growth for a couple of decades. One of Russia's largest drawbacks and constant drags on growth is its immense corruption, but Russia is simply too rich, well educated, and open to be so corrupt. As the country has failed to extend its road network since 1997, something has to be done. Even former Mayor Yury Luzhkov —the country's "ultimate traffic jam" —has been sacked. Significant progress in the fight against corruption can be made with relatively easy and small steps—for example, public procurement for key infrastructure projects can be significantly cleaned up if a few honest people are appointed at the top. Money is no longer a free utility for the Kremlin. The price of oil has risen above $80 per barrel, but at that level Finance Minister Alexei Kudrin foresees a budget deficit in 2010 of 4.6 percent of GDP, and deficits will continue until 2014. Therefore, the government can no longer simply throw money at problems. It has to actually solve some of them. Energy production has leveled off and is not likely to rise significantly any time soon. Therefore, growth has to come from other sectors. Look at the composition of and trends among leading companies on the RTS or MICEX and you will see how Russia has changed. The energy companies are now the laggards, while the many growth companies are in consumer industries. In particular, Gazprom, the old cancer of the Russian economy, is in a serious structural crisis. Its market value has fallen by two-thirds from its peak in spring 2008. As a high-cost producer, it is losing out to independent producers—notably Novatek—and liquefied natural gas in Europe. Gazprom represents the most pressing case for restructuring. The company has to cut costs by reducing corruption and enhancing efficiency. This means that Gazprom must put an end to its history of being the huge slush fund for Russia's rulers. Russia's greatest resource is its quickly expanding human capital. According to UNESCO statistics, 51 percent of young Russians graduated from higher educational institutions in 2008, placing Russia as the ninth-highest country in the world. Compare this figure with the United States, where only 35.5 percent of the young population completed higher education in 2008. Admittedly, the Russian numbers are swollen by corruption, plagiarism, and often low standards, but even with some deduction, the Russian figures remain impressive. Everywhere you see young, ambitious, well-educated, and hard-working Russians who are determined to succeed. The long absence of any significant reforms has left much low-hanging fruit, such as elementary deregulation. Privatization is becoming inevitable, and it instantly reduces the corruption characteristic of Russian state corporations. Russia's leading businessmen often talk about "the 2012 problem"—that is, their uncertainty about the elite's presidential selection in March 2012, or probably in December 2011, when a presidential candidate has to be nominated. The choice is becoming increasingly clear: Putin symbolizes corruption, energy dependence, and stagnation, while Medvedev presents an image of modernization and reform. These alternatives are becoming as crystal clear as in 1985, when the Soviet elite opted for change. 

Empirically Russian economic decline increases global cooperation and arms control and preserves US hegemony
Mankoff 10- specialist in Eurasian/Russian affairs, adjunct fellow for Russia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations

(Jeffrey, April 2010, “The Russian Economic Crisis”  Council Special Report No. 53 http://www.cfr.org/financial-crises/russian-economic-crisis/p21803)

The weakening of Russia’s energy, military, and financial clout has made it more difficult for Moscow to openly flout international norms or aggressively challenge U.S. hegemony. Although Washington and Moscow remain far apart on many issues, relations have improved since early 2009. In part, the improvement seems connected to President Obama’s commitment to resetting relations with Russia, but Moscow’s changed international priorities in the context of the crisis appear to be playing a role too. The recognition that Russia’s lack of competitiveness threatens its security has made elements of Russia’s recent assertive foreign policy unsustainable. One example is arms control negotiations, where financial constraints imparted a new urgency to Russian leaders’ calls for cutting the two sides’ strategic arsenals in the accord signed in April 2010 to replace the expired 1st Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START-1). Moreover, trade between the two countries continues to increase despite the crisis, and Moscow has expressed a clear interest in deepening economic ties, arguing that “economic cooperation is the basis for the ‘reset.’”15 

     Inevitable

Alt Cause – Banking Sector
Mankoff 10 -  specialist in Eurasian/Russian affairs, adjunct fellow for Russia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations 

(Jeffrey, March, “Internal and External Impact of Russia's Economic Crisis”)

Within  Russia,  the  economic  crisis  has  been  moderately severe, and while the economy appeared to be gradually recovering by the end of 2009, the crisis exposed several structural weaknesses that could hold back Russian growth even after the worst has passed. While many  Western countries as well as China, India, and Brazil appeared  poised   for   a  fairly  rapid  recovery  in  2010,  Russia‘s trajectory is likely to be much more gradual—absent a rapid upswing in  global  energy  prices.  Moreover,  Russia  still  faces  some  fairly serious risks that could plunge  the economy back into recession, notably a banking sector that has still not purged itself of bad loans and a high level of indebtedness across much of the private sector. During the first six months of the financial crisis, Russian banks‘ non- performing loans increased 240%; even by the end of 2009, fears of the crisis entering a second wave centered on concerns that banks‘ balance sheets had not been cleared of these loans.4 

     No War

Empirically, decline of Russia’s economy doesn’t lead to war
Mankoff 10 -  specialist in Eurasian/Russian affairs, adjunct fellow for Russia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations 

(Jeffrey, March, “Internal and External Impact of Russia's Economic Crisis”)

The crisis will affect Russian foreign policy in other ways as well. The military, which during the boom years became accustomed to yearly funding increases, will have to confront a period of renewed austerity.27 This austerity comes at a bad time: the war with Georgia in August 2008 exposed a number of shortcomings that the infusion of cash during the Putin years had failed to stem. In particular, the Russian armed forces were slow to react and struggled to mount combined operations, even against a much weaker foe. Even though the war was ultimately successful, the military‘s less than impressive showing strengthened the conviction among Russia‘s political leaders that reform had to be accelerated. In this way the war provided momentum for implementing a scheme to downsize and modernize the army that experts had been discussing since the 1990s. In essence, to deal with the kind of threats it confronts in the contemporary world, the Russian military needs to move away from the conscription-based mass army of the 20th century to a smaller, more mobile, and more professional force. Yet because such a fundamental re-conceptualization of the military‘s structure and goals would require significant downsizing, the officer corps has been strongly opposed to the reform. Anatoly Serdyukov, a one-time furniture salesman, was named Minister of Defense by Putin in 2007 largely because of the perceived necessity of having a non-military figure overseeing the reform efforts. With strong backing from both Putin and Medvedev, Serdyukov has been doggedly pursuing his program of transformation. However, lack of funding has imperiled these efforts, because of the need to provide social support (including housing) for laid off officers. Moscow, meanwhile, insists that spending on military procurement will not be affected by the crisis as it seeks to both upgrade the conventional forces in the aftermath of the Georgia conflict and maintain a sufficient strategic deterrence capability— though whether it can actually afford to do so remains uncertain. Meanwhile, the Russian navy is also encountering problems. Difficulties with the new Bulava submarine-launched ballistic missile (which has failed the majority of its operational tests), delays in procuring new ships, and the mounting obsolescence of much of the existing fleet have created major difficulties for the navy. Given the lack of resources and decline of the military-industrial complex since the Soviet days, these developments may be difficult to reverse.28 The struggles of the military and military-industrial complex have  given the Kremlin a powerful incentive to avoid the risk of further military conflicts, especially while the fate of the Serdyukov-Medvedev reforms remains uncertain. 

Alt Cause - Corruption
Motlagh 9 – Staff Writer for The Washington Times

(Jason, November 23 “Corruption drags down Russian economy” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/nov/23/corruption-dragging-down-russian-economy/?page=1)

MOSCOW | The Hotel Moscow, an icon of Soviet architecture, is today a monument to another pervasive aspect of Russian reality: crony capitalism. Seven years ago, the city government decided to demolish and rebuild the towering, thousand-room structure just off Red Square, and awarded the contract to a U.S.-registered developer. But the deal was annulled under murky circumstances, investigators say, in favor of business interests well connected to officialdom and organized crime. Financial irregularities have since delayed the project’s completion. The fate of the hotel is emblematic of Russia’s troubling business culture. A string of similar high-profile cases in which bureaucrats, police and justice officials are suspected of using their authority to pressure or swindle foreign companies has caused an increasing number of investors to pull out, with potentially dire consequences for a flagging economy. Foreign investment is down 22.9 percent compared with last year, according to the Noviye Izvestia newspaper. In the second half of 2008 alone, an estimated $7 billion in foreign capital exited Russia. Russia also was ranked 146th out of 180 countries last week in Transparency International’s annual survey, which measures corruption in government and business - a drop of nearly 30 places since 2002. The watchdog group estimated that bribery costs Russia $300 billion a year, or about 18 percent of its gross domestic product. “With the current level and volume of corruption … we cannot move forward,” Transparency International said in a statement last week. “If corruption stays as it is now, it will continue to eat up the resources” that Russia could invest in its future. President Dmitry Medvedev has acknowledged the problem, lamenting the “legal nihilism” that has rotted the system. In a major speech earlier this month, he said corruption needed to be tackled from many directions but that a solution would take time: “We won’t solve the problem in a single bound, but we have to dig in.” Russia analysts say implementation of promised reforms has been scant. Dmitri Simes, president of the Nixon Center, a Washington think tank, and a frequent visitor to Russia, said that “senior government officials do not hide their wealth” and can be seen wearing watches worth tens of thousands and even hundreds of thousands of dollars. “This systemic corruption makes it very difficult to introduce meaningful political change,” Mr. Simes said at a recent forum on Russia. In July, Robert Dudley, the chief executive officer of a joint venture between BP PLC and Russian oil company TNK, left the country in the face of harassment. Masked agents raided the company headquarters, BP staff members suddenly were denied visas on dubious grounds, and Mr. Dudley faced threats over what appeared to be bogus labor law violations. The week after his departure, Russian stocks plummeted 12 percent. JP Morgan lowered its stock rating from “neutral” to “below market,” citing the risk of state interference. When Ikea, the Swedish retailer, began opening stores across the country, it faced extortionate rates from utility companies. Rather than pay, it rented private generators to power its stores, only to find that the Russian executive in charge of the generators was inflating prices. Ikea claims it lost nearly $200 million over two years and has suspended all investment in Russia. 

Russian economy is resilient

Ivanov 10 - Ph.D. from the Institute of Hardness and Material Science Russian Academy of Science, Tomsk, Russia 
(Youri, Summer 2010 “Career Guide Russia” http://nases.org.uk/files/minisites/2745/career%20guide%20russia.pdf)

Since the 1990s, Russia has undergone a process of economic reform. The transfer from state-owned to privatised enterprises left a lot of organisations struggling to compete on the global market. The Russian government has since been striving to be admitted to the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and will continue to do so. Today’s Russian Federation has a free-market economy, which has shown continuous growth over the last ten years before the global economic crisis. A steadily developing service sector and a well-endowed oil and gas industry, next to an increased demand in domestic consumption, have contributed to that growth. Before the worldwide financial crisis took place, Russia experienced a very prosperous period. In the years leading up to the financial crisis, the economy grew about seven percent and the wages rose about 10-15%. The economic growth in recent years was stimulated by higher oil prices in 2008 and the foreign capital inflow into Russia, and dependence on these two economic forces means that the recent financial crisis is affecting the country severely. History has shown Russia’s resilience in times of economic crisis, so experts expect its economy to improve when the worldwide crisis subsides. 

Desire for aid means Russia will not go to war during an economic crisis
Pravda 9 - Director of the Russian and Eurasian Studies Centre, St Antony’s College, Oxford University

(Alex, House of Commons Defence Committee, 10 July 2009 “Russia: a new confrontation?” http://www.contracts.mod.uk/pdfs/5.pdf)

Dr Pravda: Could I just say that obviously, the economic crisis has intensified the debate within the elite about how best to respond in terms of adapting the regime. There are people who wish to tighten controls, mainly in terms of administrative controls. However, I do think it is alarmist to talk in terms of the real chance of some sort of short, sharp war to mobilise the population and increase the popularity of a regime which cannot deliver economic performance. Q153 Chairman: Although Professor McCauley is not the only person talking in such terms. Dr Pravda: I am sure he is not but I do wish to state my opinion that I think it is alarmist and unrealistic; a short, sharp war, particularly over Crimea, would not be one greeted by the Russian population with great enthusiasm. All the poll evidence shows that there is a great deal of division of opinion on that and very small support for any use of force to deal with Ukraine relations. There is much more support for dealing with it through economic and political means. The more serious problem is that yes, there are people within the military who are dissatisfied with how they are faring. There are budgetary cuts coming. Everyone is aware inflation plus budgetary cuts eVectively take out the real increase in military spending, the eVects of that increase, but that is something that is felt across the board. The serious discussion is between increasing the vertical hold of Moscow over the regions and using administrative means to increase performance and delivery in times of diYculties and, on the other hand, an argument put by many people in the economic side of the administration, and some liberals in business circles, to ease controls to try and absorb some of the dissatisfaction, the disappointed expectations, of the Russian population with the impact of the economic crisis. There is disappointment and surprise, I think, among some members of the elite about the extent to which the economic crisis has sucked them in, that they were not immune from that crisis through lack of development of financial institutions, by which they initially thought they might be usefully insulated. The major thrust of debate, I think, and what we should expect to happen is, on the one hand, greater nervousness about social unrest, tackled in terms of administrative tightening; on the other hand, a greater wish to get all the help they can in terms of either economic advice or help or an engagement in re-fashioning global economic structures, hence the proposal put recently of their own points, on which we should get together and reform both institutions which already exist and create new ones. So I think the overall eVect of the economic crisis on Russia’s external outlook is to be more engaged rather than less and, to answer the precise question, to deal with their neighbours on more strictly commercial terms, and to actually make sure that foreign policy is cost-eVective, and often cost-eVective in economic terms. 

Economic crises make Russia less likely to go to war


Mankoff 9 - Former Adjunct Fellow for Russia Studies. Associate director of International Security Studies, Yale University. 

(Jeffrey, March 25, “Finding the Reset Button in London” http://www.cfr.org/us-strategy-and-politics/finding-reset-button-london/p18938)

While Russian resentment towards the West is still palpable in some circles, especially around Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, the economic crisis has forced Moscow to rein in its more grandiose ambitions. Already the Kremlin has spent around $200 billion to prop up banks, bail out favored oligarchs, and slow the devaluation of the ruble. It faces a budget deficit of nearly $125 billion this year, while foreign observers estimate the country's unemployment rate to be over 8% and climbing. Worried that the crisis will feed social unrest, the Kremlin increasingly cannot afford to merely blame the US for all its problems, especially a US led by a popular new president keen to restore the mantle of legitimacy to American leadership. Moscow needs Washington now more than in recent years, but Russia remains a prickly, defensive power sensitive to perceived slights. 

The economy has no impact on Russia’s power and ambitions

Friedman 9 - Chief Executive Officer and founder of STRATFOR 

(George, 2 August, “The Russian Economy and Russian Power” http://fabiusmaximus.wordpress.com/2009/08/02/russia-4/)

Russia has been an economic wreck for most of its history, both under the czars and under the Soviets. The geography of Russia has a range of weaknesses, as we have explored. Russia’s geography, daunting infrastructural challenges and demographic structure all conspire against it. But the strategic power of Russia was never synchronized to its economic well-being. Certainly, following World War II the Russian economy was shattered and never quite came back together. Yet Russian global power was still enormous. A look at the crushing poverty — but undeniable power — of Russia during broad swaths of time from 1600 until Andropov arrived on the scene certainly gives credence to Putin’s view. The problems of the 1980s had as much to do with the weakening and corruption of the Communist Party under former Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev as it had to do with intrinsic economic weakness. To put it differently, the Soviet Union was an economic wreck under Joseph Stalin as well. The Germans made a massive mistake in confusing Soviet economic weakness with military weakness. During the Cold War, the United States did not make that mistake. It understood that Soviet economic weakness did not track with Russian strategic power. Moscow might not be able to house its people, but its military power was not to be dismissed. What made an economic cripple into a military giant was political power. Both the czar and the Communist Party maintained a ruthless degree of control over society. That meant Moscow could divert resources from consumption to the military and suppress resistance. In a state run by terror, dissatisfaction with the state of the economy does not translate into either policy shifts or military weakness — and certainly not in the short term. Huge percentages of gross domestic product can be devoted to military purposes, even if used inefficiently there. Repression and terror smooth over public opinion. The czar used repression widely, and it was not until the army itself rebelled in World War I that the regime collapsed. Under Stalin, even at the worst moments of World War II, the army did not rebel. In both regimes, economic dysfunction was accepted as the inevitable price of strategic power. And dissent — even the hint of dissent — was dealt with by the only truly efficient state enterprise: the security apparatus, whether called the Okhraina, Cheka, NKVD, MGB or KGB. From the point of view of Putin, who has called the Soviet collapse the greatest tragedy of our time, the problem was not economic dysfunction. Rather, it was the attempt to completely overhaul the Soviet Union’s foreign and domestic policies simultaneously that led to the collapse of the Soviet Union. And that collapse did not lead to an economic renaissance. Biden might not have meant to gloat, but he drove home the point that Putin believes. For Putin, the West, and particularly the United States, engineered the fall of the Soviet Union by policies crafted by the Reagan administration — and that same policy remains in place under the Obama administration. It is not clear that Putin and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev disagree with Biden’s analysis — the Russian economy truly is “withering” — except in one sense. Given the policies Putin has pursued, the Russian prime minister must believe he has a way to cope with that. In the short run, Putin might well have such a coping mechanism, and this is the temporary window of opportunityBiden alluded to. But in the long run, the solution is not improving the economy — that would be difficult, if not outright impossible, for a country as large and lightly populated as Russia. Rather, the solution is accepting that Russia’s economic weakness is endemic and creating a regime that allows Russia to be a great power in spite of that. Such a regime is the one that can create military power in the face of broad poverty, something we will call the “Chekist state.” This state uses its security apparatus, now known as the FSB, to control the public through repression, freeing the state to allocate resources to the military as needed. In other words, this is Putin coming full circleto his KGB roots, but without the teachings of an Andropov or Gorbachev to confuse the issue. This is not an ideological stance; it applies to the Romanovs and to the Bolsheviks. It is an operational principle embedded in Russian geopolitics and history. Counting on Russian strategic power to track Russian economic power is risky. Certainly, it did in the 1980s and 1990s, but Putin has worked to decouple the two. On the surface, it might seem a futile gesture, but in Russian history, this decoupling is the norm. Obama seems to understand this to the extent that he has tried to play off Medvedev (who appears less traditional) from Putin (who appears to be the more traditional), but we do not think this is a viable strategy — this is not a matter of Russian political personalities but of Russian geopolitical necessity. Biden seems to be saying that the Reagan strategy can play itself out permanently. Our view is that it plays itself out only so long as the Russian regime doesn’t reassert itself with the full power of the security apparatus and doesn’t decouple economic and military growth. Biden’s strategy works so long as this doesn’t happen. But in Russian history, this decoupling is the norm and the past 20 years is the exception. A strategy that assumes the Russians will once again decouple economic and military power requires a different response than ongoing, subcritical pressure. It requires that the window of opportunity the United States has handed Russia by its wars in the Islamic world be closed, and that the pressure on Russia be dramatically increased before the Russians move toward full repression and rapid rearmament. 

Japan

    Inevitable
Non Unique- the earthquake and tsunami already collapsed the Japanese economy

AP 5/19 
(CBC News, “Japanese economy slides into recession,” 5/19/11, http://www.cbc.ca/news/world/story/2011/05/19/japan-economy-recession.html, CJC)

Japan's economy contracted sharply in the first quarter, veering back into recession as factory production and consumer spending wilted in the aftermath of March 11 earthquake and tsunami. Real gross domestic product — a measure of the value of all goods and services produced domestically — shrank at an annualized rate of 3.7 per cent in the January-March period, the Cabinet Office said Thursday. The result marks the second straight quarter that the world's No. 3 economy has lost steam and undershoots an annualized 2.3 per cent fall forecast in a Kyodo News agency survey. While there is no universally accepted definition of a recession, many economists define it as two consecutive quarters of GDP contraction. Others consider the depth of economic decline as well as other measures like unemployment. Martin Schulz, senior economist at Fujitsu Research Institute in Tokyo, said there is "no doubt" that recession has returned. More surprising is just how quickly the economy crumpled, he said. The latest GDP report includes just 20 days following the disaster, but "the impact is huge," said Schulz, who had expected to see most of the economic fallout in the second quarter. The magnitude-9.0 earthquake and tsunami left more than 24,000 people dead or missing, and wiped out entire towns in the hardest-hit areas. Damage is estimated at $300 billion US, making it the most expensive natural disaster in history. Economic ripples It damaged factories in the region, causing severe shortages of parts and components for manufacturers across Japan, especially automakers. A crippled nuclear power plant caused widespread power shortages that added to the headaches faced by businesses and households. As a result, Japan's factory production and consumer spending both fell the most on record in March. Exports in March went south for the first time in 16 months. Companies are reporting lower earnings and diminished outlooks for the rest of the fiscal year. The recent events have deeply unnerved households, who are likely to remain cautious for the coming months, Schulz said. "The nuclear disaster showed just how much is wrong in Japan actually," he said. "And many things that seemed so stable and sure like electricity supply ... are looking not safe at all." 

Japan Economic collapse inevitable- Debt, population, and recent disasters
Twaronite 6/29 – Marketwatch Tokyo bureau Chief

(Lisa, “Japan’s debt crisis moves in slow motion,” 6/29/11, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/japans-debt-crisis-moves-in-slow-motion-2011-06-29?link=home_carousel, CJC)

Compared to the acute contagion of a potential Greek default, Japan’s debt woes are more like a critical but slowly-progressing illness. The Japanese patient can probably live for years — decades, even — and won’t spread its sickness far and wide. On the face of it, Japan’s condition looks worse than Greece’s. Even before the devastating earthquake and tsunami on March 11, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development said Japan’s public debt was on track to top 200% of its gross domestic product in 2011. That compares with less than 140% for Greece, according to the OECD. Moreover, Japan’s birthrate is falling and its population is aging. On Wednesday, the Internal Affairs Ministry released the results of the 2010 census, which showed the number of elderly Japanese rose 2.9 percentage points to 23.1% of the total population — the highest percentage in the world. Last year, children under 15 accounted for a record-low 13.2% of the total, dropping 0.6 percentage point from the previous year. This ticking demographic bomb means Japan needs to double its consumption tax to 10% by the fiscal year beginning in April 2015 to pay burgeoning social welfare costs — timing that Prime Minister Naoto Kan can’t even get his own Democratic Party of Japan to support, let alone get parliament to pass anytime soon. And then came the disaster. The cost of the damage is still being tallied, and the funding details still being worked out, but when it comes to the country’s balance sheet, it’s got to hurt. 

Economic collapse inevitable- disasters and response failure
Lah 5/31 – Reporter for CNN

(Kyung, “Japan’s economic woes continue,” 5/31/11, http://edition.cnn.com/2011/BUSINESS/05/31/japan.economy/index.html, CJC)

Economic data and analysis out of Japan Tuesday underscore the struggles in the world's third largest economy, and how the lack of clear policy is adding to the problems. Japan's unemployment rate rose to 4.7% in April, up 0.1% from March. It was the first jump in unemployment in six months in the wake of the 9.0 earthquake and tsunami, reported Japan's Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications. The data did not factor in three hardest hit prefectures in the tsunami region: Iwate, Miyagi and Fukushima. Those areas saw massive infrastructure and job losses, suggesting the actual unemployment in the country is worse than today's figures suggest. Separate employment data showed the number of jobs available dropped for the first time in 17 months. The number of jobs available deteriorated to 0.61 in April from 0.63 in March. The figures from the Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare show only 61 jobs are available for every 100 job seekers. 

    No Spillover
Japan Economy not key to global economy – export-import differential

Schuman 11 – American author and journalist who specializes in Asian economics, politics and history. He is currently the Asia business correspondent for TIME Magazine, based in Hong Kong

(Michael, “Will Japan’s quake rock the world economy?,” 3/16/11, http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2011/03/16/will-japan%E2%80%99s-quake-rock-the-world-economy/, CJC)

After a stress-inducing day on Wall Street, investors have finally woken to the potential dangers to the world economic order posed by the giant earthquake and tsunami in Japan. The Japanese economy is the world's third-largest, and its companies play important roles in everything from heavy industry to high-tech to finance. There is no doubt that the pain in Japan will somehow be felt by all of us. But how much? Despite the jitters in the markets, the fallout from Japan's trauma for the world economy might in the end be very limited. Here's why: I think the main impact of Japan's crisis will show itself in supply chains. Japan is tightly integrated into global manufacturing networks and is an important supplier of tons of stuff the world needs, from steel to semiconductors. So any disruption of supply of components and materials in Japan will ripple through those supply chains, potentially causing shortages or interruptions that would hamper factory operations around the world. It's hard to tell at this point how severe the overall impact might be, but based on what's going on in Japan's industrial sector these days, problems seem inevitable. Factories are shut across the country, and with power shortages and transport a mess, industrial production is unlikely to get back to normal for weeks. The situation is probably most serious in electronics, since Japan produces 40% of the world's electronics components, including materials and parts for chips and LCD TVs, as well as advanced batteries. This supply chain problem may be short-term, as companies find new sources of components, and there is enough spare capacity in Japan and elsewhere to replace production lost to quake damage. But that doesn't mean the disruption won't be costly. But beyond that, there is little reason to believe the troubles in Japan's economy will have a very dramatic impact on the rest of the world. Clearly, industrial output and demand in Japan will take a hit, and so will growth. But that won't translate into big losses for the global economy, even in its current fragile condition. There are two reasons why. First, though Japan is a big economy, it exports more than it imports, thus a decrease in demand in Japan doesn't spill over much into the global economy. Only 5% of U.S. exports head to Japan, for example. Morgan Stanley points out that Japan takes in 8% of Chinese exports, but Japanese demand doesn't add much to the growth of those exports. In 2010, Japan contributed only 1.9ppt to the 31.3% year-on-year growth of China's exports.
Japan not key to global economy- doesn’t actually affect global markets
Schuman 11 – American author and journalist who specializes in Asian economics, politics and history. He is currently the Asia business correspondent for TIME Magazine, based in Hong Kong

(Michael, “Will Japan’s quake rock the world economy?,” 3/16/11, http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2011/03/16/will-japan%E2%80%99s-quake-rock-the-world-economy/, CJC)

Secondly, Japan has been in a 20-year economic funk, and as a result, the importance of the country in the world economy has been on the decline. China supplanted Japan as the world's second-largest economy last year. Since the economy doesn't grow much, it doesn't contribute much to world growth. BofA Merrill Lynch economists figure the impact of a severe slowdown of Japan's economy would produce barely a ripple to global growth: According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), Japan represents 8.7% of global GDP as of 2010. Going into last week's tragedy, we had Japan's economy growing 1.5% in 2011E. Assuming a drastic scenario, where annual GDP growth comes in flat, then we estimate global GDP would decline by just 0.1ppt to 4.2%. Similarly, Japan's impact to US GDP will be limited as well…With its long languishing economy, news from Japan no longer has the powerful effect on investor psychology that it once had. In fact, some economies and companies around the world could come to benefit from Japan's crisis, as the experts at Capital Economics believe: Even though Japan is still the world's third-largest economy, its reliance on export-led growth means that it has been a passenger of the global recovery rather than a main driver. Other countries may even see some economic benefits from the disaster in Japan, including a share in the subsequent reconstruction work. Some Japanese firms will also have to increase production at their overseas facilities, at least temporarily.

China
     Resilient
Chinese economy resilient – urbanization, investment, and stimulus prove

Reuters 11
(Kevin Yao, June 23, “Analysis: China economy resilient, for now”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/23/us-china-economy-growth-idUSTRE75M1AO20110623) RA
BEIJING (Reuters) – China's growth is slowing under the weight of Beijing's anti-inflation campaign and weaker global demand, but any investors betting on a hard landing would be underestimating the resilience of the world's second-largest economy. China's relentless urbanization continue to drive expansion even as Beijing seeks to check unfettered investment by growth-obsessed local authorities, while stronger domestic consumption is providing a firmer cushion against external shocks. China bears may have been emboldened on Thursday by a purchasing managers' survey showing growth in the factory sector nearly stalled in June as new export orders fell. But skeptics who are expecting an abrupt economic slowdown may have miscalculated Beijing's resolve to act quickly if needed to revive growth, especially if inflation eases later this year as expected, reducing the need for fresh monetary tightening measures, analysts say. "The economy is set up for growth. You've still got urbanization and industrialization to come and all the incentives at local government levels are still to do with encouraging growth," said Stephen Green, an economist at Standard Chartered Bank in Hong Kong. "People always over-worry about a China hard landing. Clearly there are a lot of problems with the economy but people may underestimate the government's ability to muddle through." Green expects some policy relaxation later this year as price pressures start to moderate. NO HARD LANDING? Global investors are unnerved by any sign of a slowdown in China, a key global growth engine, even as the U.S. economic recovery loses momentum and Europe struggles with a sovereign debt crisis. An abrupt slowdown in China could hammer international financial markets and stifle demand for commodities from iron ore to soybeans. The economy has expanded at an average annual pace of 10 percent in the past three decades. Fears of a hard landing have gained traction as a recent stream of data showed the turbo-charged economy is cooling, but for now China shows no signs of following the West with growth levels falling well below long-term trends. Indeed, most market watchers typically define a hard landing in the Chinese context as a sudden dip in quarterly GDP growth below 8 percent, a level advanced economies can only dream about. The 8 percent threshold is, more importantly, a political line in the sand for Beijing, which it deems to be the minimum level needed to create enough jobs to ensure social stability. The last time the economy showed signs of a sudden slump, during the depths of the global financial crisis in late 2008, Beijing announced a 4 trillion yuan ($600 billion) stimulus plan, quickly returning to double-digit growth. While few argue with the success of that scheme, many economists say the spending binge also sowed the seeds of inflation and created excesses such as unrestrained lending and property bubbles which are aggravating imbalances in the economy, leaving it more vulnerable if the current "soft patch" in Western demand turns out to be a prolonged downturn. MORE STIMULUS? Policymakers will certainly have more room to consider fresh pump-priming if inflation peaks in June or July near 6 percent, as widely expected, and then moderates steadily in the second-half of the year. Dong Tao, an economist at Credit Suisse, believes the central bank will not rush to relax policy for fear of fueling further property price rises, but said the government will unleash its spending power to prevent growth from slowing too much. "Should the threat of a hard landing emerge, we would expect fiscal stimulus to come to the rescue, instead of monetary easing. Providing funding to policy housing and speeding up infrastructure projects would be the easy options," he said. China has already announced an ambitious plan to start building and upgrading 36 million affordable homes between 2011-2015, with 10 million to be completed this year, to quell growing public discontent over rapidly rising house prices. Many economists, while trimming their growth forecasts for China, don't believe the current slowdown will amount to a slump akin to that during the global financial crisis. Most still expect GDP growth of more than 9 percent in the second quarter from a year earlier compared with 9.7 percent in the first quarter, with full-year growth seen at about 9 percent. "I'm not worried about the risk of a hard landing in China. It's a low-probability event this year and next year," said Gao Shanwen, chief economist at China Essence Securities in Beijing. After all, a gentle easing in growth is exactly what Beijing wants and is in line with its policy to priorities' efforts to cool inflation. "The slowdown is essentially part of the deal. you need to a slowdown to reduce excesses and control inflation," said Kevin Lai, economist at Daiwa Global Markets in Hong Kong. 

Chinese economy is self-correcting – threats of crisis are overblown and not supported

Ulrich 10 - Managing Director and Chairman of China Equities at J.P. Morgan

(Jing, March 3, J.P. Morgan’s Hands-On China Series, Google, “Debunking the myth of a China collapse”) RA

There have always been cynics regarding China’s economic growth and without joining the ranks of the doomsayers, it is easy to veer towards pessimistic conjecture simply by observing the changing landscape in China’s rapidly developing cities. Any casual visitor will marvel at the sprawling complexes of newly-built apartments and office towers – admittedly many units at these developments are typically owned by speculative investors holding out for capital appreciation. The worst-case fears concerning China’s property market are based upon a layer of truth and we ourselves have highlighted the untenable nature of price increases in some big Chinese cities, as well as the possibility that last year’s property boom was partly fuelled by misdirected bank loans. However, there are crucial differences between China’s real estate markets and those of the U.S. (and indeed Dubai), which require that we view the apparent building bubble through the lens of China’s unique circumstances. Unlike the dramatic increase in household leverage that precipitated the U.S. sub-prime crisis, Chinese household debt amounts to approximately 17% of GDP, compared to roughly 96% in the US and 62% in the Euro area. While the level of Chinese household leverage has increased in recent years, it has done so from a very low base. HANDS-ON CHINA REPORT – MAR 3, 2010 With respect to residential property, homebuyers in China are required to make minimum downpayments of 30% before receiving a mortgage, and at least 40% for a second home purchase. Even at the height of the government’s stimulus efforts, the minimum down-payment requirement for first homes was only lowered to 20%. The Chinese cultural tendency of shunning debt explains the many anecdotal accounts we hear about homebuyers putting down amounts that substantially exceed these minimum requirements. This is made possible by the massive amount of savings that Chinese households have accumulated, while in comparison, the U.S. savings rate stood below 1% in the years preceding the housing crisis. Although price increases in the Chinese residential market appear rapid (over 20% in 2009), such headline figures cannot be viewed in isolation of the broader trend in income growth. Over the past 5 years, urban household incomes grew at a 13.2% compound annual rate, compared to an 11.9% CAGR in home prices. This is not to say that pockets of overheating cannot be found in some regional markets. In Beijing, Shanghai, Shenzhen and Hangzhou, for instance, prices did in fact outpace income growth by a margin of more than 5 percentage points over the same period. But again, we see this as a symptom of new urban wealth being put to speculative use, rather than the profligate use of leverage. The combination of excessive leverage and mortgage securitization were at the epicenter of the U.S. sub-prime crisis – both of these factors are absent in the Chinese context. The commercial segment of real estate has inspired just as much concern, with prices rising 16% in 2009, despite low rental yields and prime office vacancy rates as high as 21% and 14% in Beijing and Shanghai, respectively. However occupancy and rental rates have started to pick up for prime properties – many of the current vacancies are at the lower end. While returns for new projects may end up lower than expected, China’s urbanization process is far from over and vacant space will be absorbed over time. The crux of the problem with the Chinese real estate sector is that property is seen by the country’s investing class as a store of value, within an economy that offers its citizens persistently low deposit rates and limited investment options. The absence of a recurring property holding tax allows speculative homebuyers to disregard rental yields in hopes of reaping capital appreciation in the nottoo-distant future. We share many of the concerns about flawed incentives and overheating in the Chinese property market – but even if property prices were to undergo a correction, this would not trigger the type of economic and financial devastation that might arise in an over-leveraged economy. Although stability in the property market is critical to sustaining the Chinese economy’s recovery, policymakers are clearly concerned about the risk of asset bubbles and the threat that excessive speculation could drive prices beyond affordability for average homebuyers. The government is also well aware of the need to increase the holding costs for property investment and is weighing the potential value of introducing a national property tax. This measure might be introduced in the medium-term and should serve to deflate prices in some overheating markets. In the meantime, authorities have re-imposed a business tax on homeowners who resell their properties within a period of two years and could hike this further to deter speculation. The perennial ups and downs of China’s property sector arise from the fact that the country’s closed capital account and underdeveloped capital markets leave its citizens with few investment options. Investment interest in residential property has fuelled a mismatch between the stock of higher-ed apartment buildings and practical needs for affordable housing. This imbalance must be resolved over time by spurring the development of affordable housing, which is currently one of the government’s HANDS-ON CHINA REPORT – MAR 3, 2010 main policy initiatives. In the long run, financial reform, including capital account liberalization, will provide Chinese investors with broader investment options, reducing the role of real estate as a form of capital preservation. Worries about public sector debt A more recent warning issued by some China bears is that of hidden debt risk among Chinese local government investment companies – which according to state media reports, received approximately 40% of last year’s RMB9.6 trillion in new loans. Official estimates of the total outstanding loan balance for such investment entities exceed RMB6 trillion – or roughly 20% of Chinese GDP – a figure that has been criticized by some as being too low. According to a Bloomberg report quoting Victor Shih of Northwestern University, the worst case scenario arising from hidden borrowing by China’s local investment intermediaries is a large-scale financial crisis around 2012. Since many shovel-ready local infrastructure projects were brought forward as part of the stimulus plan, near-term returns on investment are likely to be subdued. However, as J.P. Morgan analysts Samuel Chen and Sunil Garg have pointed out, Chinese bank loans for public sector investment projects carry implicit or explicit sovereign guarantees, and are thus almost akin to a bond issuance for a public works project. Moreover, the majority of projects at local government levels carry land collateral and explicit fiscal revenue guarantees. Over the past year, the Chinese government has also stepped up efforts to enforce tax collection across the corporate sector. This effort, when combined with improving business conditions, brought last years’ fiscal deficit to a narrower-thanbudgeted 2.2% of GDP. Chinese economic planners are already aiming to achieve a slowdown in infrastructure investment, shifting focus toward completing existing projects rather than funding new construction. Growth in infrastructure investment slowed to 42.5% in FY09, from 50.7% in the first half. On a year-over-year basis, the slowdown has been more pronounced, with infrastructure investment growth peaking at 55.5% in May, vs. 31.9% in December. Meanwhile, China’s banking regulator has ordered banks to closely follow lending guidelines to ensure that all lending to local government investment companies are backed by actual projects and that project risks are properly accounted for. Looking ahead, while certain local administrations might struggle to service debt, the magnitude of public sector debt risks do not appear as severe as some have suggested. According to IMF forecasts, China’s government debt-to-GDP ratio is projected to reach 22% in 2010, compared to 94% in the U.S. and 227% in Japan. Even if the more alarming estimates of local government debt were included, the ratio would only grow to approximately 51% of estimated 2010 GDP. As a pillar of demand for a number of economies and for the commodities complex, China's ability to regulate its economy has far reaching implications for global markets. One must not underestimate the scale of future demand in a country that is urbanizing at a rate of 15 million people a year. Today, many observers are concerned that China’s economy has grown too rapidly, and are all too-ready to point to pockets of overcapacity as proof of an imminent system-wide collapse. While we agree that certain vulnerable areas of the economy deserve closer monitoring, we find little support for the sceptics' views of an imminent crisis.
Chinese econ collapse unlikely – false revenues and profits underestimates economic growth

Rein 10 - founder and managing director of the China Market Research Group
(Shaun, 2-3, Forbes, “No, China Will Absolutely Not Collapse”, http://www.forbes.com/2010/02/03/china-economy-bubble-leadership-citizenship-rein.html) RA
Debate continues about whether China can continue to pull the world out of its economic slump. Famous short-seller Jim Chanos continues to argue on Bloomberg TV and CNBC's Squawk Box that China's economic growth is illusory, a bubble ready to blow up a thousand times worse than Dubai's. He believes China's economic numbers are all fudged, the way the Soviet Union's were under Josef Stalin, to conceal true weakness. I wrote in "Why Jim Chanos Is Wrong: There Is No China Bubble" that such thinking underestimates how much the Chinese government has done to slow down the real estate market. Here's another reason Chanos is all wrong: The official economic growth numbers are not too high at all. They're too low. Why? Because China's underground economy is far bigger than the 10% to 20% of the total economy that most economists estimate when they do their calculations. Politically the government can't admit that. A decade ago the U.S. Treasury estimated that 50% of Russia's economy stayed underground, evading onerous taxes. China's underground economy as a portion of the overall economy is at least as large as Russia's. Many company executives keep three sets of accounting records: one for official purposes, one for investors and one for themselves. You cannot rely on the official numbers or those published by Wall Street analysts. Look at how China's National Bureau of Statistics revised China's 2007 gross domestic product growth from 11.9% to 13% in early 2009. Within days, all the big investment banks, such as Goldman Sachs (GS - news - people ), had revised their estimates upward too. Huh? How could all the analysts be wrong for more than a year and then suddenly within several days get new data showing that China's growth had increased that much? I take most numbers coming out of China and the investment banks with a grain of salt. The reality is that China's economic growth is very real. After all, companies like McDonald's ( MCD - news - people ), Intel( INTC - news - people ), Hewlett-Packard ( HPQ - news -people ) and General Motors are reporting record sales there and investing billions more. They certainly are not fudging numbers for China's leadership. My firm, the China Market Research Group, estimates that GDP has been growing at 10% to 14% a year over the last decade, rather than the 8% to 10% most economists put forward. That's why China felt so cold in the first half of 2009, when growth rates were in the 5% to 6% range. That's also why we believe most economists underestimate domestic consumption's role in the economy and inflate the role of exports, which account for closer to 20% of the economy than the 40% that many economists continue to use. (See my article"Three Myths About Business in China.") It would be a mistake to bet against China's growth in the next five years, thinking its economy is weaker than it really is. There will certainly be ups and downs and corrections--notably in commercial real estate, where there is a glut of supply and the reliance on government investments needs to be reduced in favor of domestic consumption--but overall China will continue to grow. A look at how data and taxes are collected shows why many of the numbers analysts use for China are incorrect. China's National Bureau of Statistics has some very intelligent people analyzing data. Many I know are world-class statisticians with graduate degrees from Harvard and other Ivy League universities. The problem isn't them, and it isn't undue central government interference (though there may be some of that at times). It's the data they work with and how it's collected. Much of the National Bureau of Statistics' data collection is done by people who lost their previous jobs in the last decade's wave of privatizations. They go around to companies asking them to help fill out their forms, entering information on revenues, profits, number of employees, etc. They are not statisticians, and they are barely trained for a modern economy. Many companies don't want to reveal to these people how well they're doing. They would rather appear poorer than they really are to avoid getting hit up for favors or outright bribes by local officials. Unlike the tax bureau, the statistics bureau does little enforcement to ensure he data it gets from companies is as reliable and truthful as possible. The data collectors often make mistakes too. They frequently have to go back to businesses repeatedly because they've made errors filling out the forms or transferring data. If you've seen this numerous times, as I have, you realize that no matter how good the stats bureau people are at the senior level, they are dealing with unreliable numbers gathered by inept collectors from companies that don't want to share their information. I once saw a very pleasant, graying data collector visit the same company six times in three weeks, each time to fill out the same one form, because he kept making mistakes. Public-sector data is also suspect. Some local government officials inflate their GDP numbers to prove how good they are so they can get promoted. The NBS discounts numbers because of that. But other local government representatives try not to report how much growth they have above GDP targets. Corrupt officials, of whom there are far too many, try to keep what they can for themselves, and many calculate that they'll do best by underreporting their results so they get more funds from central government stimulus packages. That's how you explain the presence of monstrously high skyscrapers rising from rice paddies and housing local officials' offices. Look also at how tax is collected. That too makes the underground economy appear smaller than it really is. Most restaurants pay a flat monthly tax regardless of how much revenue they have. Obviously not all restaurants of a certain size and location generate the same money. But they all fall within a fairly narrow band in the tax they need to pay. As a result, some unsuccessful restaurants end up overpaying their taxes at least a little, while thriving ones wildly underpay. Many of China's $36.6 billion e-commerce vendors, who operate largely through websites like Alibaba's Taobao, don't pay any taxes, nor do cash-only retail businesses. (See Robert Olsen's article "China's Migration to E-Commerce.") In real estate, sellers often underreport how much they sell their homes for by 5% to 10%, to reduce their taxes and get the rest paid in cash on the side or in overseas accounts. Companies can also buy forged and real receipts. Real estate tycoon Zhou Zhengyi, who has been on Forbes' China rich list, was arrested in part for allegedly forging value-added-tax receipts. When you walk down the street, if you see numbers written on the pavement, you're often looking at ads for forged receipts or fake academic credentials. Clearly revenues and profits are not adequately represented in China's official GDP numbers. It would be politically impossible for the government to say just how large the underground economy is without causing clashes among the responsible ministries. The government is, however, actively cracking down on receipt forging and tax evasion and is implementing new tax and receipt policies that will force cash businesses like restaurants to pay more based on their actual business results. It is true that certain sectors in China's economy are overheating and that there are structural economic issues that need to be addressed. But predictions of doom and gloom in China by Jim Chanos and his ilk are largely exaggerated. China is no Dubai. The growth is real.
Chinese economy will not collapse – ten unique reasons

Roach 11 – faculty member at Yale University and Non-Executive Chairman of Morgan Stanley Asia
(Stephen S, 5-27, Project Syndicate, “Ten Reasons Why China is Different”, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/roach5/English) RA
NEW HAVEN – The China doubters are back in force. They seem to come in waves – every few years, or so. Yet, year in and year out, China has defied the naysayers and stayed the course, perpetuating the most spectacular development miracle of modern times. That seems likely to continue. Today’s feverish hand-wringing reflects a confluence of worries – especially concerns about inflation, excess investment, soaring wages, and bad bank loans. Prominent academics warn that China could fall victim to the dreaded “middle-income trap,” which has derailed many a developing nation. There is a kernel of truth to many of the concerns cited above, especially with respect to the current inflation problem. But they stem largely from misplaced generalizations. Here are ten reasons why it doesn’t pay to diagnose the Chinese economy by drawing inferences from the experiences of others: Strategy. Since 1953, China has framed its macro objectives in the context of five-year plans, with clearly defined targets and policy initiatives designed to hit those targets. The recently enacted 12th Five-Year Plan could well be a strategic turning point – ushering in a shift from the highly successful producer model of the past 30 years to a flourishing consumer society. Commitment. Seared by memories of turmoil, reinforced by the Cultural Revolution of the 1960’s and 1970’s, China’s leadership places the highest priority on stability. Such a commitment served China extremely well in avoiding collaterhttp://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/roach5/Englishal damage from the crisis of 2008-2009. It stands to play an equally important role in driving the fight against inflation, asset bubbles, and deteriorating loan quality. Wherewithal to deliver. China’s commitment to stability has teeth. More than 30 years of reform have unlocked its economic dynamism. Enterprise and financial-market reforms have been key, and many more reforms are coming. Moreover, China has shown itself to be a good learner from past crises, and shifts course when necessary. Saving. A domestic saving rate in excess of 50% has served China well. It funded the investment imperatives of economic development and boosted the cushion of foreign-exchange reserves that has shielded China from external shocks. China now stands ready to absorb some of that surplus saving to promote a shift toward internal demand. Rural-urban migration. Over the past 30 years, the urban share of the Chinese population has risen from 20% to 46%. According to OECD estimates, another 316 million people should move from the countryside to China’s cities over the next 20 years. Such an unprecedented wave of urbanization provides solid support for infrastructure investment and commercial and residential construction activity. Fears of excess investment and “ghost cities” fixate on the supply side, without giving due weight to burgeoning demand. Low-hanging fruit – Consumption. Private consumption accounts for only about 37% of China’s GDP – the smallest share of any major economy. By focusing on job creation, wage increases, and the social safety net, the 12th Five-Year Plan could spark a major increase in discretionary consumer purchasing power. That could lead to as much as a five-percentage-point increase in China’s consumption share by 2015. Low-hanging fruit – Services. Services account for just 43% of Chinese GDP – well below global norms. Services are an important piece of China’s pro-consumption strategy – especially large-scale transactions-based industries such as distribution (wholesale and retail), domestic transportation, supply-chain logistics, and hospitality and leisure. Over the next five years, the services share of Chinese GDP could rise above the currently targeted four-percentage-point increase. This is a labor-intensive, resource-efficient, environmentally-friendly growth recipe – precisely what China needs in the next phase of its development. Foreign direct investment. Modern China has long been a magnet for global multinational corporations seeking both efficiency and a toehold in the world’s most populous market. Such investments provide China with access to modern technologies and management systems – a catalyst to economic development. China’s upcoming pro-consumption rebalancing implies a potential shift in FDI – away from manufacturing toward services – that could propel growth further. Education. China has taken enormous strides in building human capital. The adult literacy rate is now almost 95%, and secondary school enrollment rates are up to 80%. Shanghai’s 15-year-old students were recently ranked first globally in math and reading as per the standardized PISA metric. Chinese universities now graduate more than 1.5 million engineers and scientists annually. The country is well on its way to a knowledge-based economy. Innovation. In 2009, about 280,000 domestic patent applications were filed in China, placing it third globally, behind Japan and the United States. China is fourth and rising in terms of international patent applications. At the same time, China is targeting a research-and-development share of GDP of 2.2% by 2015 – double the ratio in 2002. This fits with the 12th Five-Year Plan’s new focus on innovation-based “strategic emerging industries” – energy conservation, new-generation information technology, biotechnology, high-end equipment manufacturing, renewable energy, alternative materials, and autos running on alternative fuels. Currently, these seven industries account for 3% of Chinese GDP; the government is targeting a 15% share by 2020, a significant move up the value chain. Yale historian Jonathan Spence has long cautioned that the West tends to view China through the same lens as it sees itself. Today’s cottage industry of China doubters is a case in point. Yes, by our standards, China’s imbalances are unstable and unsustainable. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao has, in fact, gone public with a similar critique. But that’s why China is so different. It actually takes these concerns seriously. Unlike the West, where the very concept of strategy has become an oxymoron, China has embraced a transitional framework aimed at resolving its sustainability constraints. Moreover, unlike the West, which is trapped in a dysfunctional political quagmire, China has both the commitment and the wherewithal to deliver on that strategy. This is not a time to bet against China.
Chinese economy is not due for a hard landing

Trevethan 11 – Reuters correspondent

(Nick, June 20, Reuters, “Analysis: Resource firms bet on China boom, not Roubini gloom”, http://ca.reuters.com/article/businessNews/idCATRE75J14G20110620?pageNumber=1&virtualBrandChannel=0) RA
But other analysts argued that China's immense urbanization program meant that although some infrastructure may be under utilized at present, it would find customers in the years to come. "You don't build infrastructure expecting to run at capacity on day one. You build based on future demand. The other question you need to ask is what is a hard landing for an economy growing at 10 percent?" said a bank analyst in Shanghai, not authorized to speak to the media. "Is it a slowdown to 5 percent? Even that implies, assuming demand for commodities rises in line with GDP, an additional 400,000 tonnes of copper or more than 30 million tonnes of iron ore. China is about 'boomsday'. The risk of 'gloomsday', let alone doomsday, is slim." Since 2007, China's GDP has grown by just under 10 percent on average each year, while copper demand has increased by an average of 25 percent annually and iron ore by 16 percent. "Remember when you build a factory in China to make cars, you also have to build homes for the workers, hospitals, schools, shops and other infrastructure. All that adds to the intensity of commodity consumption, and that won't end for some time," the analyst said. Already almost half of China's 1.34 billion population live in cities and towns, according to a census in April, up from 36.1 percent in 2000, although the previous census used a different counting method. If that trend continues, over the next ten years around 200 million more Chinese rural inhabitants -- two thirds of the population of the entire United States -- will need housing, workplaces and household goods. "Some of these analysts take traditional free market supply-demand techniques and try to apply them to a socialist market economy. It just doesn't work," said Jonathan Barratt, managing director of Commodity Broking Services in Sydney. "The massive amounts of infrastructure just to keep up with population growth even as it slows will mean any dip will be well supported."
Chinese economy resilient despite possible slowdown

Reuters 11 
(May 23, “Too soon to call time on China's economic boom”, http://www.cbc.ca/fp/story/2011/05/23/4827542.html) RA
Back in 2007, Premier Wen Jiabao called the Chinese economy increasingly unstable, unbalanced, uncoordinated and ultimately unsustainable. He has used the same language this year and there's every chance the description will still apply in another four years. The timing of when China's growth model will "ultimately" run out of steam is probably the most critical question facing the world economy. Mature economies such as the United States and Germany are lucky to grow faster than around 3%. China, by contrast, has expanded 10.1% a year on average since 1978. Its gross domestic product, measured in dollars at market exchange rates, has doubled in four years, boosting oil and commodity prices and reshaping swathes of the global economic landscape in the process. So the trajectory of China's growth -- a gradual deceleration or an abrupt full stop -- matters far beyond its borders. Li Daokui, an adviser to the central bank, reckons the economy can maintain annual growth of 9% for the next five years. But some economists see the day of reckoning approaching fast. Nouriel Roubini of New York University has warned of a sharp slowdown, most likely after 2013, once it becomes impossible for China to keep increasing fixed investment, the main driver of growth. The odds are that China can keep the show on the road for some time yet and will not be forced to overhaul its growth model until much later in the decade. "Everything that is happening in China today is unsustainable at the current pace. That's not good or bad. It's just an observation," said Andy Rothman, China macro strategist in Shanghai for CLSA, a brokerage. The breakneck growth of China's iron ore consumption five years ago could not last, Rothman said. Nor could the 2010 pace of car sales. The same will be true at some point of negative real interest rates, house price growth and inequality. "But none of these things being unsustainable over the long term mean they have to come crashing down," he added. "If you were a real bear, you would argue that some day just everything will collapse. But it's hard for me to see that scenario playing out." BANKS UNDER SCRUTINY China's economy is nothing if not resilient. In recent years it has defied predictions of a hard landing due to everything from bad loans to investment-led overheating, food inflation that exceeded 20% in early 2008, the threat of protectionism and the global financial crisis. China's response to that crisis is grist to the mill of both bulls and bears. The former point to the success of massive and rapid pump-priming, made possible by the Communist Party's ownership of the banks. Skeptics say the state-directed investment binge is simply storing up problems by saddling the banks with huge, incipient bad debts as a result of lax lending to local governments. Jason Bedford with accounting and consultancy firm KPMG in Beijing acknowledged the risks to banks in the event of a big slump in the property and land they hold as collateral for loans. But he played down specific worries about a souring of home mortgages, since home buyers in China must make a down payment of at least 30 percent. "I certainly don't envisage the potential for anything approaching the destructive nature of the collapse in the U.S. real estate market, simply because, if there is a bubble here, it is not a debt-financed real estate bubble," Bedford said.
Mexico

Resilient and rising

Silber, 11 – respected economics and science writer for Scientific American Mind [June, Kenneth, “Mexico's resilient market: the Mexican stock market has a history of overcoming economic and financial crises”, Research Magazine p. 44, gale infotrac, AL]
The benchmark IPC index, which at the start of 2000 was slightly above 7,000, hit a peak of 31,975 in May 2008 before falling to 19,626 in May 2009. As of December 2009, it was above its pre-crisis peak. At the end of 2010 the IPC hit an all-time high of 38,550 before retreating mildly into the vicinity of 37,000 in the second quarter of 2011. Goldman Sachs has labeled Mexico one of the N-11, a group of 11 nations poised to follow the four BRICs of Brazil, Russia, India and China in taking on expanded roles in the world economy. Mexico, along with South Korea, is a more developed economy than the bulk of the N-11, a diverse set that includes frontier markets such as Nigeria and Bangladesh, and yet Mexico is included in the grouping for its high growth potential. Indeed, some projections have placed Mexico as the world's fifth largest economy in 2050, compared to its current position narrowly missing the top 10. This would put Mexico behind China, the U.S., India and Brazil and ahead of Russia. Mexico may not be a BRIC--though Mexican officials have been known to grumble that the category should be called BRICMs--but it is set to carry significant weight whatever the label. Notably, such optimism about growth is occurring amid a spate of grim news from Mexico about escalating violence by drug cartels. Such violence, while it holds potential to damage tourism revenues, has had little impact thus far in dampening investor enthusiasm. As in the past, Mexico's market is showing considerable resilience.
Germany
German economy resilient – strong industrial core and work agreements
New York Times 10 (12/24/10, Michael Slackman, “Bavaria Boom, but Germans Feel Economic Pressure,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/25/world/europe/25germany.html)

By nearly every measure this industrial region in Bavaria, home to exporting giants like Siemens Healthcare, Adidas and Puma, is at the center of Germany’s resilient economic success, driving the nation’s growth even as much of Europe struggles to stay solvent. With an unemployment rate of 3.5 percent and Christmas markets full of shoppers and revelers, “Bavaria is the planet of the happy,” said Katrin Schmidt, a labor analyst with the Federal Employment Agency based in Nuremberg. Except that many people in this region, and around the nation, seem subdued and uncertain about their own financial health. Germany’s good fortune, however conspicuous to other Europeans, is widely viewed here as having come at the expense of its workers, who for the past decade have sacrificed wages and benefits to make their employers more competitive. “I don’t believe that the economic situation really improved,” said Karl-Hans Diem, a 60-year-old metal worker. This disconnect — bullish economic indicators combined with simmering discontent even among the employed — is at the core of the conflict between Germany and some of its euro zone allies over how to handle the continuing European financial crisis. German leaders have been confronted with the opposing forces of a strong economy and a work force that has seen its real wages, adjusted for inflation, decline over the past decade. When Greece was in crisis, Chancellor Angela Merkel was criticized from abroad for moving too slowly to help reassure markets that it stood behind the euro, and at home for agreeing to dole out too much aid. With the more recent Irish crisis, she came under attack around Europe for demanding that private investors share the burden of future bailouts, while at home for not insisting on that kind of accountability sooner. “They should better spend the money here; we have problems of our own,” said Sabine Striegel, 45, who is living with her parents in nearby Baiersdorf, having recently lost a temporary job with Siemens. Anti-euro sentiments have run so hot that the finance minister, Wolfgang Schäuble, told the daily newspaper Bild this month the “danger of an anti-euro party needs to be taken seriously.” Germany’s political leaders and business executives argue that the economy has benefited from the common currency. For a nation that derives nearly half of its gross domestic product from exports, a stable currency has greatly eased crossborder commerce in the unified euro zone. And yet there is broad sentiment across Germany that the euro has not been good for individuals. A recent survey by one of Germany’s premier research companies, Infratest dimap, of 1,004 people found this month that 57 percent feel Germany should have kept the mark, while 60 percent said the euro was a disadvantage to them personally. “I do think that a lot became more expensive” with the euro, said Jonas Molzberger, 21, an apprentice at the hotel Grauer Wolf on the main street of Erlangen. “We feel that too in the hotel industry, especially in the restaurant. There are less people, less is being ordered.” Low salaries — and higher prices — are a core complaint of German workers who are increasingly demanding wage increases after a decade in which their real earnings dropped by 4.5 percent when adjusted for inflation, according to a recent report by the International Labor Organization. Exports have grown robustly in part because workers agreed years ago to reduced wages and reduced hours to make Germany more competitive. Like workers in other industrialized nations, including the United States, Germans also have had to accept that the jobs available are not as secure as they once were. The number of people in nonstandard or atypical employment in Germany increased to 7.72 million in 2008 from 5.29 million in 1998, according to the Federal Statistical Office. “I see how families are struggling,” said Eberhard Irlinger, administrator for Erlangen-Höchstadt, a district of about 130,000 people around the city of Erlangen. “In fact, part of the economic prosperity comes from people not getting the social security they should have. Germans are very reluctant to help other people when they have had to step back from their own demands.” Yet these feelings of insecurity do not fit neatly into the picture of a nation that has strikingly outperformed its neighbors. In fact, many Bavarian businesses say their biggest problem these days is a shortage of skilled workers to fill positions that would help meet a growing demand for German quality goods. Across the nation, Germany has experienced a severe shortage of skilled workers, in part because of its low unemployment rate, but also because of a low birth rate and a relatively unwelcoming environment for immigrants, said officials, business leaders and experts. “We have lost contracts because we just don’t have the people,” said Karl-Heinz John, chief executive officer of the small software developer called Infoteam in the nearby village of Bubenreuth. “I know that all my industry partners are having trouble finding adequately educated people.” Mr. John said he had to walk away from $1 million in contracts last year. But Infoteam still grew. Germany’s economy is on track to expand at nearly 4 percent this year, while many of its southern neighbors struggle through recession. The national unemployment rate is at an 18-year low of 7 percent. The country’s industrial output rose faster than expected and although exports fell unexpectedly in October by 1.1 percent, imports rose to a new post-war high. That rise in imports spurred some optimism that the consumer sector may play a larger role in fueling Germany’s future economic growth as demand for its products stalls in the financially troubled euro zone nations. Growth is expected to continue in 2011, and last week a key monitoring institute reported that business confidence was up compared with a year ago. German policy makers have struggled, at times awkwardly, to keep from inflaming public sentiment at home while at the same time recognizing that German support for some weaker neighbors is vital to preserving the euro and keeping exports strong. Mr. Schäuble, the finance minister, said that the public needed to better understand that the euro was not the enemy of prosperity, but that it drove prosperity. “Without the euro, every German would be poorer,” he told Bild. “Without the euro, the labor market would look a lot worse.” Many people do say that the euro is in Germany’s broader interest, but that has not been accompanied by enthusiasm for the currency or support for spending German money to help other nations. “I also feel that with the euro all — or let’s say much — has become more expensive,” said Peter Kern, a hairdresser in Erlangen. “And if one also takes into account that people often do not earn more, then of course problems become visible.” 

No risk of crisis – assets check full collapse

Dauderstädt & Kellermann 07 (March 2007, Michael (director of the Division for Economic and Social Policy at the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung) AND Christian (research fellow in the International Policy Analysis Unit at the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung), “Controlling the Risks of a Global Economy,” http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/iez/04744.pdf)

Costs and risks, especially in the crisis scenario, but also to some degree in the reference scenario, lie in unemployment remaining high and prosperity having to be partially sacrificed on the altar of competitiveness, potentially forcing Germany to participate in military action to secure raw materials, or at least believe that it must make foreign policy concessions to suppliers, such as Russia. The regionalization of the global economy could intensify, even though an appreciation of the Euro may pull more imports in the Euro zone, which would not compensate, however, for the loss in U.S. consumption due to a devalued dollar, and thus not prevent the global collapse of growth. In Germany and in Europe a potentially strong influx of dollars would initially lead to the Euro’s appreciation and rising prices of European/German assets (stocks, real estate, etc.). This asset price inflation does not necessarily mean inflation in goods markets, since cheaper imports would have a dampening effect. On one hand, the heavy influx of foreign capital might lead to a repeat performance of the `Locust´ debate, and, on the other hand, bring about another wave of economic nationalism (fear of foreign takeovers). Rising asset values, however, would also strengthen consumer spending by providing an illusion of prosperity. The ECB would have to decide if it should put a halt to this asset inflation or, in view of low consumer price inflation, tolerate it. Attempts to arrest it by means of raised interest rates would have the fatal side effect of attracting additional capital. In both the crisis – and the reference scenario, there are political options to, minimize costs and risks, and make use of opportunities. During a crisis, the most likely policies to find supporters are protectionist policies along the line of `everybody for himself´, which generally escalate a crisis situation. In this case it would be necessary to counterbalance the emergence of the crisis scenario while still in the reference scenario, something rather difficult, given the existing hegemonic power structures with dominant free-market oriented actors.
India

     Inevitable

Econ Collapse Inevitable- Food prices and bureaucratic inefficiencies
Schuman 11- American author and journalist who specializes in Asian economics, politics and history. Asia business correspondent for TIME Magazine
(Michael, “India’s economy: Headed for trouble?” 1/18/11, http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2011/01/18/india%E2%80%99s-economy-headed-for-trouble/, CJC) 

Just look at the mess India finds itself in. The wholesale price index soared 8.4% in December compared to a year earlier. Prices of onions, vegetables and other staples are rising even faster. The latest read of the government food price index shows they jumped almost 17% in a year. That's a serious, serious matter for a country with so many people still stuck in poverty – nothing eats into the food on a poor man's dinner table like rapidly rising prices. Certain basic foods, like onions, are such a crucial ingredient in Indian cooking that people just can't live without them, so rising prices at the local market hit hard. The government has been scrambling to contain the damage, by, for example, banning the export of onions. Some of this food inflation could well be temporary – a result of unusual weather conditions that hurt the onion crop, for example. India is also not the only country facing escalating prices, especially of food. Prices of commodities are rising across the board, with the Food and Agriculture Organization's food price index hitting a record in December. But India's inflation is also its own fault. A mix of loose budgets and easy money (leftover from recession-busting efforts) with a lackluster approach towards much-needed reforms (more deregulation, for example) and investments (i.e., in infrastructure) have created bottlenecks that spawn inefficiencies and push up prices. Here's more from Courtis:  If you have aggressive monetary and fiscal policy, together with booming labor market expansion, you better have hugely powerful supply side policies, or inflation can only explode... guess what, in the absence of China style aggressive supply side policies -infrastructure, deregulation, opening of the economy, education--, inflation is exploding... and which means quickly dropping competitiveness. 

Collapse Inevitable- decreasing competitiveness and rampant inflation
11- American author and journalist who specializes in Asian economics, politics and history. Asia business correspondent for TIME Magazine
(Michael, “India’s economy: Headed for trouble?” 1/18/11, http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2011/01/18/india%E2%80%99s-economy-headed-for-trouble/, CJC) 

India's predicament is somewhat symbolic of what's happening to emerging markets overall. After splashing money around for the past two years trying to keep their economies growing as the West sank, they're now dealing with the consequences of those policies. Part of the problem as well has been inflicted upon them by policy in the struggling West. The expansionary practices of the Federal Reserve have likely helped stoke inflation by ramping up the amount of cash in the world economy. But the troubles in India should also act as a wake-up call for New Delhi. India needs to focus more on improving its infrastructure and education systems and continuing the process of deregulation that sparked its economic miracle in the first place to ensure its growth stays healthy. Goldman Sachs economist Tushar Poddar hopes India's policymakers will get the message. Here's what Poddar said in a recent report: We would stress that despite the risks mentioned above, the underlying structural growth story remains strong. If unbridled optimism about economic fundamentals gives way to an appreciation of risks which can then be meaningfully priced by markets and addressed by policymakers, we think it would lead to a more sustainable growth environment. The situation is also a lesson for the rest of the emerging world. Growth solves many problems but creates others, so policymakers have to do just as much to manage that growth in good times as nurture it in bad times. 

Despite apparent growth India’s economy will inevitably collapse

BBC News 5/31

(BBC Business News, “India’s economic growth slows as rising prices hurt,” 5/31/11, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-13592833, CJC)

Analysts say a surge in prices of essential commodities, coupled with measures to cool the economy, has started to take a toll on growth. "Raging inflation and a gradual increase in borrowing costs has dampened domestic demand, alongside lacklustre investment sentiment," said Radhika Rao of Forecast Pte. The central bank has increased interest rates nine times in 15 months. The last rise on 3 May boosted the benchmark interest rate by 50 basis points to 7.25%. "We have a situation where inflation is uncomfortably high, so the authorities are tackling it by raising interest rates," said Justin Wood of the Economist Corporate Network. "Obviously this tightening environment has been slowing things down." he added. 
Despite signs of growth economic collapse is looming
BBC News 5/31

(BBC Business News, “India’s economic growth slows as rising prices hurt,” 5/31/11, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-13592833, CJC)

India's economy has posted robust growth since the global financial crisis. However, the Reserve Bank of India's monetary tightening policies have seen a loss of momentum. Analysts say that as the central bank continues its fight against rising prices, the pace of growth is likely to be slow for some time. "I think this loss of growth momentum will continue for industry for a quarter or two because we are not yet done with interest rate hikes," said Shubhada Rao of YES Bank. However, analysts warned that though a slowdown in growth had been broadly expected, continued loss of momentum would have an adverse effect on the economy. "It is significant because it is the first quarter of sub-8% growth since the crisis," said Sonal Verma of Nomura. "The last four quarters we have been growing above 8%, so this is really a slow starting point for the next financial year," she added. 
Collapse inevitable- declining investment, inflation, decreased exports, slow growth
Scrutton 6/17- Prominent journalist specializing in international affairs, writes for reuters among other news organizations
(Alistair, “India’s economy skids as leaders sleep at the wheel,” 6/17/11, http://in.reuters.com/article/2011/06/17/idINIndia-57756520110617)

The highly criticised trip, which initially emboldened the guru and then backfired when police tear-gassed his rally three day later, underscored a sense of distracted leaders fruitlessly trying to put out fires. Critics would have preferred Mukherjee focus more on dealing with a confluence of worrying economic trends -- accelerating inflation, declining foreign investment and slower growth and domestic investment -- that policy inertia will only make worse. Asia's third-largest economy is still set to grow around 8 percent this fiscal year, faster than any major economy except China. However, there are ominous signs, from weaker car sales to a dip in steel imports, that have coincided with global worries that emerging markets could soon hit a financial bump. Investment was essentially flat in the March quarter and industrial output rose 6.3 percent in April, its slowest in three months. Inflation accelerated faster than expected in May, to 9.06 percent, with price pressures spreading from food to the manufacturing sector, while the central bank may have run out of tools to contain it after ten rate rises. "India may grow around 7 percent without reforms," said Sanjay Mathur, a Singapore-based economist at Royal Bank of Scotland, one of several economists who have warned India's economic growth could fall below 8 percent. "In the India context, that's not enough." 
Collapse inevitable- Corruption, Scandals, and investor confidence
Scrutton 6/17- Prominent journalist specializing in international affairs, writes for reuters among other news organizations
(Alistair, “India’s economy skids as leaders sleep at the wheel,” 6/17/11, http://in.reuters.com/article/2011/06/17/idINIndia-57756520110617)

"The government is losing control of the agenda. What makes it more serious is that this has coincided with a slowdown in the economy and a dip in investor confidence," said Delhi University professor Mahesh Rangarajan. "It's on a slippery slope." Many politicians and industrialists believe that a policy limbo is of no real consequence -- that the $1.6 trillion economic juggernaut will simply hum along in spite of the government, and so it has proved for most of Singh's seven years in power. But a series of scams, topped by allegations of kickbacks in the granting of telecom licenses that may have cost the government up to $39 billion, have more than paralysed parliament. They have led to a spiralling lack of confidence. Foreign direct investment fell 28.5 percent in 2010/11, while the Sensex has fallen nearly 12 percent since mid-November, when the corruption scandals began to unravel. That compares with emerging markets equities firming around 2 percent in the same period. After the Thai baht, the Indian rupee is the weakest currency this year against the dollar among the currencies monitored daily in Asia by Reuters. The pessimistic scenario is one of lower growth, higher inflation and pressures on India's fiscal deficit. 

     Resilient
It’s resilient
Rajah, 5/16 – managing director and CIO of Asian equities at Franklin Templeton Investments [Sukumar, “India resilient in spite of inflationary headwinds”, Investment Week, p. 46, proquest, AL]
India has emerged as one of the top investment destinations, over the last decade, helped by its strong fundamentals, growth potential and resilience during the financial crisis. The economy has undergone significant transformation during this period helped by drivers such as reforms, outsourcing and strong capital flows. The last few years have witnessed the arrival of companies with global scale and while tech companies became India's poster boys, companies from other sectors such as metals, capital goods and telecoms also occupied centre stage. Indian companies benefitted from the strong demand growth for goods and services and easy availability of capital - large firms had increased appetite for global acquisitions. Strong earnings growth, high RoE and low leverage have been important factors for increased confidence in Indian firms. Recently, headwinds have emerged in the form of graft probes at various institutions with persistently high levels of inflation. The latter is driven by supply-demand side factors and the rise in international commodity prices. Reserve Bank of India was one of the first central banks to tighten monetary policy - however, growth momentum has remained strong and growth is expected to be at about 8.5% for the year ended March 2011, close to pre-crisis levels. While the pace may moderate due to cyclical factors and tightening, India is expected to remain one of the fastest growing major economies. Despite short-term concerns, India remains an attractive growth story over the medium term. A well-balanced growth model and the lack of excesses, high savings rate and a large young population holds the economy in good stead. Private entrepreneurship has flourished and is spreading overseas. The breadth and depth of the equity markets and corporate regulatory framework are key positives. The government will eventually push through further structural reforms that address infrastructure and skill gaps. Volatility cannot be ruled out over the near term, but the direction remains positive. 
No debt crisis

EIU ViewsWire, 5/4 – newswire [“India economy: In good shape”, proquest, AL]
Although India's total foreign debt stock will continue to rise during the next few years, external debt indicators will improve. India's total external debt stock stood at US$230.6bn at end-2008 and is projected to rise to US$275.8bn by end-2012. The increase will be driven by a rise in both medium- and long-term debt and also short-term borrowing. The gradual liberalisation of the capital account, coupled with strong domestic demand, encouraged local firms to borrow on international debt markets in 2006-08, but companies and the government alike found their access to global capital markets restricted in late 2008 and early 2009, as foreign investors became risk-averse owing to the global financial crisis. Short-term debt, which is dominated by trade credit, will rise to US$74.4bn in 2012, from an estimated US$60.3bn in 2010. Despite the forecast increase in external debt in absolute terms, healthy trade growth in 2011-12 will mean that total debt falls slightly as a percentage of exports of goods and services, to an average of 52.4% in the two-year period, compared with an estimated 59.2% in 2010. For several reasons India is unlikely to face an external debt crisis in 2011-12. The maturity profile of the country's external debt is largely long-term: only an estimated 24% of total external debt was short-term in 2010. Foreign-exchange reserves remain high and are sufficient to cover the entire external debt stock. 

***Wars***
Nuke War Doesn’t = Extinction

Nuclear war doesn’t escalate globally. 

Martin, 1982 (Brian, Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp. 287-300 http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/82jpr.html)
It often has been argued that the use of a few nuclear weapons could lead, gradually or suddenly, to an all-out nuclear war between the superpowers. But it is also at least possible that a nuclear exchange could occur without this leading to all-out war. A nuclear war might be waged solely in the Middle East; or an 'exchange' might occur consisting of nuclear attacks by the US on remote installations in southern Soviet Union and by the Soviet Union on remote US installations in Australia; or 'tactical' nuclear weapons might be used in a confrontation restricted to Europe, or to the border region between China and the Soviet Union. The likelihood of any such possibilities is a matter of some dispute. What should not be in dispute is the possibility - whatever assessment is made of its likelihood - that a nuclear war can occur which is less than all-out global nuclear war.

Anti-war people - and others - spend a lot of time arguing that limited nuclear war is virtually impossible. Their main reason for arguing against military strategies for limited nuclear war seems to be that this possibility makes nuclear war seem more plausible. But plausible to whom? Military leaders and national security managers are not likely to be swayed by arguments advanced by the anti-war movement (though they may be swayed by its political strength). So the argument that limited nuclear war is impossible has impact mainly on the public, which is pushed into all-or-nothing thinking, leading to apathy and resignation.

Much of the argumentation presented by anti-war people criticising the concept of limited nuclear war seems to be almost a reflex action against planning by militarists. It is important to realise that strategic planning about limited nuclear war is not automatically suspect just because such thinking is done by military planners. It is entirely possible for peace activists to think about and to prepare their own strategies to confront the political consequences of nuclear war, and furthermore to do this in a way which reduces the likelihood of nuclear war in the first place.[29]

Even if war does escalate, it won’t cause extinction. 

Martin, 1982 (Brian, Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp. 287-300 http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/82jpr.html)
To summarise the above points, a major global nuclear war in which population centres in the US, Soviet Union, Europe and China ware targeted, with no effective civil defence measures taken, could kill directly perhaps 400 to 450 million people. Induced effects, in particular starvation or epidemics following agricultural failure or economic breakdown, might add up to several hundred million deaths to the total, though this is most uncertain.

Such an eventuality would be a catastrophe of enormous proportions, but it is far from extinction. Even in the most extreme case there would remain alive some 4000 million people, about nine-tenths of the world's population, most of them unaffected physically by the nuclear war. The following areas would be relatively unscathed, unless nuclear attacks were made in these regions: South and Central America, Africa, the Middle East, the Indian subcontinent, Southeast Asia, Australasia, Oceania and large parts of China. Even in the mid-latitudes of the northern hemisphere where most of the nuclear weapons would be exploded, areas upwind of nuclear attacks would remain free of heavy radioactive contamination, such as Portugal, Ireland and British Columbia.

Many people, perhaps especially in the peace movement, believe that global nuclear war will lead to the death of most or all of the world's population.[12] Yet the available scientific evidence provides no basis for this belief. Furthermore, there seem to be no convincing scientific arguments that nuclear war could cause human extinction.[13] In particular, the idea of 'overkill', if taken to imply the capacity to kill everyone on earth, is highly misleading.[14]

In the absence of any positive evidence, statements that nuclear war will lead to the death of all or most people on earth should be considered exaggerations. In most cases the exaggeration is unintended, since people holding or stating a belief in nuclear extinction are quite sincere.[15]

Accidental
No accidental escalation- empirics

Decision making and empirics prove no accidental war

Quinlan 05- former senior fellow at the International Institute of Strategic Studies 

(Sir Michael, “Thinking About Nuclear Weapons,” http://www.rusi.org/downloads/assets/WHP41_QUINLAN.pdf, first published in 1997, reedited in 2005,)

There have certainly been, in over fifty years since the Second World War, many accidents involving nuclear weapons, from transporters skidding off roads to strategic bombers crashing with or losing the weapons they carried (in past days when such carriage was a frequent feature of readiness arrangements). A few of these accidents may have released into the nearby atmosphere highly toxic material. None however has entailed a nuclear explosion. Some commentators suggest that this reflects remarkable good fortune amid such massive activity and deployment over so long. A more rational deduction from the facts of this experience would however be that the probability of any accident's triggering a nuclear explosion is extremely low. It might be further noted that the mechanisms needed to set off such an explosion are highly complex; and that in a large number of ways the half-century has seen extensive improvements in safety arrangements. It is undoubtedly possible to see respects in which, after the Cold War, some of the factors bearing upon risk may be new or more adverse; but some are plainly less so. The half-century we have come through entirely without accidental explosion included early years in which knowledge was sketchier, weapon design less safety-oriented and precautions less developed than they later became, as well as years in which weapon numbers were larger, deployments more widespread and alert arrangements more tense. 
Decision making and empirics prove no accidental war

Quinlan 05- former senior fellow at the International Institute of Strategic Studies 

(Sir Michael, “Thinking About Nuclear Weapons,” http://www.rusi.org/downloads/assets/WHP41_QUINLAN.pdf, first published in 1997, reedited in 2005,)

Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm or misunderstanding. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by indicators mistaken or misinterpreted. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch—more good fortune, the critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from perhaps hundreds of events stretching over fifty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is hugely remote. Precisely because any nuclear-weapon possessor recognises the vast gravity of any launch, decision sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. (And even at the height of the Cold War no Western nuclear power had a launch-on-warning policy—that is, an intention to initiate nuclear retaliation on perceived evidence of impending rather than provenly-actual attack.) To convey that because an early step was prompted we somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperbole. History anyway scarcely offers ready examples of major war started by accident (miscalculation is another matter, not at issue here) even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase in caution 

No accidental war- empirics and human decision making

Quinlan 09- former senior fellow at the International Institute of Strategic Studies 

(Sir Michael, “Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects,” Oxford University Press)

Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of nuclear war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by indicators mistaken or misconstrued. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch-extraordinary good fortune again, critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from hundreds of events stretching over sixty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is remote. Precisely because any nuclear-weapon possessor recognizes the vast gravity of any launch, releases sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. To convey that because a first step was prompted the world somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperboly, rather like asserting, when a tennis champion has lost his opening service game, that he was nearly beaten in straight sets. History anyway scarcely offers any ready example of maior war started by accident even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase in caution. 
No miscalc- logically impossible

Quinlan 09- former senior fellow at the International Institute of Strategic Studies 

(Sir Michael, “Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects,” Oxford University Press)

One special form of miscalculation appeared sporadically in the speculations of academic commentators, though it was scarcely ever to be encountered-at least so far as my own observation went-in the utterances of practical planners within government. This is the idea that nuclear war might be erroneously triggered, or erroneously widened, through a state under attack misreading either what sort of attack it was being subjected to, or where the attack came from. The postulated misreading of the nature of the attack referred in particular to the hypothesis that if a delivery system-normally a missile-that was known to be capable of carrying either a nuclear or a conventional warhead was launched in a conventional role, the target country might, on detecting the launch through its early warning systems, misconstrue the mission as an imminent nuclear strike and immediately unleash a nuclear counter-strike of its own. This conjecture was voiced, for example, as a criticism of the proposals for giving the US Trident SLBM, long associated with nuclear missions, a capability to deliver conventional warheads. Whatever the merit of those proposals (it is not explored here), it is hard to regard this particular apprehension as having any real-life credibility. The flight time of a ballistic missile would not exceed about thirty minutes, and that of a cruise missile a few hours, before arrival on target made its character-conventional or nuclear-unmistakable. No government will need, and no non lunatic government could wish, to take within so short a span of time a step as enormous and irrevocable as the execution of a nuclear strike on the basis of early-warning information alone without knowing the true nature of the incoming attack. The speculation tends moreover to be expressed without reference either to any realistic political or conflict-related context though to render the episode plausible, or to the manifest interest of the launching country, should there be any risk of doubt, in enduring- that there was no misinterpretation of its conventionally armed launch.

Miscalculation

Rational proportionality prevents miscalc – actors recognize response

Mowatt-Larssen 11 (January 2011, Rolf, senior fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center,  Islam and the Bomb: Religious Justification For and Against Nuclear Weapons,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/uploads/Islam_and_the_Bomb-Final-pt1.pdf)

The stability of nuclear stalemate is predicated on an assumption that no rational actor will use nuclear weapons against an adversary who has the capacity to retaliate in kind. The resulting doctrine of “mutually assured destruction” might seem like madness, but it has lowered the risks of making serious miscalculations that could unleash a nuclear holocaust. States are not deterred from using nuclear weapons because of moral or ethical concerns; decision-makers make cold, hard calculations of self interest and have concluded that they cannot achieve their goals by using nuclear arsenals.  

Non-state don’t increase miscalculation – terrorists wield weapons rationally

Mowatt-Larssen 11 (January 2011, Rolf, senior fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center,  Islam and the Bomb: Religious Justification For and Against Nuclear Weapons,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/uploads/Islam_and_the_Bomb-Final-pt1.pdf)

The nuclear play book needs to be re-written to take into account the emerging features of nuclear threats resulting from such broader trends as globalization, extremism, and energy demands. Calculations based on national interest will no longer constitute a sufficient basis for sustaining a viable nuclear order. Some measure of moral and ethical standards must enter into the equation, in order for a consensus to emerge among nations that must increasingly work together to mitigate nuclear-related risks. In a world brimming with the stuff of a nuclear Armageddon, can we assign different moral standards in assessing the behavior of states and sub-state actors? What does nuclear accountability and responsibility mean in the event a state were to wittingly or unwittingly provide nuclear capabilities to terrorists? Does deterrence have any meaning in influencing the nuclear ambitions of a terrorist group? If, as President Truman suggested, the bomb is just another weapon, and its use is deemed to be the best means of achieving victory, then however unpalatable as it may sound, we must be prepared for others to use the same reasoning against us. Al-Qaeda has offered a detailed argument that the use of nuclear weapons is justifiable to win a war they declared with the “Pearl Harbor” attack on 9/11. They have challenged the world to refute them, on moral and ethical terms. Based on their statements, the al-Qaeda core is hoping they will not be joined on this field of battle, because they are convinced their enemies are reluctant to defend their moral position. “There has always been a sensitivity that we do no want to do or say anything that will allow our efforts to be mischaracterized credibly as a war against Islam…. People in the administration should be making a clear distinction between Islam, which is a religion and which is not our enemy, and extremist Islam, which is a political ideology and our enemy…The fact is our enemies fly the banner of Islam. They claim to represent the religion. There are other people who say they don’t. What we need is to be clear about this; our enemy has an extremist political ideology. They describe the ideology as the true religion. And there is no way we can deal with this phenomenon without confronting the fact that the enemy political ideology is rooted in religion.” - Douglas Feith. Assumptions concerning the intent to use weapons of mass destruction are often based on superficial impressions of terrorists and their cause. There is a popular notion that terrorists enjoy killing for killing’s sake, that they are bloodthirsty and hateful. While at some level this may be true, making such assumptions tends to hype the threat and distort a more reliable, unemotional analysis of the problem. To be sure, nothing is scarier than the image of a mad terrorist wielding a nuke, ready to blow himself up in the name of God. Such an image, however, is a fictional embodiment of the threat. A dispassionate distinction must be drawn between the theological, ideological and secular motivations of terrorists to use WMD, and their relationship to mainstream religious views and expressions. At the outset of such an undertaking, the extreme interpretation of Islam must be recognized as being at sharp variance from broadly accepted tenets of the Muslim faith. As Islamic religious scholar Yusuf Qaradawi noted, equating Islam with terrorism is analogous to describing the Oklahoma City bombing as being the handiwork of Christianity. Bomber Timothy McVeigh’s motivation to kill hundreds of people in the name of God should not be identified with Christianity, as a religion, any more than al-Qaeda’s 9/11 attack should be attributed to Islam. 15 Falling prey to stereotypes about religion also trivializes militant Islam’s frightening sense of purpose, which might represent the most profound danger it poses to the world. For militant Islamists, the problem is defined by religion, the conflict flows from religion, and the solution is derived from religion. In their view, the root of the problem is essentially mankind’s alienation from God, the need to be reconciled with God, and Islam’s role in bringing mankind back to God’s good graces. According to this religious-based analysis of history, the pervasive influence of secularity— the separation of church and state—has shrouded the world in moral and ethical darkness. The “people of the book” (Jews and Christians) have replaced God with mammon. Christianity has committed the unforgivable sin of polytheism by elevating Jesus Christ to the status of God (through the doctrine of Trinity). Islam itself must be revitalized; so-called “apostate” (secular) Muslim states have failed to properly implement Islamic law and tradition, depriving people of the freedom to practice the faith as God would have them practice it. The resulting plan of action gives rise to a liberation ideology, of sorts. Individual Muslims must return to the original teachings of the Quran. Muslim lands must be restored from foreign domination. Apostate states must be replaced by implementing Islamic law and tradition. Finally, people must be liberated in all corners of the earth so they are free to embrace Islam. A vanguard of true believers, instructed in a deeper understanding of the problem, its causes, and solution, must lead the call to action. Ironically, like their arch enemy, atheist communism, militant extremists recognize that many people may not perceive what is in their best interests until they are suitably enlightened. The ideology of militant Islamists is extreme, but it is not irrational; it is a well-reasoned, well-developed weltanschauung, or world view. Thus, the rational actor model can be applied to militant Islamists, who possess an internally consistent belief system. The motivation to possess and use WMD flows logically from an extreme, but very rational set of concrete goals that are based on a certain interpretation of history and religion. The basic factors affecting a terrorist group’s risk-gain assessment for using a nuclear weapon can be arrayed in a chart consisting of five broad levels of interest, motivation and justification for WMD. In applying this hierarchy of motivations to a group like al-Qaeda, it should be noted that terrorists have drawn a distinction between possession and use, at least theoretically. In 1998, for instance, Osama bin Laden said it was his Islamic duty to possess WMD as a means of deterrence. It has been assumed that if he wants such weapons, it is to use them; he has never explicitly stated that he will use them; such is assumed. Groups with a global aperture have a pronounced tendency to undertake a deliberate decision-making process to set precedent setting events in motion, and as a result, they carefully study the consequences that their actions are likely to have on the world. 

Non-state actors don’t increase miscalc – follow strict deterrence theory

Mowatt-Larssen 11 (January 2011, Rolf, senior fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center,  Islam and the Bomb: Religious Justification For and Against Nuclear Weapons,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/uploads/Islam_and_the_Bomb-Final-pt1.pdf)

The Quran may also instruct Muslims to develop a deterrent to war, by amassing the strength in numbers and/or arms to have such an effect on their enemies: “Against them make ready your strength to the utmost of your power, including steeds of war, to strike terror into (the hearts of) the enemies, of Allah and your enemies, and others besides, whom ye may not know, but whom Allah doth know. Whatever ye shall spend in the cause of Allah, shall be repaid unto you, and ye shall not be treated unjustly.” (8:60) If one were to subscribe to the hadith mentioned above and the words of Abu Bakr, one would find it hard to make a case to use a weapon of war that causes general destruction, whereby the killing of women, children, the elderly, even believers, would be inevitable. The sayings and deeds as transmitted through early reports have been reinterpreted over and over for centuries to the point where al-Qaeda is now claiming that religious considerations trump the idea of collateral damage; unintentional harm allows for the killing of all those mentioned above; and there is considerable leeway and discretion underpinning the idea of military necessity. In this context al-Qaeda interprets the story of the Prophet using a catapult against the village of Ta’if—which, by design, is incapable of distinguishing the guilty from the innocent. This story has been reiterated by scholar after scholar and in fatwa after fatwa, including both Saudi radical cleric Nasir al-Fahd and Ayman Zawahiri, and it seems to be one of the only examples they cite when justifying such general destruction. Thus, Islamist militants consider retaliation, and like-for-like, as being both broadly acceptable and encouraged under the Quran, but only in a strictly “defensive manner.” The argument boils down, then, to a definition of what constitutes “defensive” action. The Quran has a clear injunction against taking offensive action; one can, and perhaps should, only punish them the way in which they have punished you. This implies that WMD simply cannot be used as a first-strike engagement, but it can potentially be used in retaliation for use in kind. This seeming allowance for WMD, however, begins to blur in the light of the Quran’s clear injunctions against killing the aged, women and children; how can one retaliate with a weapon that will inevitably cause such damage? Questions over what sort of guidance trumps another form of guidance will inevitably spark discussion. You cannot be for both rules given their contradiction, especially in the context of WMD. It is clear where al-Qaeda stands on the rule they have chosen, but it’s hard to find a Quranic justification for using WMD as a first-strike weapon, even before one decides whether or not noncombatant immunity applies. There has also been some discussion on 8:60 and its interpretation as one that characterizes the notion of deterrence. If this is the case, possession of WMD does not equal use, though it may certainly be allowed to possess. That being said, even if one does possess such weapons, one can only seem to use them in retaliation if they were attached with the same weapon. This, however, is a fragment of a much larger discussion on which considerations trump others in the context of war. Also, the statement by Abu Bakr to his Muslim armies before invading Syria, makes clear note that it is not permissible to burn trees, destroy agriculture, and in another translation (perhaps a longer one) not even harm animals of any kind—this can certainly be applied to the WMD context, for such a weapon is bound to cause exactly this kind of damage, in addition to killing noncombatants. 

Nuclear miscalculation theory false – defensive realism posits proportionality assessment comes first

Clifton 11 (January 2011, Joseph K., Lead Information Technology Assistant at Claremont McKenna College, “Disputed Theory and Security Policy: Responding to the "Rise of China,” http://scholarship.claremont.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1164&context=cmc_theses&sei-redir=1#search=%22miscalculation%20nuclear%20war%20rational%20actors%22)

The controversy over offense-defense balance is extensive and highly technical, including additional criticisms of the ability to calculate the balance, the degree to which the balance changes over time, and how relevant the balance is to explaining the behavior of states. 85 While the entirety of the debate is beyond the scope of this paper, it is worth noting that Charles Glaser offers a powerful defensive realist critique of Mearsheimer’s position on the debate. Glaser argues that distinguishing between the offensive and defensive capabilities of any particular weapon or tactic is not important, especially because the offense-defense balance of any weapon or tactic can vary depending on other contextual factors. Instead, all that is required is that one be able to assess the probability of success in an offensive mission and the probability of success in a defensive mission against an attacking opponent. While such an assessment could be complicated, military strategists do this all the time when they make military net assessments. 86 Acknowledging the possibility that offensive capabilities will be inferior to defensive capabilities is cause for greater optimism in the case of future Sino-American relations. The offense-defense variable could result in little ability for either side to pose a threat to the other, ensuring security and reducing the need for competition. Even though the possibility of a future change in the offense-defense variable could lead to a greater likelihood of conflict, 87 both sides can pursue strategies that focus on defensive capabilities and increase transparency to reduce the risk of miscalculation.  Ultimately, equating power and security ignores too much. Considerations of the offense-defense balance (both in terms of weapons and geographic constraints) are necessary for good analysis. They allow for more detailed explanation by accounting for relevant factors that the most barebones of structural realisms (Waltz’s and Mearsheimer’s) reject, and they can allow for more correct analysis by taking these relevant factors into consideration. This has an enormous impact on policy because it empowers policymakers to use their knowledge to pursue policies that result in less intense competition. In the end, these policies possibly avoid the “tragic” outcomes of offensive realism. 

Hegemony

Heg doesn’t solve war

Christopher Preble (director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute) August 2010 “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for What Purpose?” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/

Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions. But while there are credible alternatives to the United States serving in its current dual role as world policeman / armed social worker, the foreign policy establishment in Washington has no interest in exploring them. The people here have grown accustomed to living at the center of the earth, and indeed, of the universe. The tangible benefits of all this military spending flow disproportionately to this tiny corner of the United States while the schlubs in fly-over country pick up the tab.
Hegemony fails—obstacles to inclusionary policies.

McIntyre 11—Professor at Depaul University, specializing in Critical IR Theory, Social Movements, International Political Economy 

(Michael, “When Hegemony Fails: British Imperialism in India and Brazil from the Nineteenth to the Early Twentieth Centuries”, Western Political Science Association, April 21, 2011, http://depaul.academia.edu/MichaelMcIntyre/Papers/535440/When_Hegemony_Fails)//AW
Even when the ruling alliances of colonial India or the Brazil of Empire and Old Republic were not threatened with dissolution, their "success" was based on the exclusion of the vast majority of the populations of India and Brazil, not only from the pact of domination or a share in political power, but from the life of civil society. That exclusion was enforced through everyday brutality, while their eruptions into the political sphere, episodic and frequently diagnosed as criminal, were put down with a brutality that frequently crossed into blood lust. Brazil, always at pains (with little success) to present itself to the world as a European civilization in the tropics, could maintain its pretense only by rigidly excluding dark-skinned lower classes from political participation. In India, where some members of the I.C.S. pressed for a deepening of the pact of domination to include an idealized sturdy yeoman peasantry alongside the large landowners who had previously formed their core 86group of allies, the reforms in property law needed to carry out such a project were enacted in weakened form after delays of decades, with substantial geographical divergence and uneven enforcement. In the end, it was Gandhi, not the British, who was able to incorporate relatively well-off peasants into a powerful political alliance. The "dangerous classes" at the bottom of the social hierarchy faced routine criminal sanction, in India through the designation of certain groups as "criminal tribes," subject to group sanction, in Brazil through vagrancy statutes and the criminalization of certain aspects of Afro-Brazilian life. The primary effect of the failure of cultural hegemony, then, is not that it destabilizes political regimes but that it creates substantial obstacles to the creation of inclusionary polities. Subordinate groups therefore have little incentive to press for incorporation into the existing alliance. Not only would a call for incorporation be rebuffed, there are no channels for such an appeal to be made. The excluded are therefore left with a politics of resistance, a politics often read as criminality by the dominant. This misreading of the politics of the dominated is not a simple misreading. Criminal activity, however restrictively defined, is one response to subordination. It is normally a response with limited aims: slaves kill a harsh overseer, villagers riot to call attention to a corrupt local official, a poor vagrant steals to survive, a small landowner turns to banditry when forced off his land by a larger landowner. There is no reason to think of such activity as other than criminal, so long as we remember that it is criminality with a distinctly limited political purpose. In the absence of channels for demands of inclusion, political activity with broader aims tends to take the form of public and communal resistance: a prophetic community gathers in the Brazilian sertão (Cunha 87 1944), the Santals of eastern India rise up to expel "outsiders" (diku), both British and Hindu (Guha 1983, 77-83). Such criminality/resistance is recurrent and endemic, but also localized and evanescent. Negation and reversal rather than programmatic reform are its common idiom.39 Its categories of friend and foe are improvised, fluid, and changing, though some common features can be found in both contexts. It is a self- limiting form of resistance, both because the range of loyalties it can mobilize is geographically restricted and because its attention to signs at the expense of strategy. Despite this stringently exclusionary polity, however, in the epoch when the ruling alliances of Brazil and India were beginning to come apart, workers in the most heavily industrialized cities in both countries managed to gouge out a space for public contestation that they never gave back.
Hegemony fails—recent political climate proves.

Hachigan 10—Senior Fellow at American Progress, Senior political scientist at RAND Corporation, Director of the RAND Center for Asia Pacific Policy, International affairs fellowship from the Council on Foreign Relations, National Security Council at the White House
(Nina, “The False Promise of Primacy in US Foreign Policy”, World Focus, January 22, 2010, http://worldfocus.org/blog/2010/01/22/the-false-promise-of-primacy-in-us-foreign-policy/9372/)//AW
One unquestionable success of the Obama administration so far has been to turn the page on the failed Bush foreign policy framework. Not so, says Robert Kagan, who reveals a perverse nostalgia for the previous paradigm in his recent writings in which he argues that the Obama administration is formulating foreign policy from a perspective that accepts, rather than fights, the decline of American power. To understand this yearning for American policy of yore, you have to remember that American foreign policy leaders during the Bush administration clung to the false promise of primacy, the belief that the lynchpin of American security was for it to remain more powerful than all other countries by a huge, fixed margin. Mona Sutphen and I described why this was a misguided strategy in our 2008 book, The Next American Century: How the U.S. Can Thrive As Other Powers Rise. But the proof is in the pudding. In the end, the primacy strategy didn’t deliver. Primacy tempted our leaders into a reckless war in Iraq. It did not prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons. It did nothing to slow China’s influence, as was its implicit goal. And it wrecked, with Moscow’s help, our relationship with Russia. A fixation on primacy paradoxically managed to undermine the influence and authority America did have. Nevertheless, the fact that the Bush administration embraced the notion of primacy was a comfort to the remaining Cold Warriors. President Barack Obama’s approach is different, to say the least. His political allies and his detractors can agree that Obama sees foreign policy not in terms of asserting America’s unparalleled might, but of seeking common cause, including with other major powers. On the one-year mark of his presidency, the contours of the new paradigm are fairly clear: Lead the world in addressing shared challenges Treat other governments and peoples — friends and foes — with respect Forge strategic collaborations with big, pivotal powers and demand responsibility from them on global challenges Reinvigorate and repair existing alliances Reengage with international institutions and rules, pushing for increased accountability Make basic political and economic rights available to more people, knowing that democratic government is the best way to achieve this goal As for primacy, Obama dismissed that as a strategy goal in his inaugural address when he observed, “Our power alone cannot protect us.” Later, in Moscow, Obama elaborated on his view of great power relations, saying, “a great power does not show strength by dominating or demonizing other countries…[G]iven our interdependence, any world order that tries to elevate one nation or group of people over another will inevitably fail. The pursuit of power is no longer a zero-sum game — progress must be shared.”

Hegemony fails—cooperation is key to prevent terrorism, global warming, economic crises, nuclear proliferation, and pandemics.

Hachigan 10—Senior Fellow at American Progress, Senior political scientist at RAND Corporation, Director of the RAND Center for Asia Pacific Policy, International affairs fellowship from the Council on Foreign Relations, National Security Council at the White House
(Nina, “The False Promise of Primacy in US Foreign Policy”, World Focus, January 22, 2010, http://worldfocus.org/blog/2010/01/22/the-false-promise-of-primacy-in-us-foreign-policy/9372/)//AW
 Robert Kagan now accuses President Obama of reorienting American foreign policy away from its WWII and Cold War roots, focusing on how “to adjust” to the decline in American primacy instead of trying to reverse it. He portrays administration officials as naïve ideologues, buttering up autocracies and forsaking our democratic allies. Kagan’s analyses fail to discuss two major developments that demand a new approach—the increased potency of transnational threats and the new salience of domestic policy in America’s world standing. Kagan writes as if the Obama administration is engaging with re-emerging powers to prove an ideological point that great power strife is a relic of history. Yet no staffer that I have ever spoken with would suggest that these relationships are beyond rivalry. More importantly, Kagan does not reveal the Obama administration’s reasons for pursuing strategic collaborations with China, Russia, India, and other pivotal powers. In fact, these partnerships are necessary to protect Americans from common threats in terrorists, global warming, economic crises, nuclear proliferation, and pandemics such as swine flu — the forces of disorder that can and do affect Americans right here at home. Kagan barely mentions these threats, but to keep its own people safe, America needs Russia to secure its loose nuclear materials so terrorists cant get it. America needs China — the world’s largest emitter — to cut down on its carbon. And America needs India to help track extremists. Moreover, America needs all of them to contain pandemics. How can we get these big, proud countries to take these steps? Aggressive diplomacy. Transnational threats also explain why the Obama administration is taking international institutions seriously. It’s not because the president is looking to attend more international meetings; it’s because international rules and institutions play a vital coordinating role when threats cross borders. The World Health Organization led the battle against swine flu last year just as the International Monetary Fund bailed out a slew of countries headed toward financial ruin. Fortunately, international architecture and traditional alliances are not mutually exclusive, as Kagan would imply. It’s still early days, but the Obama approach is paying dividends. China has agreed to limit its carbon intensity. And, for the first time last year, China not only voted for tough U.N. sanctions against Pyongyang; it also enforced them, in contrast to Kagan’s assertion that the administration has failed to gain “any meaningful Chinese help in North Korea.” Russia has allowed the United States to transport supplies through its territory into Afghanistan. The Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, co-chaired by the United States and Russia, is up and running again. A successor to the START treaty to reduce our arsenal of nuclear weapons is not yet complete, but it’s on the way. And these nations and others agreed during the darkest days of the financial crisis to coordinate their macroeconomic moves. Iran remains a challenge, but Beijing and Moscow did recently join in a harsh rebuke that the International Atomic Energy Agency issued. Of course, we continue to have differences with these pivotal powers, including on human rights and democracy. Kagan is simply wrong to suggest that administration officials have failed to “continue to press Russia and China for reform.” They have, just not in a grandstanding, provocative way that ends up being counterproductive. Here, for example, is what President Obama said in Moscow: The arc of history shows us that governments which serve their own people survive and thrive; governments which serve only their own power do not. Governments that represent the will of their people are far less likely to descend into failed states, to terrorize their citizens, or to wage war on others. Governments that promote the rule of law, subject their actions to oversight, and allow for independent institutions are more dependable trading partners. And in our own history, democracies have been America’s most enduring allies, including those we once waged war with in Europe and Asia– nations that today live with great security and prosperity. 
Hegemony fails—resistance.

Leverette and Leverette 10—*Senior fellow at the New America Foundation in Washington, D.C., Professor at the Pennsylvania State University School of International Affairs **CEO of Strategic Energy and Global Analysis (STRATEGA) and  Senior Lecturer and Senior Research Fellow at Yale University’s Jackson Institute for Global Affairs
(Flynt and Hillary, “US Quest for Global Hegemony”, What Others Think, Iran Review, December 22, 2010, http://www.iranreview.org/content/Documents/US_Quest_for_Global_Hegemony.htm)//AW
The results, however, have been disastrous. The United States has been at war for a startling two out of every three years since 1989, and there is no end in sight. As anyone with a rudimentary knowledge of world events knows, countries that continuously fight wars invariably build powerful national-security bureaucracies that undermine civil liberties and make it difficult to hold leaders accountable for their behavior, and they invariably end up adopting ruthless policies normally associated with brutal dictators. The Founding Fathers understood this problem, as it clear from James Madison’s observation that ‘no nation can preserve its freedom in the midst of continual warfare.’ Washington’s pursuit of policies like assassination, rendition and torture over the past decade, not to mention the weakening of the rule of law at home, shows that their fears were justified. To make matters worse, the United States is now engaged in protracted wars in Afghanistan and Iraq that have so far cost well over a trillion dollars and resulted in around forty-seven thousand American casualties. The pain and suffering inflicted on Iraq has been enormous. Since the war began in March 2003, more than one hundred thousand Iraqi civilians have been killed, roughly 2 million Iraqis have left the country and 1.7 million more have been internally displaced. Moreover, the American military is not going to win either one of these conflicts, despite all the phony talk about how the “surge” has worked in Iraq and how a similar strategy can produce another miracle in Afghanistan. We may well be stuck in both quagmires for years to come, in fruitless pursuit of victory. The United States has also been unable to solve three other major foreign-policy problems. Washington has worked overtime—with no success—to shut down Iran’s uranium-enrichment capability for fear that it might lead to Tehran acquiring nuclear weapons. And the United States, unable to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons in the first place, now seems incapable of compelling Pyongyang to give them up. Finally, every post–Cold War administration has tried and failed to settle the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; all indicators are that this problem will deteriorate further as the West Bank and Gaza are incorporated into a Greater Israel. The unpleasant truth is that the United States is in a world of trouble today on the foreign-policy front, and this state of affairs is only likely to get worse in the next few years, as Afghanistan and Iraq unravel and the blame game escalates to poisonous levels.” John is equally clear when it comes to diagnosing the source of America’s “world of trouble” on the foreign-policy front: “The root cause of America’s troubles is that it adopted a flawed grand strategy after the Cold War. From the Clinton administration on, the United States rejected [various strategic alternatives], instead pursuing global dominance, or what might alternatively be called global hegemony, which was not just doomed to fail, but likely to backfire in dangerous ways if it relied too heavily on military force to achieve its ambitious agenda. Global dominance has two broad objectives: maintaining American primacy, which means making sure that the United States remains the most powerful state in the international system; and spreading democracy across the globe, in effect, making the world over in America’s image. The underlying belief is that new liberal democracies will be peacefully inclined and pro-American, so the more the better. Of course, this means that Washington must care a lot about every country’s politics. With global dominance, no serious attempt is made to prioritize U.S. interests, because they are virtually limitless. This grand strategy is ‘imperial’ at its core; its proponents believe that the United States has the right as well as the responsibility to interfere in the politics of other countries. One would think that such arrogance might alienate other states, but most American policy makers of the early nineties and beyond were confident that would not happen, instead believing that other countries—save for so-called rogue states like Iran and North Korea—would see the United States as a benign hegemon serving their own interests.” John reminds those of us who voted for George W. Bush over Al Gore in 2000 that, on foreign policy issues, Bush largely ran against the kind of liberal imperialism that Gore advocated and that the administration he served as Vice-President had practiced. But, of course, after 9/11, Bush took the quest for global dominance to new heights, especially in the Middle East: “By pursuing this extraordinary scheme to transform an entire region at the point of a gun, President Bush adopted a radical grand strategy that has no parallel in American history. It was also a dismal failure. The Bush administration’s quest for global dominance was based on a profound misunderstanding of the threat environment facing the United States after 9/11. And the president and his advisers overestimated what military force could achieve in the modern world, in turn greatly underestimating how difficult it would be to spread democracy in the Middle East. This triumvirate of errors doomed Washington’s effort to dominate the globe, undermined American values and institutions on the home front, and threatened its position in the world.” In this vein, John points out that “the Bush administration’s fondness for threatening to attack adversaries (oftentimes with the additional agenda of forced democratization) encouraged nuclear proliferation. The best way for the United States to maximize the prospects of halting or at least slowing down the spread of nuclear weapons would be to stop threatening other countries because that gives them a compelling reason to acquire the ultimate deterrent. But as long as America’s leaders remain committed to global dominance, they are likely to resist this advice and keep threatening states that will not follow Washington’s orders.” John warns that the Obama Administration, for all its talk of “change”, has largely embraced the same delusions of global dominance that got the United States into such trouble on the foreign-policy front under the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations. The alternative, as John points out, is not “Fortress America” isolationism. It is a posture he describes as “offshore balancing”—which is actually the United States’ traditional approach to grand strategy, before it developed hegemonic hubris. America still has not faced up to its most fundamental strategic choices in a post-Cold War world. John Mearsheimer has given it an indispensable guide for thinking through those choices.

Economic Collapse
No impact to economic collapse – empirics 

Gordon 08 - historian specializing in business and financial history, full-time writer for the last nineteen years, Gordon's articles have been published in, among others, Forbes, Forbes FYI, Worth, The New York Times Book Review, The New York Times's and The Wall Street Journal's Op-Ed pages, and The Washington Post's Book World and Outlook  Panics and Politics
(John, 10/22/08, Journal of the American enterprise institute, Panics and Politics http://www.american.com/archive/2008/october-10-08/panics-and-politics)

Will the current financial crisis spur a major political realignment? If history is any guide, the answer is probably no. America has experienced recurrent financial meltdowns since its birth in the late 18th century. Indeed, there were severe credit crunches and Wall Street collapses in 1792, 1819, 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, 1907, 1929, 1987, and now 2008. Most of these panics have not been followed by seismic political shifts. To be sure, President Martin Van Buren, who took office a month before the stock market crash of 1837, lost badly when he ran for reelection in the depression year of 1840. But Van Buren was an unpopular and ineffective president, and his defeat did not signal a realignment.
Economic decline ends rivalries, resources are reallocated

Bennett and Nordstrom 2000 – department of political science at Penn State 
(D Scott and Timothy, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 44:1, “Foreign policy substitutability and internal economic problems in enduring rivalries”, ProQuest, WEA)

Conflict settlement is also a distinct route to dealing with internal problems that leaders in rivalries may pursue when faced with internal problems. Military competition between states requires large amounts of resources, and rivals require even more attention. Leaders may choose to negotiate a settlement that ends a rivalry to free up important resources that may be reallocated to the domestic economy. In a "guns versus butter" world of economic trade-offs, when a state can no longer afford to pay the expenses associated with competition in a rivalry, it is quite rational for leaders to reduce costs by ending a rivalry. This gain (a peace dividend) could be achieved at any time by ending a rivalry. However, such a gain is likely to be most important and attractive to leaders when internal conditions are bad and the leader is seeking ways to alleviate active problems. Support for policy change away from continued rivalry is more likely to develop when the economic situation sours and elites and masses are looking for ways to improve a worsening situation. It is at these times that the pressure to cut military investment will be greatest and that state leaders will be forced to recognize the difficulty of continuing to pay for a rivalry. Among other things, this argument also encompasses the view that the cold war ended because the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could no longer compete economically with the United States.

Economic Collapse doesn’t lead to war – only hurts internal growth, 2008 proves

PEW 10 (Summarizing the PEWs report of the 2008 economic collapse by Phillip Swagel, 4/28/10, The Impact of the September 2008 Economic Collapse, http://www.pewtrusts.org/our_work_report_detail.aspx?id=58695)

SUMMARY U.S. households lost on average nearly $5,800 in income due to reduced economic growth during the acute stage of the financial crisis from September 2008 through the end of 2009.[1] Costs to the federal government due to its interventions to mitigate the financial crisis amounted to $2,050, on average, for each U.S. household. Also, the combined peak loss from declining stock and home values totaled nearly $100,000, on average per U.S. household, during the July 2008 to March 2009 period. This analysis highlights the importance of reducing the onset and severity of future financial crises, and the value of market reforms to achieve this goal. KEY FINDINGS Income – The financial crisis cost the U.S. an estimated $648 billion due to slower economic growth, as measured by the difference between the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) economic forecast made in September 2008 and the actual performance of the economy from September 2008 through the end of 2009. That equates to an average of approximately $5,800 in lost income for each U.S. household. Government Response – Federal government spending to mitigate the financial crisis through the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) will result in a net cost to taxpayers of $73 billion according to the CBO. This is approximately $2,050 per U.S. household on average. Home Values – The U.S. lost $3.4 trillion in real estate wealth from July 2008 to March 2009 according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $30,300 per U.S. household. Further, 500,000 additional foreclosures began during the acute phase of the financial crisis than were expected, based on the September 2008 CBO forecast. Stock Values – The U.S. lost $7.4 trillion in stock wealth from July 2008 to March 2009, according to the Federal Reserve. This is roughly $66,200 on average per U.S. household. Jobs – 5.5 million more American jobs were lost due to slower economic growth during the financial crisis than what was predicted by the September 2008 CBO forecast.

Economic collapse doesn’t lead to war – empirics prove
Ferguson 2006, -  MA, PHD, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies,  Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University 

(Niall, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
Democracy
Current-day democracy tactics will never work—they only lead to true democracy downfall.

Farrelly 10—Winner of the CICA International Critics' Award, the Pascall Prize for Critical Writing, and the Marion Mahony Griffin Award; columnist for the Sydney Morning Herald, a commentator on Australian television and radio, and Adjunct Associate Professor of Architecture at the University of Sydney
(Elizabeth, “Democracy - seeds of doubt or seeds that will sprout strong?”, News and Features, Sydney Morning Herald, October 7, 2010, LexisNexis)//AW

Democracy was born with the seeds of its destruction in its mouth and, right now, we're seeing them sprout. Not so dangerous really. John Adams said it two centuries ago: "Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts and murders itself. There never was a democracy yet that did not commit suicide." Maybe this is obvious. Democracy, as the politics of desire, has proved less adept at eradicating monarchy than at making fat little sovereigns of us all, pleasure-seeking, pain-intolerant. Our leaders are our creatures; what we won't accept, they daren't impose. Thus, the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, cannot so much as mouth the words "carbon tax". Our hedonism demands her cowardice. And it is this hedonic addiction, this bondage to small, salient desirables such as big-screen tellies and Kuta holidays that has left democracy paralyzed in the face of the elephant-size undesirables such as climate change and the GFC. A century ago, America led the rising graph on this desire-democracy. Now it may be leading the fall. (Although Brazil, its electoral circus comprising six footballers, four singers, two stand-up comics, a celebrity transsexual, a catwalk model and an allegedly illiterate clown, might take the cake here.) This wasn't always so. Early on, as democracy grew from the husk of aristocracy, it was still capable of imposing the taxes and statutes, the checks and balances needed to constrain desire for the greater good. And perhaps, over time, we were always going to vote away such constraints, just as we voted away the constraints of theology in order to swim freely in the warm springs of liberalism. But now, as resentment builds at a free-market oligarchy that not only allows itself to fail, and fail spectacularly, but expects us plebs to pick up the tab, a strange new cross-fertilization is apparent. It's a conservative people-power movement where people cherry-pick values from old-right and old-left to make a new political blend. In Britain "Red Tory" Phillip Blond has become the philosopher-king of this new synthesis, arguing that since 1945 "liberalism has undone both the left and the right" by making desire central. The presumption of self-interested individualism, he says, as propagated by Rousseau and Adam Smith, necessitated the nanny-state in place of the personal conscience. (Blond, one notes, has a background in Anglican theology.) For Blond, then, "individualism and statism are two sides of the same coin". Paradoxically, he says, the presumption of individual equality has led to "a perverse corporatism" on both sides, in which the "equality of opportunity" doctrine has only entrenched and perpetuated disadvantage until it seems almost genetic. Blond has the ear of the British Prime Minister, David Cameron, and is credited with his "Big Society" answer to big government. How that translates on the ground remains to be seen. Some expect little advance on notorious "get on yer bike" advice to the poor from the Thatcher-era minister Norman Tebbit, and Blond fears that Labour's Ed Miliband (equipped with his own whispering philosopher, "blue Labour" academic Maurice Glasman) might take this new middle ground first. But at least they're having the debate. At least it's actually about ideas, and the arguments are genuinely thoughtful in a way that suggests there's life in democracy yet. Here, where we're entertaining the same weirdly refreshing mix of values, it seems almost accidental. Perhaps it was no accident. Perhaps, faced with choosing between our own circus of semi-literate clowns, and confronting the terrible irony that just when we get sufficiently fed-up with two-party posturing to vote otherwise, the third party vanishes, we did the only reasonable thing. We elevated a ruffian gang of independents who may not amount to much as individuals but jointly render the system more honest and operable than it has been for years. This is not a "hung" parliament. That's the loaded terminology of a two-party orthodoxy. This parliament - suddenly and unexpectedly freed from the morbidities of the whip system - is a working parliament. So perhaps it's not democracy eating itself. Perhaps what we're seeing is democracy feeding itself; perhaps the seeds in its mouth were not those of destruction, but of renewal? Perhaps. This suggests we'll need to drop the bicameral system. Redesign our parliaments to be not oppositional shoe-boxes but round, maybe, or square, with cross-benches as long as the sides. Further, far from mandating the vote, restrict it, turning a duty into a privilege, earnable by demonstrating some semblance of knowledge. (I'm thinking a really challenging test, like naming the deputy PM.) This way we might hope for a trickle-up effect, whereby a smarter constituency eventually demands and gets smarter politicians. But how long have we got?
Democracy fails—preconditions dictate.

Sowell 11—Rose and Milton Friedman Senior Fellow, The Hoover Institution at Stanford University
(Thomas, “Instant Democracy Doesn’t Work”, WorldNetDaily, March 1, 2011, http://www.wnd.com/index.php?pageId=269313)AW
The fact that Egyptians or others in the Middle East and elsewhere want freedom does not mean that they are ready for freedom. Everyone wants freedom for himself. Even the Nazis wanted to be free to be Nazis. They just didn't want anybody else to be free. There is very little sign of tolerance in the Middle East, even among fellow Muslims with different political or religious views, and all too many signs of gross intolerance toward people who are not Muslims. Freedom and democracy cannot be simply conferred on anyone. Both have preconditions, and even nations that are free and democratic today took centuries to get there. If there were ever a time when people in Western democracies might be excused for thinking that Western institutions could simply be exported to other nations to create new free democracies, that time has long passed. It is easy to export the outward symbols of democracy – constitutions, elections, parliaments and the like – but you cannot export the centuries of experience and development that made those institutions work. All too often, exported democratic institutions have meant "one man, one vote – one time." We should not assume that our own freedom and democratic form of government can be taken for granted. Those who created this country did not. As the Constitution of the United States was being written, a lady asked Benjamin Franklin what he and the other writers were creating. He replied, "A republic, madam – if you can keep it." Generations later, Abraham Lincoln also posed it as a question, whether "government of the people, by the people and for the people" is one that "can long endure." Just as there are nations that have not yet developed the preconditions for freedom and democracy, so there are some people within a nation who have not. The advance toward universal suffrage took place slowly and in stages. Too many people, looking back today, see that as just being biased against some people. But putting the fate of a nation in the hands of the illiterate masses of the past, many with no conception of the complexities of government, might have meant risking the same fate of "one man, one vote – one time." Today, we take universal literacy for granted. But literacy has not been universal across all segments of the American population during all of the 20th century. Illiteracy was the norm in Albania as recently as the 1920s and in India in the second half of the 20th century. Bare literacy is just one of the things needed to make democracy viable. Without a sense of responsible citizenship, voters can elect leaders who are not merely incompetent or corrupt, but even leaders with contempt for the constitutional limitations on government power that preserve the people's freedom. 

Democracy is being resisted now, and any efforts will fail—Africa proves.

McLure 10—Newsweek Reporter specializing in African Studies

(Jason, “Why Democracy Isn’t Working”, Newsweek, June 18, 2010, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/18/why-democracy-isn-t-working.html)//AW 
To a casual observer, the tens of thousands of people who poured into the central square of Ethiopian capital Addis Ababa on May 25 to peacefully celebrate the country’s elections might have been mistaken for a massive symbol of democratic progress in a poor and troubled part of the world. In fact it was quite the opposite. The demonstrators were there to denounce Human Rights Watch for criticizing the victory of Prime Minister Meles Zenawi’s ruling Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front and its allies, who claimed 545 out of 547 seats in Parliament following a massive campaign of intimidation against opposition supporters. Many of the protesters were paid the equivalent of a day’s wage for a few hours of shouting against Human Rights Watch. They were emblematic not only of Ethiopia’s return to a one-party state, 19 years after the fall of a communist regime, but also of a growing trend away from democracy in wide swaths of Africa. The trend includes not only pariah states such as Eritrea and Sudan, but key Western allies and major recipients of foreign aid such as Ethiopia, Uganda, and Kenya. The Mo Ibrahim Foundation, which offers the world’s richest prize package to African leaders who both help their countries and peacefully leave office, decided not to offer an award each of the last two years. In Rwanda, President Paul Kagame has become a darling of the West for leading an economic renaissance in a nation traumatized by the 1990s genocide. But in upcoming August elections, Kagame looks set to duplicate his implausibly high 95 percent victory in the last vote and is pressing charges against an opposition leader for “divisionism,” namely downplaying the genocide. In Uganda, President Yoweri Museveni, who denounced dictatorship in Africa when he took power in 1986 and was seen as another great democratic hope, has said he’ll try to extend his 24-year tenure in presidential elections next year. In Gabon and Togo, the deaths of long-serving autocrats Omar Bongo and Gnassingbé Eyadéma has meant elections in which power was smoothly transferred—to their sons. Disastrous polls in Nigeria and Kenya in 2007 were worse than those countries’ previous elections, and current trends show little hope for improvement. Mauritania, Guinea, Madagascar, and Niger have all had coups since 2008, while Guinea-Bissau has been effectively taken over by drug cartels. Africa’s own institutions have been unable to halt the trend, which has gained speed since a period of openness following the end of the Cold War. “The democratization process on the continent is not faring very well,” says Jean Ping, the Gabonese chairman of the African Union Commission, which has overseen a host of Pan-African agreements on democracy and human rights that many member states have either ignored or failed to ratify. “The measures that we take here are taken in a bid to make sure that we move forward. The crises, they are repeating themselves.” In country after country, the recipe for the new age of authoritarianism is the same: demonization and criminal prosecution of opposition leaders, dire warnings of ethnic conflict and chaos should the ruling party be toppled, stacking of electoral commissions, and the mammoth mobilization of security forces and government resources on behalf of the party in power. “The really powerful governments learned how to do elections,” says Richard Dowden, director of the London-based Royal African Society. That’s not to say the continent doesn’t retain some bright spots. In Ghana, presidents have twice stepped down to make way for leaders from the opposition. Democracy has flourished in Botswana and Benin, while regional giant South Africa continues to have a vibrant opposition and free press despite the African National Congress’s dominance of post-apartheid politics.

Their authors are biased—they omit important data, have biased interpretations of democracies, and over exaggerate effects.  

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, those data purposed to support democratic peace thesis have been shown to be inadequate. Layne (1994:6) says “The statistical evidence that democracies do not fight each other seems impressive but in fact, it is inconclusive ...” A number of critics suggest that the aggregate data is insufficient for the theory, since democracy is a relatively new phenomenon and interstate wars are generally rare occurrences. Layne (1994:39) explains the appearance of a large number of interactions with little or no conflict between democracies because first, between 1815 and 1945 there were very few democracies; second, wars are a relatively rare occurrence; third, dyads are not created equal to represent a case where there is a real possibility of two states going to war. Similarly, other critics of the democracy peace thesis address whether the statistics that show that democracies never (or rarely) fight wars with each other are significant. Spiro (1994:52) argues that the absence of wars between liberal democracies is not a significant pattern for most of the past two centuries because the chance to go war among democracies is predicted by random. He claims that the chance that any given pair of states will be at war at a given time is very low, and that there were few democracies anyway, particularly before 1945. Consequently, it is not surprising that dyads of democratic states have not gone to war. Also, Farber and Gowa (1995:124) assert that there is not a statistically significant difference in the probability of war between pairs of democracies and between pairs of other types of polities, except in the years since 1945. They suggest that the empirical findings are suspect because much of the aggregate data is from the post-World War II period, when most scholars agree that factors other than domestic regime type worked to produce peace between democracies. For example, Mershmeir (1990:51) argues that bipolarity, an equal military balance, and nuclear weapons have fostered peace in Europe over the past 45 years. Thus, the rarity democracies before 1945, rarity of war and the fact that international system had been guaranteed with inter-national system raises difficult question of appropriate statistical techniques. Furthermore, most of the proponents of the democratic peace theory are bias to the anomalous data which shows wars between democracies. They will discard this anomalous case by shifting the definitions of war and democracy. Spiro (1994) claims that the proponents of democratic peace quickly dismiss this anomalous evidence by showing that one of the states in question was not independent state or democracy, or the conflict in question was not a war. The proponents of democratic peace theory have cited many anomalous data as “candidate” (Russett 1993) or “exception” (Ray 1995) to show that some wars occur between democracies in order to counter the arguments against the democratic peace theory. For example, Russett (1993:17) lists 12 wars among democracies from 1812 to 1967 and Ray (1995:86) lists more than 19 wars among democracies countries, from the 17th century to the 20th century. However, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) claim the exception of wars among democracies by arguing that those countries failed to be categorized as democratic countries or inter-national war. Russett (1993:14) is defining democracy as a regime in an independent state that ensure full civil and economic liberties: voting rights for a substantial fraction of citizens, peaceful transfer of powers and fair competition between political groups. In the case of Lebanon versus Israel in 1967, Russett (1993:18) argues that Israel failed to be categorized as a democracy because it was not previously independent and had not yet held a national election. However, Lebanese decision makers had over twenty-five years to see Israel democracy at work. According to Elman (1977:22): National elections, peaceful transfers of power between opposing political groups, and civil rights were all well entrenched long before Israel. Israel can be considered a democracy prior to its independence there was little reason for Lebanese leaders to think that Israel would cease to practice the democratic processes that it had instituted since 1920. Independence. Researchers of the period agree that. In sum, by shifting the definition of democracy and the assumption of statehood, democratic peace proponents are able to exclude the anomalies and controversy of the data. Other democratic wars are omitted by stressing one feature of states which looks contradictory to the restrictive value of democratic countries. Elman (1997:22) mentions that there is a tendency to overemphasize states’ autocratic features while ignoring their democratic ones. For example, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) argue that the Spanish-American War of 1898 was not democracies war, because Spanish was not implementing democracy policy making. By contrast, critics argue that Spain had already constituted some democratic procedures, the case counts as disconfirming evidence (Layne, 1994). Similarly, critics maintain that German demonstrated democratic feature and conclude that the case of World War I, Germany versus Western Democracies, as a democracies war. However, the proponents of democratic peace believe that it is failed to be categorized as a democracies war by pointing autocratic aspect of Imperial German. On the other hand, the possibility always exists that a democracy will revert to an authoritarian state, because there is relative power among liberal democracies (Mershmeir, 1990:50). Therefore, it is a problem in the argument of the proponent of democratic peace theory to treat the continuity of democratic features. Moreover, the restriction of the definition of war allows the possibility to exclude the argument of wars among democracies. Russett (1993:12) refers to Small and Singer to interpret the wars as a conflict with 1000 battle deaths. He argues that war between Finland and the Western allies is no record of combat and causalities between them, and in the Six Day War of 1967, Lebanon participated in combat only by sending a few aircraft into Israel airspace. Thus, these cases are excluded from the criteria of 1000 battle of fatalities. However, according to Spiro (1994:59) defining war in this way allows democratic peace proponents to omit the case. This is because highly subjective judgments by which variables are coded in data sets have significant and important effects on the results yielded by analysis of those data. In sum, democratic peace proponents are arbitrary in their dismissal of cases that theory fails to account for.
Democracies can and do go to war with each other.

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, any causal explanation of democratic peace thesis that shows a positive relationship between democracy and peace that has been given by proponents of democratic peace theory is spurious and coincidental. Layne (1994) maintains that the historical record concludes that in these cases democracies have avoided war, but there is no evidence that they did so because they shared democratic norms. Instead, the democracies behaved in a manner predicted by realism: they acted on the basis of their calculation of national interest; they paid attention to strategic concerns, particularly the distribution of military capabilities; and used threats when their vital interest were jeopardized. Furthermore, Farber and Gowa (1995) argue that neither the normative nor the structural explanation of the democratic peace is persuasive. They argue that the absence of war between democracies during this period reflects their common interest in allying against the Soviet Union, not any peculiar features of their regime type. Similarly, Oren (1995) contends that pairs of countries do remain at peace because they regard one another as democracies. He mentions that “the reason why the United States appears not to fight ‘our kind’ is not that objective likeness substantially affects war propensity, but rather that we subtly redefine ‘our kind’.” Thus, countries that have an interest remaining at peace and to define one another as democracies. Furthermore, Menshemeir (1990:49) claims that the argument of democratic peace theory that authoritarian leaders are more prone to go to war than leaders of democracies, because authoritarian leaders are not accountable to their publics is flawed. Conversely, it is not possible to sustain the claim that the people in a democracy are especially sensitive to the costs of war and therefore less willing than authoritarian leaders to fight wars. Another argument, which emphasizes the transnational respect for democratic rights among democracies, rests on weaker factors or reasons for not going or going to war. These reasons are usually overridden by other factors such as nationalism and religious fundamentalism (Marsheimer, 1990:50). Likewise, Kacowitz (1995:266) asserts that the causal explanation of democratic peace theory is contained limitation. He suggests that well-established democracies do not fight each other since they are conservative powers, usually satisfied with the territorial status quo within and across their borders. Moreover, Gowa (1995) who observed that it is difficult to distinguish between norm based and interest base attribution of foreign policy conduct. There are, however, other explanations of why certain countries do not to go war. Alliances and distance are included among the contested reasons against the democratic peace thesis (Peterson 1997). Alliances bipolarity, multilarity, with their regulations, will hamper countries from going war. Furthermore, if they are geographically so far apart and lack power projection capabilities, they are physically incapable of fighting each other.
Democracies do not prevent war.

Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
In this critical overview, I argue that, while the idea of a democratic peace has enjoyed an immense amount of attention, the nature of inquiry has created significant lacunae that have only recently begun to be addressed. Methodologically, large-N quantitative studies dominate the field.ii While these studies have been invaluable in establishing the claim that the democratic peace phenomenon exists (what I call the ‘statistical democratic peace’), by their very nature they are able to demonstrate only correlation, not causation. Not surprisingly, what effort these studies did make towards understanding and explaining the democratic peace focused on causes—norms and institutions (Maoz and Russett, 1993)—that could be quantified, either directly or by proxy. Yet the quantitative nature of the studies does not enable access to causal forces. The mechanisms behind the democratic peace remained shrouded in shadow. The end of the Cold War and the subsequent (at least rhetorical) inclusion of the democratic peace in U.S. foreign policy means the field, now more than ever, needs to develop a better understanding of the mechanisms within (and without) democracies that generate the observed peace. In the process of expanding our inquiry of the mechanisms behind the democratic peace, we will actually generate a new, broader field of study: democratic security. This review derives its emphasis on mechanisms from the scholarship on scientific realism (Bhaskar, 1975; Harré and Madden, 1975; Manicas, 2006) and Mario Bunge’s systemism philosophy (Bunge, 1996; Bunge, 2000; Bunge, 2004b). While the social sciences have largely been oblivious, philosophers of science have questioned the Humean, deductive-nonological model of science. These questions have given rise to a model of science focused on processes and mechanisms: “the real goal of science is neither the explanation of events nor the explanation of patterns, though this idea catches dome of the truth of the matter. Rather, it has as its goal an understanding of the fundamental processes of nature” (Manicas, 2006: 14). Explanation, then, “requires that there is a "real connection," a generative nexus that produced or 1brought about the event (or pattern) to be explained” (Manicas, 2006: 20). Accordingly, correlation on its own cannot serve as explanation (much less understanding) because it does not allow the analyst access to the mechanisms at play: what causes what and how. The ongoing focus by social scientists on covering laws thus betrays a romantic understanding of science that is not only not what physical scientists do, but that is fatally flawed as a mode of intellectual inquiry. Bunge likewise emphasizes the importance of mechanisms in systemism, his philosophy of social science. Bunge argues that the study of the social sciences is the study of social systems and thus requires a ‘‘systemist’’ approach over traditional approaches that compartmentalize social studies (holism, for example structural realism, versus individualism, for example rational choice). The central focus of the systemist approach is the human system: the interaction between individuals and society. Explanation links rather than separates the structural and individual levels.
Democracy doesn’t work—the democratic peace theory is oversimplified.
Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
A broader critique of the efforts to explain the democratic peace through structural and normative mechanisms lies in the artificial separation of the two. Clearly the separation serves analytical purposes: it serves as tool for isolating dynamics that would be lost in the complexity of international affairs. However, often the literature loses sight of the big picture. As Kahl points out, norms and structure are complimentary (Kahl, 1999: 99). While some effort has been made to integrate the two into a coherent holistic explanation (Oneal et al., 1996; Doyle, 2005; 8Lipson, 2003), these efforts have a tentative quality to them. The Oneal et al article typifies much of the literature: a large N-regression finding that states characterized by economic interdependence, constrained political actors, and norms of non-violent conflict resolution are peaceful. There is very little in the paper, however, that sheds light on how these factors affect the pacific outcome. Doyle’s 2005 article, which builds off his previous work on the democratic peace (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle, 1983b; Doyle, 1986), likewise suggests a linkage between norms and structure. In democracies, according to Doyle, representation (structure) should ensure that wars are fought only for liberal (norms) purposes. However, Doyle speaks only to this point very briefly, and does so in the context of a wide-ranging explanation that implicates a multitude of processes in the eventual democratic peace outcome. How exactly representation ensures liberal wars remains somewhat ambiguous. Clarifications of the relative weight of the various mechanisms or whether they actually operate in the ways Doyle indicates are left to others to resolve. Lipson argues that ‘constitutional’ democracies are peaceful with each other because of stable contracting. That is, through the contracting advantages of democracy—regime stability, audience costs, entrenched procedures—democracies are able to forge “reliable, forward-looking agreements that minimize the dead-weight costs of direct military engagement” (Lipson, 2003: 4). This approach, Lipson argues, takes account of both norms and structure. A careful read of the argument, however, shows an extremely limited discussion of norms. Instead, the argument overwhelmingly focuses on the political structures that give rise to stable, reliable contracting between democracies. Lipson’s major contribution then is to develop an approach that binds together many of the structural explanations rather than building a theory that meaningfully incorporates norms and structure in explanation. However, as with other efforts at reconciling norms and structure, the underlying theoretical framework do not give us a solid basis for understanding how the two fit together. Perhaps a more fundamental problem with the second wave literature lies in the failure of these explanations to account for how threat is constructed. The democratic peace is at its core about threat construction of the lack thereof. Structural explanations have little to say on this point, marking a significant weakness of those approaches. Normative arguments fare better, but do not go far enough; their underlying assumption that threats are self-evident, informed by democratic norms, assumes too much. Both explanations, possibly arising out of their birth nested within large-N studies, are overly deterministic. Security policy, indeed most state policies, arises out of a complicated dynamic between elected officials, bureaucracy, divisions of government, political parties, and individuals. Efforts to explain the democratic peace through a singular cause, to the exclusion of all others, are bound to be found wanting. Several scholars have to varying degrees indicated that the contention between structural and normative explanations is a false one (Ray, 1995). Thus, while the critique is not new, it does bear repeating. Rosato also notes the (implicitly) deterministic nature of structural and normative explanations and while Slantchev and his coauthors argue Rosato misreads the probabilistic nature of democratic peace research, it remains the case that most of the literature is implicitly rather than explicitly probabilistic (Rosato, 2003; Slantchev et al., 2005). Within the second wave and standing apart from much of the literature on the democratic peace, Elman’s edited volume of comparative case studies deserves particular mention (Elman, 1997a). It is, to date, one of the most coherent efforts to utilize case studies to explore the democratic peace. Unfortunately for advocates of the democratic peace, it makes for difficult reading.xiii 9 Skeptical of the claims of the democratic peace, Elman claims that she and her coauthors are “gate crashers at the democratic peace party” (Elman, 1997b: vii). Like the other counterarguments to the democratic peace, the volume focuses on the normative and structural explanations of the democratic peace as the principal explanatory mechanisms. Throughout the nine cases, the monadic approach to the democratic peace is thoroughly disabused and the dyadic proposition is significantly qualified, although it should be said that not all the cases focus on dyadic relations, or even democracies. One section of the book focuses almost exclusively on nondemocratic interactions, for example Malin examines relations between Iraq and Iran from 1975-1980 (Malin, 1997). The volume is not all critical, and some interesting new information is produced—notably the suggestion that shared democratic governance is particularly important to the United States in foreign policy making (Rock, 1997). While Elman’s conclusions take neorealist theorists to task for outright dismissal of the democratic peace regime—an irony given Layne’s effort to do just that in the first case study of the book—she (rightly) points out that the democratic peace program at the time oversimplified explanatory mechanisms and overreached on the resulting conclusions. In particular, she notes the failure of democratic peace research to appreciate the complexity of democracy and its neglect of domestic democratic politics (Elman, 1997a: 483).
Democracy doesn’t work.

Raby and Teorell 10—*Department of Political Science at Lund University **The Quality of Government Institute, Department of Political Science at Lund University

(Nils and Jan, “A Quality of Government Peace? Bringing the State Back Into the Study of Inter-State Armed Conflict”, The Quality of Government Experiment, University of Gothenburg, September 2010, http://www.qog.pol.gu.se/working_papers/2010_20_Raby_Teorell.pdf)//AW
That democracies do not wage wars against each other is undoubtedly one of the most widely accepted claims within the study of international relations. Probably less well known is the fact that, when seen from the perspective of the broader literature on domestic consequences of democracy, the democratic peace effect is something of an exception. Despite countless of studies, there are for example no robust evidence linking democracy to economic growth or even to poverty reduction or human development more generally (for an overview, see Rothstein and Teorell 2008). True, democracy usually comes out as a strong predictor of human rights, but democracy should arguably be defined at least partly in terms of key personal integrity rights, so this finding is not all that surprising. This contrasts sharply with the more robust findings linking “good governance” and highquality government institutions — other than democracy — to preferred social, economic and political outcomes. To begin with, economists have started to view dysfunctional government institutions as the most serious obstacle to economic development across the globe (e.g., Hall and Jones 1999; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2001, 2002; Easterly and Levine 2003; Rodrik, Subramanian, and Trebbi 2004). Unlike democracy, the quality of government (QoG) factor has also been argued to have substantial effects on a number of important noneconomic phenomena, both at the individual level — such as subjective happiness (Frey and Stutzer 2000; Helliwell 2003; Tavits 2007; Helliwell and Huang 2008), citizen support for government (Anderson and Tverdova 2003; Chang and Chu 2006), and interpersonal trust (Rothstein and Uslaner 2007; Rothstein and Stolle 2008; Rothstein and Eek 2009) — and at the societal level — such as improved public health and environmental sustainability (Holmberg et al. 2009), and state legitimacy (Gilley 2006). In this paper we attempt to bring the study of interstate conflict more in line with this more general literature. More specifically, drawing on dyadic Militarized Interstate Disputes data in 1985-2000, we show that the impact of quality of government on the risk of interstate conflict by large amounts trumps the influence of democracy. We thus find stronger evidence in favour of a quality of government as compared to a democratic peace. These results hold even under control for incomplete democratization, realist claims and geographic constraints. We also find that the relationship between quality of government and peace is robust to controls for the “capitalist peace” (Gartzke 2007), an alternative account that in recent years has been 4 put forward as a challenge to democratic peace theory. Theoretically, we argue that the causal mechanism underlying this finding is that quality of government reduces information asymmetry among potentially warring parties, improves their ability to communicate resolve, and to credibly commit to keep to their promises. By taking into account broader features of the state as a complex organization, we conceive of the quality of government peace as an argument for brining “the state back in” to the study of armed conflict and international relations more generally.
Current-day democracy tactics will never work—they only lead to true democracy downfall.
Farrelly 10—Winner of the CICA International Critics' Award, the Pascall Prize for Critical Writing, and the Marion Mahony Griffin Award; columnist for the Sydney Morning Herald, a commentator on Australian television and radio, and Adjunct Associate Professor of Architecture at the University of Sydney
(Elizabeth, “Democracy - seeds of doubt or seeds that will sprout strong?”, News and Features, Sydney Morning Herald, October 7, 2010, LexisNexis)//AW

Democracy was born with the seeds of its destruction in its mouth and, right now, we're seeing them sprout. Not so dangerous really. John Adams said it two centuries ago: "Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts and murders itself. There never was a democracy yet that did not commit suicide." Maybe this is obvious. Democracy, as the politics of desire, has proved less adept at eradicating monarchy than at making fat little sovereigns of us all, pleasure-seeking, pain-intolerant. Our leaders are our creatures; what we won't accept, they daren't impose. Thus, the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, cannot so much as mouth the words "carbon tax". Our hedonism demands her cowardice. And it is this hedonic addiction, this bondage to small, salient desirables such as big-screen tellies and Kuta holidays that has left democracy paralyzed in the face of the elephant-size undesirables such as climate change and the GFC. A century ago, America led the rising graph on this desire-democracy. Now it may be leading the fall. (Although Brazil, its electoral circus comprising six footballers, four singers, two stand-up comics, a celebrity transsexual, a catwalk model and an allegedly illiterate clown, might take the cake here.) This wasn't always so. Early on, as democracy grew from the husk of aristocracy, it was still capable of imposing the taxes and statutes, the checks and balances needed to constrain desire for the greater good. And perhaps, over time, we were always going to vote away such constraints, just as we voted away the constraints of theology in order to swim freely in the warm springs of liberalism. But now, as resentment builds at a free-market oligarchy that not only allows itself to fail, and fail spectacularly, but expects us plebs to pick up the tab, a strange new cross-fertilization is apparent. It's a conservative people-power movement where people cherry-pick values from old-right and old-left to make a new political blend. In Britain "Red Tory" Phillip Blond has become the philosopher-king of this new synthesis, arguing that since 1945 "liberalism has undone both the left and the right" by making desire central. The presumption of self-interested individualism, he says, as propagated by Rousseau and Adam Smith, necessitated the nanny-state in place of the personal conscience. (Blond, one notes, has a background in Anglican theology.) For Blond, then, "individualism and statism are two sides of the same coin". Paradoxically, he says, the presumption of individual equality has led to "a perverse corporatism" on both sides, in which the "equality of opportunity" doctrine has only entrenched and perpetuated disadvantage until it seems almost genetic. Blond has the ear of the British Prime Minister, David Cameron, and is credited with his "Big Society" answer to big government. How that translates on the ground remains to be seen. Some expect little advance on notorious "get on yer bike" advice to the poor from the Thatcher-era minister Norman Tebbit, and Blond fears that Labour's Ed Miliband (equipped with his own whispering philosopher, "blue Labour" academic Maurice Glasman) might take this new middle ground first. But at least they're having the debate. At least it's actually about ideas, and the arguments are genuinely thoughtful in a way that suggests there's life in democracy yet. Here, where we're entertaining the same weirdly refreshing mix of values, it seems almost accidental. Perhaps it was no accident. Perhaps, faced with choosing between our own circus of semi-literate clowns, and confronting the terrible irony that just when we get sufficiently fed-up with two-party posturing to vote otherwise, the third party vanishes, we did the only reasonable thing. We elevated a ruffian gang of independents who may not amount to much as individuals but jointly render the system more honest and operable than it has been for years. This is not a "hung" parliament. That's the loaded terminology of a two-party orthodoxy. This parliament - suddenly and unexpectedly freed from the morbidities of the whip system - is a working parliament. So perhaps it's not democracy eating itself. Perhaps what we're seeing is democracy feeding itself; perhaps the seeds in its mouth were not those of destruction, but of renewal? Perhaps. This suggests we'll need to drop the bicameral system. Redesign our parliaments to be not oppositional shoe-boxes but round, maybe, or square, with cross-benches as long as the sides. Further, far from mandating the vote, restrict it, turning a duty into a privilege, earnable by demonstrating some semblance of knowledge. (I'm thinking a really challenging test, like naming the deputy PM.) This way we might hope for a trickle-up effect, whereby a smarter constituency eventually demands and gets smarter politicians. But how long have we got?
Democracy fails—preconditions dictate.

Sowell 11—Rose and Milton Friedman Senior Fellow, The Hoover Institution at Stanford University
(Thomas, “Instant Democracy Doesn’t Work”, WorldNetDaily, March 1, 2011, http://www.wnd.com/index.php?pageId=269313)AW
The fact that Egyptians or others in the Middle East and elsewhere want freedom does not mean that they are ready for freedom. Everyone wants freedom for himself. Even the Nazis wanted to be free to be Nazis. They just didn't want anybody else to be free. There is very little sign of tolerance in the Middle East, even among fellow Muslims with different political or religious views, and all too many signs of gross intolerance toward people who are not Muslims. Freedom and democracy cannot be simply conferred on anyone. Both have preconditions, and even nations that are free and democratic today took centuries to get there. If there were ever a time when people in Western democracies might be excused for thinking that Western institutions could simply be exported to other nations to create new free democracies, that time has long passed. It is easy to export the outward symbols of democracy – constitutions, elections, parliaments and the like – but you cannot export the centuries of experience and development that made those institutions work. All too often, exported democratic institutions have meant "one man, one vote – one time." We should not assume that our own freedom and democratic form of government can be taken for granted. Those who created this country did not. As the Constitution of the United States was being written, a lady asked Benjamin Franklin what he and the other writers were creating. He replied, "A republic, madam – if you can keep it." Generations later, Abraham Lincoln also posed it as a question, whether "government of the people, by the people and for the people" is one that "can long endure." Just as there are nations that have not yet developed the preconditions for freedom and democracy, so there are some people within a nation who have not. The advance toward universal suffrage took place slowly and in stages. Too many people, looking back today, see that as just being biased against some people. But putting the fate of a nation in the hands of the illiterate masses of the past, many with no conception of the complexities of government, might have meant risking the same fate of "one man, one vote – one time." Today, we take universal literacy for granted. But literacy has not been universal across all segments of the American population during all of the 20th century. Illiteracy was the norm in Albania as recently as the 1920s and in India in the second half of the 20th century. Bare literacy is just one of the things needed to make democracy viable. Without a sense of responsible citizenship, voters can elect leaders who are not merely incompetent or corrupt, but even leaders with contempt for the constitutional limitations on government power that preserve the people's freedom. 

Democracy is being resisted now, and any efforts will fail—Africa proves.

McLure 10—Newsweek Reporter specializing in African Studies

(Jason, “Why Democracy Isn’t Working”, Newsweek, June 18, 2010, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/18/why-democracy-isn-t-working.html)//AW 
To a casual observer, the tens of thousands of people who poured into the central square of Ethiopian capital Addis Ababa on May 25 to peacefully celebrate the country’s elections might have been mistaken for a massive symbol of democratic progress in a poor and troubled part of the world. In fact it was quite the opposite. The demonstrators were there to denounce Human Rights Watch for criticizing the victory of Prime Minister Meles Zenawi’s ruling Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front and its allies, who claimed 545 out of 547 seats in Parliament following a massive campaign of intimidation against opposition supporters. Many of the protesters were paid the equivalent of a day’s wage for a few hours of shouting against Human Rights Watch. They were emblematic not only of Ethiopia’s return to a one-party state, 19 years after the fall of a communist regime, but also of a growing trend away from democracy in wide swaths of Africa. The trend includes not only pariah states such as Eritrea and Sudan, but key Western allies and major recipients of foreign aid such as Ethiopia, Uganda, and Kenya. The Mo Ibrahim Foundation, which offers the world’s richest prize package to African leaders who both help their countries and peacefully leave office, decided not to offer an award each of the last two years. In Rwanda, President Paul Kagame has become a darling of the West for leading an economic renaissance in a nation traumatized by the 1990s genocide. But in upcoming August elections, Kagame looks set to duplicate his implausibly high 95 percent victory in the last vote and is pressing charges against an opposition leader for “divisionism,” namely downplaying the genocide. In Uganda, President Yoweri Museveni, who denounced dictatorship in Africa when he took power in 1986 and was seen as another great democratic hope, has said he’ll try to extend his 24-year tenure in presidential elections next year. In Gabon and Togo, the deaths of long-serving autocrats Omar Bongo and Gnassingbé Eyadéma has meant elections in which power was smoothly transferred—to their sons. Disastrous polls in Nigeria and Kenya in 2007 were worse than those countries’ previous elections, and current trends show little hope for improvement. Mauritania, Guinea, Madagascar, and Niger have all had coups since 2008, while Guinea-Bissau has been effectively taken over by drug cartels. Africa’s own institutions have been unable to halt the trend, which has gained speed since a period of openness following the end of the Cold War. “The democratization process on the continent is not faring very well,” says Jean Ping, the Gabonese chairman of the African Union Commission, which has overseen a host of Pan-African agreements on democracy and human rights that many member states have either ignored or failed to ratify. “The measures that we take here are taken in a bid to make sure that we move forward. The crises, they are repeating themselves.” In country after country, the recipe for the new age of authoritarianism is the same: demonization and criminal prosecution of opposition leaders, dire warnings of ethnic conflict and chaos should the ruling party be toppled, stacking of electoral commissions, and the mammoth mobilization of security forces and government resources on behalf of the party in power. “The really powerful governments learned how to do elections,” says Richard Dowden, director of the London-based Royal African Society. That’s not to say the continent doesn’t retain some bright spots. In Ghana, presidents have twice stepped down to make way for leaders from the opposition. Democracy has flourished in Botswana and Benin, while regional giant South Africa continues to have a vibrant opposition and free press despite the African National Congress’s dominance of post-apartheid politics.

Their authors are biased—they omit important data, have biased interpretations of democracies, and over exaggerate effects.  

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, those data purposed to support democratic peace thesis have been shown to be inadequate. Layne (1994:6) says “The statistical evidence that democracies do not fight each other seems impressive but in fact, it is inconclusive ...” A number of critics suggest that the aggregate data is insufficient for the theory, since democracy is a relatively new phenomenon and interstate wars are generally rare occurrences. Layne (1994:39) explains the appearance of a large number of interactions with little or no conflict between democracies because first, between 1815 and 1945 there were very few democracies; second, wars are a relatively rare occurrence; third, dyads are not created equal to represent a case where there is a real possibility of two states going to war. Similarly, other critics of the democracy peace thesis address whether the statistics that show that democracies never (or rarely) fight wars with each other are significant. Spiro (1994:52) argues that the absence of wars between liberal democracies is not a significant pattern for most of the past two centuries because the chance to go war among democracies is predicted by random. He claims that the chance that any given pair of states will be at war at a given time is very low, and that there were few democracies anyway, particularly before 1945. Consequently, it is not surprising that dyads of democratic states have not gone to war. Also, Farber and Gowa (1995:124) assert that there is not a statistically significant difference in the probability of war between pairs of democracies and between pairs of other types of polities, except in the years since 1945. They suggest that the empirical findings are suspect because much of the aggregate data is from the post-World War II period, when most scholars agree that factors other than domestic regime type worked to produce peace between democracies. For example, Mershmeir (1990:51) argues that bipolarity, an equal military balance, and nuclear weapons have fostered peace in Europe over the past 45 years. Thus, the rarity democracies before 1945, rarity of war and the fact that international system had been guaranteed with inter-national system raises difficult question of appropriate statistical techniques. Furthermore, most of the proponents of the democratic peace theory are bias to the anomalous data which shows wars between democracies. They will discard this anomalous case by shifting the definitions of war and democracy. Spiro (1994) claims that the proponents of democratic peace quickly dismiss this anomalous evidence by showing that one of the states in question was not independent state or democracy, or the conflict in question was not a war. The proponents of democratic peace theory have cited many anomalous data as “candidate” (Russett 1993) or “exception” (Ray 1995) to show that some wars occur between democracies in order to counter the arguments against the democratic peace theory. For example, Russett (1993:17) lists 12 wars among democracies from 1812 to 1967 and Ray (1995:86) lists more than 19 wars among democracies countries, from the 17th century to the 20th century. However, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) claim the exception of wars among democracies by arguing that those countries failed to be categorized as democratic countries or inter-national war. Russett (1993:14) is defining democracy as a regime in an independent state that ensure full civil and economic liberties: voting rights for a substantial fraction of citizens, peaceful transfer of powers and fair competition between political groups. In the case of Lebanon versus Israel in 1967, Russett (1993:18) argues that Israel failed to be categorized as a democracy because it was not previously independent and had not yet held a national election. However, Lebanese decision makers had over twenty-five years to see Israel democracy at work. According to Elman (1977:22): National elections, peaceful transfers of power between opposing political groups, and civil rights were all well entrenched long before Israel. Israel can be considered a democracy prior to its independence there was little reason for Lebanese leaders to think that Israel would cease to practice the democratic processes that it had instituted since 1920. Independence. Researchers of the period agree that. In sum, by shifting the definition of democracy and the assumption of statehood, democratic peace proponents are able to exclude the anomalies and controversy of the data. Other democratic wars are omitted by stressing one feature of states which looks contradictory to the restrictive value of democratic countries. Elman (1997:22) mentions that there is a tendency to overemphasize states’ autocratic features while ignoring their democratic ones. For example, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) argue that the Spanish-American War of 1898 was not democracies war, because Spanish was not implementing democracy policy making. By contrast, critics argue that Spain had already constituted some democratic procedures, the case counts as disconfirming evidence (Layne, 1994). Similarly, critics maintain that German demonstrated democratic feature and conclude that the case of World War I, Germany versus Western Democracies, as a democracies war. However, the proponents of democratic peace believe that it is failed to be categorized as a democracies war by pointing autocratic aspect of Imperial German. On the other hand, the possibility always exists that a democracy will revert to an authoritarian state, because there is relative power among liberal democracies (Mershmeir, 1990:50). Therefore, it is a problem in the argument of the proponent of democratic peace theory to treat the continuity of democratic features. Moreover, the restriction of the definition of war allows the possibility to exclude the argument of wars among democracies. Russett (1993:12) refers to Small and Singer to interpret the wars as a conflict with 1000 battle deaths. He argues that war between Finland and the Western allies is no record of combat and causalities between them, and in the Six Day War of 1967, Lebanon participated in combat only by sending a few aircraft into Israel airspace. Thus, these cases are excluded from the criteria of 1000 battle of fatalities. However, according to Spiro (1994:59) defining war in this way allows democratic peace proponents to omit the case. This is because highly subjective judgments by which variables are coded in data sets have significant and important effects on the results yielded by analysis of those data. In sum, democratic peace proponents are arbitrary in their dismissal of cases that theory fails to account for.
Democracies can and do go to war with each other.

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, any causal explanation of democratic peace thesis that shows a positive relationship between democracy and peace that has been given by proponents of democratic peace theory is spurious and coincidental. Layne (1994) maintains that the historical record concludes that in these cases democracies have avoided war, but there is no evidence that they did so because they shared democratic norms. Instead, the democracies behaved in a manner predicted by realism: they acted on the basis of their calculation of national interest; they paid attention to strategic concerns, particularly the distribution of military capabilities; and used threats when their vital interest were jeopardized. Furthermore, Farber and Gowa (1995) argue that neither the normative nor the structural explanation of the democratic peace is persuasive. They argue that the absence of war between democracies during this period reflects their common interest in allying against the Soviet Union, not any peculiar features of their regime type. Similarly, Oren (1995) contends that pairs of countries do remain at peace because they regard one another as democracies. He mentions that “the reason why the United States appears not to fight ‘our kind’ is not that objective likeness substantially affects war propensity, but rather that we subtly redefine ‘our kind’.” Thus, countries that have an interest remaining at peace and to define one another as democracies. Furthermore, Menshemeir (1990:49) claims that the argument of democratic peace theory that authoritarian leaders are more prone to go to war than leaders of democracies, because authoritarian leaders are not accountable to their publics is flawed. Conversely, it is not possible to sustain the claim that the people in a democracy are especially sensitive to the costs of war and therefore less willing than authoritarian leaders to fight wars. Another argument, which emphasizes the transnational respect for democratic rights among democracies, rests on weaker factors or reasons for not going or going to war. These reasons are usually overridden by other factors such as nationalism and religious fundamentalism (Marsheimer, 1990:50). Likewise, Kacowitz (1995:266) asserts that the causal explanation of democratic peace theory is contained limitation. He suggests that well-established democracies do not fight each other since they are conservative powers, usually satisfied with the territorial status quo within and across their borders. Moreover, Gowa (1995) who observed that it is difficult to distinguish between norm based and interest base attribution of foreign policy conduct. There are, however, other explanations of why certain countries do not to go war. Alliances and distance are included among the contested reasons against the democratic peace thesis (Peterson 1997). Alliances bipolarity, multilarity, with their regulations, will hamper countries from going war. Furthermore, if they are geographically so far apart and lack power projection capabilities, they are physically incapable of fighting each other.
Democracies do not prevent war.

Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
In this critical overview, I argue that, while the idea of a democratic peace has enjoyed an immense amount of attention, the nature of inquiry has created significant lacunae that have only recently begun to be addressed. Methodologically, large-N quantitative studies dominate the field.ii While these studies have been invaluable in establishing the claim that the democratic peace phenomenon exists (what I call the ‘statistical democratic peace’), by their very nature they are able to demonstrate only correlation, not causation. Not surprisingly, what effort these studies did make towards understanding and explaining the democratic peace focused on causes—norms and institutions (Maoz and Russett, 1993)—that could be quantified, either directly or by proxy. Yet the quantitative nature of the studies does not enable access to causal forces. The mechanisms behind the democratic peace remained shrouded in shadow. The end of the Cold War and the subsequent (at least rhetorical) inclusion of the democratic peace in U.S. foreign policy means the field, now more than ever, needs to develop a better understanding of the mechanisms within (and without) democracies that generate the observed peace. In the process of expanding our inquiry of the mechanisms behind the democratic peace, we will actually generate a new, broader field of study: democratic security. This review derives its emphasis on mechanisms from the scholarship on scientific realism (Bhaskar, 1975; Harré and Madden, 1975; Manicas, 2006) and Mario Bunge’s systemism philosophy (Bunge, 1996; Bunge, 2000; Bunge, 2004b). While the social sciences have largely been oblivious, philosophers of science have questioned the Humean, deductive-nonological model of science. These questions have given rise to a model of science focused on processes and mechanisms: “the real goal of science is neither the explanation of events nor the explanation of patterns, though this idea catches dome of the truth of the matter. Rather, it has as its goal an understanding of the fundamental processes of nature” (Manicas, 2006: 14). Explanation, then, “requires that there is a "real connection," a generative nexus that produced or 1brought about the event (or pattern) to be explained” (Manicas, 2006: 20). Accordingly, correlation on its own cannot serve as explanation (much less understanding) because it does not allow the analyst access to the mechanisms at play: what causes what and how. The ongoing focus by social scientists on covering laws thus betrays a romantic understanding of science that is not only not what physical scientists do, but that is fatally flawed as a mode of intellectual inquiry. Bunge likewise emphasizes the importance of mechanisms in systemism, his philosophy of social science. Bunge argues that the study of the social sciences is the study of social systems and thus requires a ‘‘systemist’’ approach over traditional approaches that compartmentalize social studies (holism, for example structural realism, versus individualism, for example rational choice). The central focus of the systemist approach is the human system: the interaction between individuals and society. Explanation links rather than separates the structural and individual levels.
Democracy doesn’t work—the democratic peace theory is oversimplified.
Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
A broader critique of the efforts to explain the democratic peace through structural and normative mechanisms lies in the artificial separation of the two. Clearly the separation serves analytical purposes: it serves as tool for isolating dynamics that would be lost in the complexity of international affairs. However, often the literature loses sight of the big picture. As Kahl points out, norms and structure are complimentary (Kahl, 1999: 99). While some effort has been made to integrate the two into a coherent holistic explanation (Oneal et al., 1996; Doyle, 2005; 8Lipson, 2003), these efforts have a tentative quality to them. The Oneal et al article typifies much of the literature: a large N-regression finding that states characterized by economic interdependence, constrained political actors, and norms of non-violent conflict resolution are peaceful. There is very little in the paper, however, that sheds light on how these factors affect the pacific outcome. Doyle’s 2005 article, which builds off his previous work on the democratic peace (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle, 1983b; Doyle, 1986), likewise suggests a linkage between norms and structure. In democracies, according to Doyle, representation (structure) should ensure that wars are fought only for liberal (norms) purposes. However, Doyle speaks only to this point very briefly, and does so in the context of a wide-ranging explanation that implicates a multitude of processes in the eventual democratic peace outcome. How exactly representation ensures liberal wars remains somewhat ambiguous. Clarifications of the relative weight of the various mechanisms or whether they actually operate in the ways Doyle indicates are left to others to resolve. Lipson argues that ‘constitutional’ democracies are peaceful with each other because of stable contracting. That is, through the contracting advantages of democracy—regime stability, audience costs, entrenched procedures—democracies are able to forge “reliable, forward-looking agreements that minimize the dead-weight costs of direct military engagement” (Lipson, 2003: 4). This approach, Lipson argues, takes account of both norms and structure. A careful read of the argument, however, shows an extremely limited discussion of norms. Instead, the argument overwhelmingly focuses on the political structures that give rise to stable, reliable contracting between democracies. Lipson’s major contribution then is to develop an approach that binds together many of the structural explanations rather than building a theory that meaningfully incorporates norms and structure in explanation. However, as with other efforts at reconciling norms and structure, the underlying theoretical framework do not give us a solid basis for understanding how the two fit together. Perhaps a more fundamental problem with the second wave literature lies in the failure of these explanations to account for how threat is constructed. The democratic peace is at its core about threat construction of the lack thereof. Structural explanations have little to say on this point, marking a significant weakness of those approaches. Normative arguments fare better, but do not go far enough; their underlying assumption that threats are self-evident, informed by democratic norms, assumes too much. Both explanations, possibly arising out of their birth nested within large-N studies, are overly deterministic. Security policy, indeed most state policies, arises out of a complicated dynamic between elected officials, bureaucracy, divisions of government, political parties, and individuals. Efforts to explain the democratic peace through a singular cause, to the exclusion of all others, are bound to be found wanting. Several scholars have to varying degrees indicated that the contention between structural and normative explanations is a false one (Ray, 1995). Thus, while the critique is not new, it does bear repeating. Rosato also notes the (implicitly) deterministic nature of structural and normative explanations and while Slantchev and his coauthors argue Rosato misreads the probabilistic nature of democratic peace research, it remains the case that most of the literature is implicitly rather than explicitly probabilistic (Rosato, 2003; Slantchev et al., 2005). Within the second wave and standing apart from much of the literature on the democratic peace, Elman’s edited volume of comparative case studies deserves particular mention (Elman, 1997a). It is, to date, one of the most coherent efforts to utilize case studies to explore the democratic peace. Unfortunately for advocates of the democratic peace, it makes for difficult reading.xiii 9 Skeptical of the claims of the democratic peace, Elman claims that she and her coauthors are “gate crashers at the democratic peace party” (Elman, 1997b: vii). Like the other counterarguments to the democratic peace, the volume focuses on the normative and structural explanations of the democratic peace as the principal explanatory mechanisms. Throughout the nine cases, the monadic approach to the democratic peace is thoroughly disabused and the dyadic proposition is significantly qualified, although it should be said that not all the cases focus on dyadic relations, or even democracies. One section of the book focuses almost exclusively on nondemocratic interactions, for example Malin examines relations between Iraq and Iran from 1975-1980 (Malin, 1997). The volume is not all critical, and some interesting new information is produced—notably the suggestion that shared democratic governance is particularly important to the United States in foreign policy making (Rock, 1997). While Elman’s conclusions take neorealist theorists to task for outright dismissal of the democratic peace regime—an irony given Layne’s effort to do just that in the first case study of the book—she (rightly) points out that the democratic peace program at the time oversimplified explanatory mechanisms and overreached on the resulting conclusions. In particular, she notes the failure of democratic peace research to appreciate the complexity of democracy and its neglect of domestic democratic politics (Elman, 1997a: 483).
Democracy doesn’t work.

Raby and Teorell 10—*Department of Political Science at Lund University **The Quality of Government Institute, Department of Political Science at Lund University

(Nils and Jan, “A Quality of Government Peace? Bringing the State Back Into the Study of Inter-State Armed Conflict”, The Quality of Government Experiment, University of Gothenburg, September 2010, http://www.qog.pol.gu.se/working_papers/2010_20_Raby_Teorell.pdf)//AW
That democracies do not wage wars against each other is undoubtedly one of the most widely accepted claims within the study of international relations. Probably less well known is the fact that, when seen from the perspective of the broader literature on domestic consequences of democracy, the democratic peace effect is something of an exception. Despite countless of studies, there are for example no robust evidence linking democracy to economic growth or even to poverty reduction or human development more generally (for an overview, see Rothstein and Teorell 2008). True, democracy usually comes out as a strong predictor of human rights, but democracy should arguably be defined at least partly in terms of key personal integrity rights, so this finding is not all that surprising. This contrasts sharply with the more robust findings linking “good governance” and highquality government institutions — other than democracy — to preferred social, economic and political outcomes. To begin with, economists have started to view dysfunctional government institutions as the most serious obstacle to economic development across the globe (e.g., Hall and Jones 1999; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2001, 2002; Easterly and Levine 2003; Rodrik, Subramanian, and Trebbi 2004). Unlike democracy, the quality of government (QoG) factor has also been argued to have substantial effects on a number of important noneconomic phenomena, both at the individual level — such as subjective happiness (Frey and Stutzer 2000; Helliwell 2003; Tavits 2007; Helliwell and Huang 2008), citizen support for government (Anderson and Tverdova 2003; Chang and Chu 2006), and interpersonal trust (Rothstein and Uslaner 2007; Rothstein and Stolle 2008; Rothstein and Eek 2009) — and at the societal level — such as improved public health and environmental sustainability (Holmberg et al. 2009), and state legitimacy (Gilley 2006). In this paper we attempt to bring the study of interstate conflict more in line with this more general literature. More specifically, drawing on dyadic Militarized Interstate Disputes data in 1985-2000, we show that the impact of quality of government on the risk of interstate conflict by large amounts trumps the influence of democracy. We thus find stronger evidence in favour of a quality of government as compared to a democratic peace. These results hold even under control for incomplete democratization, realist claims and geographic constraints. We also find that the relationship between quality of government and peace is robust to controls for the “capitalist peace” (Gartzke 2007), an alternative account that in recent years has been 4 put forward as a challenge to democratic peace theory. Theoretically, we argue that the causal mechanism underlying this finding is that quality of government reduces information asymmetry among potentially warring parties, improves their ability to communicate resolve, and to credibly commit to keep to their promises. By taking into account broader features of the state as a complex organization, we conceive of the quality of government peace as an argument for brining “the state back in” to the study of armed conflict and international relations more generally.
Democracy fails—audience costs.

Gibler and Hutchison 11—*Department of Political Science at University of Alabama **Department of Political Science at University of Rhode Island

(Douglas and Marc, “Territorial Issues, Audience Costs, and the Democratic Peace: The Issue of Salience”, Presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, March 22, 2011, http://myweb.uiowa.edu/bhlai/workshop/gibler.pdf)//AW
Originating with Thomas Schelling`s (1960) discussion of credible commitments, audience costs are the domestic penalties (e.g. removal from office) that leaders fear they will suffer if they back down from a public threat during an international crisis or dispute. The added cost associated with backing down adds credibility to leader threats, thereby providing a more informative signal to other leaders (Fearon 1994). Audience costs have been used to explain a variety of international interactions, but most studies have focused on the unique ability of democratic leaders to signal their intentions and the effects this has on the peace between democracies (Fearon 1994, Eyerman and Hart 1996, Schultz 2001b,a, Partell and Palmer 1999, Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001). When leaders hold private information regarding their capabilities and resolve, cooperation becomes challenging. State leaders have an incentive to bluff their capabilities or resolve in order to coerce greater concessions from the other actor. Therefore, the ability to differentiate between cheap talk and credible information becomes critically important to both avoid losses and win concessions. While leaders can often deduce reliable assessments of opposing capabilities, understanding an opponents' resolve is more difficult. How does one distinguish between a leader who is bluffing and one who is resolved to carry through with their threat? Similar to deterrence, sanctions, and alliances which also rely on credible commitments to be effective, the key is to determine whether the likely cost of backing down is higher than any expected gains the leader may find in a reversal. If the cost of backing down is higher, then the threat becomes more credible and can serve as an informative signal of resolve. 3 Leaders may sometimes engage in escalatory behavior in order to generate domestic audience costs. The escalation signals their resolve, and the check of the audience adds credibility to the signal. The intent of the escalation is to coerce the opposition into yielding the issue short of war. This type of escalatory behavior can, however, also lead to war when opposing leaders publicly constrain themselves from backing down (Slantchev 2006). Thus, leaders seeking to avoid war will generate audience costs selectively and avoid engaging in escalatory behavior with state leaders who also possess the means and motives to generate audience costs (Schultz 2001b). This strategic logic serves as the theoretical foundation for a variety of empirical regularities but especially the findings associated with the democratic peace (Fearon 1994, Schultz 2001a, Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001).

Democracy fails—fragile states.
Collier 09—Professor of Economics at Oxford University Economic Department, Director at the Centre for the Study of African Economies, and Professorial Fellow of Saint Antony’s College

(Paul, “Why Democracy Fails in Fragile States”, World Bank Institute, March 12, 2009, http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/WBI/0,,contentMDK:22099595~pagePK:209023~piPK:207535~theSitePK:213799,00.html)//AW
In outlining his book’s central argument, he noted that many of the 58 countries that are home to one billion of the world’s poorest people––the "bottom billion"––are unable to provide their citizens with two vital public goods: security and accountability. What causes this persistent failure, which makes these states fragile, and often racked by conflict? It boils down to a lack of national leadership, he said. Viable nation-states are led by effective national elites that produce effective leaders able to forge a sense of national identity and cohesion. Without effective national elites, however, Collier said, "Subnational factions take over." Conflict often ensues as these factions fight over control of the state, especially if control brings revenues from a vital resource such as oil. Poverty, stagnation, small size, and the existence of resource rents thus combine to make many of these states "structurally insecure," Collier said. That insecurity prompts spiraling military spending, which, rather than leading to national unification, has the opposite effect. As a result, such states fail to deliver security to their citizens. As for the failure of such states’ governments to be accountable, Collier traces this to a lack of alignment between the interests of elites and the larger population. Lack of accountability matters to development, Collier insisted, because it means there are no checks and balances to inhibit corruption. With corruption unchecked, the country’s development is undermined by massive losses of potential revenue. Why Democracy Fails The question at the heart of Wars, Guns, and Votes is, "Why has democracy so often failed to deliver security and accountability in fragile states?" Collier traces the answer to the grim reality that "three illicit electoral tactics"—bribing voters, intimidating voters, and outright ballot fraud—are extremely effective at keeping bad leaders in power. His data show that political leaders who use these tactics hold power three times longer than those who don’t. Electoral contests marred by such abuses do not produce the principled leaders countries need. Collier contrasted post-independence governance in Kenya and Tanzania: while in Kenya, Daniel arap Moi’s 24-year rule was marred by corruption and electoral manipulation; and Tanzania has enjoyed a remarkably stable democracy thanks largely to the compelling leadership of Julius Nyerere, who, Collier said, "was able to build a sense of national identity in Tanzania."
Democracy does not create freedom.

Vieru 09—Science Editor

(Tudor, “Democracy Does Not Equal Freedom”, Softpedia, October 31, 2009, http://news.softpedia.com/news/Democracy-Does-Not-Equal-Freedom-125780.shtml)//AW
When looking at totalitarian regimes, or at dictatorships, it's immediately apparent that people are free within the limits imposed either by the central, single-party government or by the dictator, whatever the case may be. In the case of fascist and communist states, this is most obvious. State security (read: the security of the party and its ruler) are the main concerns that authorities have. The economy almost always comes second, with the best interests of the citizens coming in third, and last. The thing about these regimes is that you, as an individual living within the state, know where you stand. You do not expect to have access to all the things you want, and are firmly aware that there will be consequences if you do certain things the government/party does not approve of. You also know that you are constantly being monitored by various “departments” of the state's security services. In former Communist countries, such as Romania, the legacy left behind by these services is so dark that people even now, two decades after the fall of the dictatorship, tend to cast out those proven to have worked for the state, spying and reporting on everyone around them. So, if I were to stretch the argument a bit, I could say that a dictatorship is more honest to its citizens than a democratic state. Of course, there will always be propaganda, whether black, gray or white, that will attempt to persuade everyone they have as much freedom as possible. This almost never works, as people immediately realize if they are held within certain limits. Additionally, one of the main reasons that propaganda exists in these state is to 1) control the information flow to the population, and 2) to pass the countries as beacons of light in the struggle for equal rights, or some other principle that sounds pleasant. One of the issues that, ironically, prevent people from acquiring true freedom, is the fact that few actually know what the word means. At some level, everyone knows what it entails, but, if you want to obtain true freedom, you need to know what you are asking for. Also, if you're not an anarchist (in the sense that you want freedom without any existing state), then you need to make the changes you want within the confines of the laws. Therefore, you need to be able to define freedom accordingly. One definition is civil liberty, as opposed to subjection to an arbitrary or despotic government. Another would be the absence of ceremony or reserve, or frankness of manner or speech. Others define freedom as the state of being free or at liberty rather than in confinement or under physical restraint, whereas some believe the concept refers to the power to exercise choice and make decisions without constraint from within or without (autonomy, self-determination). Also, as a word of advice, none of you should ever forget what Benjamin Franklin rightfully said, “Those willing to give up their freedom for safety deserve neither.” And, unfortunately, this is precisely what is going on in United States today. I find the words of a certain user of the “Is America Free?” bulletin board especially appropriate to illustrate this. He or she said that “we are fighting extremism, but our adoption of extremists tactics of torture and mayhem is a defeat for our Founding Fathers, and those who gave up their lives for 'Life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness'. If George Washington refused to torture when fighting with a ragtag army to establish this great country why should we torture when we have the greatest military machine the world has ever seen?” Another user posts “While I say we have some freedoms, we have become entangled by laws and government as well as the Christian world view.” Another one echoes the former's views, “[The] freedom of choosing leaders [is] more like [the] freedom to choose between preselected candidates. Preselected by who?” These are all legitimate questions, and a truly tragic thing is that they only appear in such small bulletin boards, rather than being discussed on national television networks, during prime-time. After all, discussions and debate are the basis of democracy, right? It would appear that the similarities between the concept of democracy, as illustrated in books, and the realities of modern-day US are not many. Civil liberties, which constitute the foundation of the political idea, are becoming all but extinct in the world's most powerful and “free” nation. That is not to say people cannot argue against anything they want. But, as they do that, rather than living free of worries they will not be persecuted for being different, they enter various “watch lists,” compiled by numerous federal agencies, such as the Central Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosive, the National Security Agency and so on. These agencies, which are paid from taxpayers' money, are being used to keep a watchful eye on everything a person does. E-mail, Internet traffic, phone calls and “old-school,” pen-and-paper letters are being monitored, all in the interest of national security. 
Current-day democracy tactics will never work—they only lead to true democracy downfall.

Farrelly 10—Winner of the CICA International Critics' Award, the Pascall Prize for Critical Writing, and the Marion Mahony Griffin Award; columnist for the Sydney Morning Herald, a commentator on Australian television and radio, and Adjunct Associate Professor of Architecture at the University of Sydney
(Elizabeth, “Democracy - seeds of doubt or seeds that will sprout strong?”, News and Features, Sydney Morning Herald, October 7, 2010, LexisNexis)//AW

Democracy was born with the seeds of its destruction in its mouth and, right now, we're seeing them sprout. Not so dangerous really. John Adams said it two centuries ago: "Democracy never lasts long. It soon wastes, exhausts and murders itself. There never was a democracy yet that did not commit suicide." Maybe this is obvious. Democracy, as the politics of desire, has proved less adept at eradicating monarchy than at making fat little sovereigns of us all, pleasure-seeking, pain-intolerant. Our leaders are our creatures; what we won't accept, they daren't impose. Thus, the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, cannot so much as mouth the words "carbon tax". Our hedonism demands her cowardice. And it is this hedonic addiction, this bondage to small, salient desirables such as big-screen tellies and Kuta holidays that has left democracy paralyzed in the face of the elephant-size undesirables such as climate change and the GFC. A century ago, America led the rising graph on this desire-democracy. Now it may be leading the fall. (Although Brazil, its electoral circus comprising six footballers, four singers, two stand-up comics, a celebrity transsexual, a catwalk model and an allegedly illiterate clown, might take the cake here.) This wasn't always so. Early on, as democracy grew from the husk of aristocracy, it was still capable of imposing the taxes and statutes, the checks and balances needed to constrain desire for the greater good. And perhaps, over time, we were always going to vote away such constraints, just as we voted away the constraints of theology in order to swim freely in the warm springs of liberalism. But now, as resentment builds at a free-market oligarchy that not only allows itself to fail, and fail spectacularly, but expects us plebs to pick up the tab, a strange new cross-fertilization is apparent. It's a conservative people-power movement where people cherry-pick values from old-right and old-left to make a new political blend. In Britain "Red Tory" Phillip Blond has become the philosopher-king of this new synthesis, arguing that since 1945 "liberalism has undone both the left and the right" by making desire central. The presumption of self-interested individualism, he says, as propagated by Rousseau and Adam Smith, necessitated the nanny-state in place of the personal conscience. (Blond, one notes, has a background in Anglican theology.) For Blond, then, "individualism and statism are two sides of the same coin". Paradoxically, he says, the presumption of individual equality has led to "a perverse corporatism" on both sides, in which the "equality of opportunity" doctrine has only entrenched and perpetuated disadvantage until it seems almost genetic. Blond has the ear of the British Prime Minister, David Cameron, and is credited with his "Big Society" answer to big government. How that translates on the ground remains to be seen. Some expect little advance on notorious "get on yer bike" advice to the poor from the Thatcher-era minister Norman Tebbit, and Blond fears that Labour's Ed Miliband (equipped with his own whispering philosopher, "blue Labour" academic Maurice Glasman) might take this new middle ground first. But at least they're having the debate. At least it's actually about ideas, and the arguments are genuinely thoughtful in a way that suggests there's life in democracy yet. Here, where we're entertaining the same weirdly refreshing mix of values, it seems almost accidental. Perhaps it was no accident. Perhaps, faced with choosing between our own circus of semi-literate clowns, and confronting the terrible irony that just when we get sufficiently fed-up with two-party posturing to vote otherwise, the third party vanishes, we did the only reasonable thing. We elevated a ruffian gang of independents who may not amount to much as individuals but jointly render the system more honest and operable than it has been for years. This is not a "hung" parliament. That's the loaded terminology of a two-party orthodoxy. This parliament - suddenly and unexpectedly freed from the morbidities of the whip system - is a working parliament. So perhaps it's not democracy eating itself. Perhaps what we're seeing is democracy feeding itself; perhaps the seeds in its mouth were not those of destruction, but of renewal? Perhaps. This suggests we'll need to drop the bicameral system. Redesign our parliaments to be not oppositional shoe-boxes but round, maybe, or square, with cross-benches as long as the sides. Further, far from mandating the vote, restrict it, turning a duty into a privilege, earnable by demonstrating some semblance of knowledge. (I'm thinking a really challenging test, like naming the deputy PM.) This way we might hope for a trickle-up effect, whereby a smarter constituency eventually demands and gets smarter politicians. But how long have we got?
Democracy fails—preconditions dictate.

Sowell 11—Rose and Milton Friedman Senior Fellow, The Hoover Institution at Stanford University
(Thomas, “Instant Democracy Doesn’t Work”, WorldNetDaily, March 1, 2011, http://www.wnd.com/index.php?pageId=269313)AW
The fact that Egyptians or others in the Middle East and elsewhere want freedom does not mean that they are ready for freedom. Everyone wants freedom for himself. Even the Nazis wanted to be free to be Nazis. They just didn't want anybody else to be free. There is very little sign of tolerance in the Middle East, even among fellow Muslims with different political or religious views, and all too many signs of gross intolerance toward people who are not Muslims. Freedom and democracy cannot be simply conferred on anyone. Both have preconditions, and even nations that are free and democratic today took centuries to get there. If there were ever a time when people in Western democracies might be excused for thinking that Western institutions could simply be exported to other nations to create new free democracies, that time has long passed. It is easy to export the outward symbols of democracy – constitutions, elections, parliaments and the like – but you cannot export the centuries of experience and development that made those institutions work. All too often, exported democratic institutions have meant "one man, one vote – one time." We should not assume that our own freedom and democratic form of government can be taken for granted. Those who created this country did not. As the Constitution of the United States was being written, a lady asked Benjamin Franklin what he and the other writers were creating. He replied, "A republic, madam – if you can keep it." Generations later, Abraham Lincoln also posed it as a question, whether "government of the people, by the people and for the people" is one that "can long endure." Just as there are nations that have not yet developed the preconditions for freedom and democracy, so there are some people within a nation who have not. The advance toward universal suffrage took place slowly and in stages. Too many people, looking back today, see that as just being biased against some people. But putting the fate of a nation in the hands of the illiterate masses of the past, many with no conception of the complexities of government, might have meant risking the same fate of "one man, one vote – one time." Today, we take universal literacy for granted. But literacy has not been universal across all segments of the American population during all of the 20th century. Illiteracy was the norm in Albania as recently as the 1920s and in India in the second half of the 20th century. Bare literacy is just one of the things needed to make democracy viable. Without a sense of responsible citizenship, voters can elect leaders who are not merely incompetent or corrupt, but even leaders with contempt for the constitutional limitations on government power that preserve the people's freedom. 

Democracy is being resisted now, and any efforts will fail—Africa proves.

McLure 10—Newsweek Reporter specializing in African Studies

(Jason, “Why Democracy Isn’t Working”, Newsweek, June 18, 2010, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/18/why-democracy-isn-t-working.html)//AW 
To a casual observer, the tens of thousands of people who poured into the central square of Ethiopian capital Addis Ababa on May 25 to peacefully celebrate the country’s elections might have been mistaken for a massive symbol of democratic progress in a poor and troubled part of the world. In fact it was quite the opposite. The demonstrators were there to denounce Human Rights Watch for criticizing the victory of Prime Minister Meles Zenawi’s ruling Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front and its allies, who claimed 545 out of 547 seats in Parliament following a massive campaign of intimidation against opposition supporters. Many of the protesters were paid the equivalent of a day’s wage for a few hours of shouting against Human Rights Watch. They were emblematic not only of Ethiopia’s return to a one-party state, 19 years after the fall of a communist regime, but also of a growing trend away from democracy in wide swaths of Africa. The trend includes not only pariah states such as Eritrea and Sudan, but key Western allies and major recipients of foreign aid such as Ethiopia, Uganda, and Kenya. The Mo Ibrahim Foundation, which offers the world’s richest prize package to African leaders who both help their countries and peacefully leave office, decided not to offer an award each of the last two years. In Rwanda, President Paul Kagame has become a darling of the West for leading an economic renaissance in a nation traumatized by the 1990s genocide. But in upcoming August elections, Kagame looks set to duplicate his implausibly high 95 percent victory in the last vote and is pressing charges against an opposition leader for “divisionism,” namely downplaying the genocide. In Uganda, President Yoweri Museveni, who denounced dictatorship in Africa when he took power in 1986 and was seen as another great democratic hope, has said he’ll try to extend his 24-year tenure in presidential elections next year. In Gabon and Togo, the deaths of long-serving autocrats Omar Bongo and Gnassingbé Eyadéma has meant elections in which power was smoothly transferred—to their sons. Disastrous polls in Nigeria and Kenya in 2007 were worse than those countries’ previous elections, and current trends show little hope for improvement. Mauritania, Guinea, Madagascar, and Niger have all had coups since 2008, while Guinea-Bissau has been effectively taken over by drug cartels. Africa’s own institutions have been unable to halt the trend, which has gained speed since a period of openness following the end of the Cold War. “The democratization process on the continent is not faring very well,” says Jean Ping, the Gabonese chairman of the African Union Commission, which has overseen a host of Pan-African agreements on democracy and human rights that many member states have either ignored or failed to ratify. “The measures that we take here are taken in a bid to make sure that we move forward. The crises, they are repeating themselves.” In country after country, the recipe for the new age of authoritarianism is the same: demonization and criminal prosecution of opposition leaders, dire warnings of ethnic conflict and chaos should the ruling party be toppled, stacking of electoral commissions, and the mammoth mobilization of security forces and government resources on behalf of the party in power. “The really powerful governments learned how to do elections,” says Richard Dowden, director of the London-based Royal African Society. That’s not to say the continent doesn’t retain some bright spots. In Ghana, presidents have twice stepped down to make way for leaders from the opposition. Democracy has flourished in Botswana and Benin, while regional giant South Africa continues to have a vibrant opposition and free press despite the African National Congress’s dominance of post-apartheid politics.

Their authors are biased—they omit important data, have biased interpretations of democracies, and over exaggerate effects.  

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, those data purposed to support democratic peace thesis have been shown to be inadequate. Layne (1994:6) says “The statistical evidence that democracies do not fight each other seems impressive but in fact, it is inconclusive ...” A number of critics suggest that the aggregate data is insufficient for the theory, since democracy is a relatively new phenomenon and interstate wars are generally rare occurrences. Layne (1994:39) explains the appearance of a large number of interactions with little or no conflict between democracies because first, between 1815 and 1945 there were very few democracies; second, wars are a relatively rare occurrence; third, dyads are not created equal to represent a case where there is a real possibility of two states going to war. Similarly, other critics of the democracy peace thesis address whether the statistics that show that democracies never (or rarely) fight wars with each other are significant. Spiro (1994:52) argues that the absence of wars between liberal democracies is not a significant pattern for most of the past two centuries because the chance to go war among democracies is predicted by random. He claims that the chance that any given pair of states will be at war at a given time is very low, and that there were few democracies anyway, particularly before 1945. Consequently, it is not surprising that dyads of democratic states have not gone to war. Also, Farber and Gowa (1995:124) assert that there is not a statistically significant difference in the probability of war between pairs of democracies and between pairs of other types of polities, except in the years since 1945. They suggest that the empirical findings are suspect because much of the aggregate data is from the post-World War II period, when most scholars agree that factors other than domestic regime type worked to produce peace between democracies. For example, Mershmeir (1990:51) argues that bipolarity, an equal military balance, and nuclear weapons have fostered peace in Europe over the past 45 years. Thus, the rarity democracies before 1945, rarity of war and the fact that international system had been guaranteed with inter-national system raises difficult question of appropriate statistical techniques. Furthermore, most of the proponents of the democratic peace theory are bias to the anomalous data which shows wars between democracies. They will discard this anomalous case by shifting the definitions of war and democracy. Spiro (1994) claims that the proponents of democratic peace quickly dismiss this anomalous evidence by showing that one of the states in question was not independent state or democracy, or the conflict in question was not a war. The proponents of democratic peace theory have cited many anomalous data as “candidate” (Russett 1993) or “exception” (Ray 1995) to show that some wars occur between democracies in order to counter the arguments against the democratic peace theory. For example, Russett (1993:17) lists 12 wars among democracies from 1812 to 1967 and Ray (1995:86) lists more than 19 wars among democracies countries, from the 17th century to the 20th century. However, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) claim the exception of wars among democracies by arguing that those countries failed to be categorized as democratic countries or inter-national war. Russett (1993:14) is defining democracy as a regime in an independent state that ensure full civil and economic liberties: voting rights for a substantial fraction of citizens, peaceful transfer of powers and fair competition between political groups. In the case of Lebanon versus Israel in 1967, Russett (1993:18) argues that Israel failed to be categorized as a democracy because it was not previously independent and had not yet held a national election. However, Lebanese decision makers had over twenty-five years to see Israel democracy at work. According to Elman (1977:22): National elections, peaceful transfers of power between opposing political groups, and civil rights were all well entrenched long before Israel. Israel can be considered a democracy prior to its independence there was little reason for Lebanese leaders to think that Israel would cease to practice the democratic processes that it had instituted since 1920. Independence. Researchers of the period agree that. In sum, by shifting the definition of democracy and the assumption of statehood, democratic peace proponents are able to exclude the anomalies and controversy of the data. Other democratic wars are omitted by stressing one feature of states which looks contradictory to the restrictive value of democratic countries. Elman (1997:22) mentions that there is a tendency to overemphasize states’ autocratic features while ignoring their democratic ones. For example, Russett (1993) and Ray (1995) argue that the Spanish-American War of 1898 was not democracies war, because Spanish was not implementing democracy policy making. By contrast, critics argue that Spain had already constituted some democratic procedures, the case counts as disconfirming evidence (Layne, 1994). Similarly, critics maintain that German demonstrated democratic feature and conclude that the case of World War I, Germany versus Western Democracies, as a democracies war. However, the proponents of democratic peace believe that it is failed to be categorized as a democracies war by pointing autocratic aspect of Imperial German. On the other hand, the possibility always exists that a democracy will revert to an authoritarian state, because there is relative power among liberal democracies (Mershmeir, 1990:50). Therefore, it is a problem in the argument of the proponent of democratic peace theory to treat the continuity of democratic features. Moreover, the restriction of the definition of war allows the possibility to exclude the argument of wars among democracies. Russett (1993:12) refers to Small and Singer to interpret the wars as a conflict with 1000 battle deaths. He argues that war between Finland and the Western allies is no record of combat and causalities between them, and in the Six Day War of 1967, Lebanon participated in combat only by sending a few aircraft into Israel airspace. Thus, these cases are excluded from the criteria of 1000 battle of fatalities. However, according to Spiro (1994:59) defining war in this way allows democratic peace proponents to omit the case. This is because highly subjective judgments by which variables are coded in data sets have significant and important effects on the results yielded by analysis of those data. In sum, democratic peace proponents are arbitrary in their dismissal of cases that theory fails to account for.
Democracies can and do go to war with each other.

Soesilowati 10—Department of International Relations at FISIP University Press
(Sartika, “A Critique of Democratic Peace Theory”, Journal of Society, Culture, and Politics, Vol.13, No.1, November 19, 2010, http://mkp.fisip.unair.ac.id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=148:a-critique-of-democratic-peace-theory-&catid=34:mkp&Itemid=62)//AW
However, any causal explanation of democratic peace thesis that shows a positive relationship between democracy and peace that has been given by proponents of democratic peace theory is spurious and coincidental. Layne (1994) maintains that the historical record concludes that in these cases democracies have avoided war, but there is no evidence that they did so because they shared democratic norms. Instead, the democracies behaved in a manner predicted by realism: they acted on the basis of their calculation of national interest; they paid attention to strategic concerns, particularly the distribution of military capabilities; and used threats when their vital interest were jeopardized. Furthermore, Farber and Gowa (1995) argue that neither the normative nor the structural explanation of the democratic peace is persuasive. They argue that the absence of war between democracies during this period reflects their common interest in allying against the Soviet Union, not any peculiar features of their regime type. Similarly, Oren (1995) contends that pairs of countries do remain at peace because they regard one another as democracies. He mentions that “the reason why the United States appears not to fight ‘our kind’ is not that objective likeness substantially affects war propensity, but rather that we subtly redefine ‘our kind’.” Thus, countries that have an interest remaining at peace and to define one another as democracies. Furthermore, Menshemeir (1990:49) claims that the argument of democratic peace theory that authoritarian leaders are more prone to go to war than leaders of democracies, because authoritarian leaders are not accountable to their publics is flawed. Conversely, it is not possible to sustain the claim that the people in a democracy are especially sensitive to the costs of war and therefore less willing than authoritarian leaders to fight wars. Another argument, which emphasizes the transnational respect for democratic rights among democracies, rests on weaker factors or reasons for not going or going to war. These reasons are usually overridden by other factors such as nationalism and religious fundamentalism (Marsheimer, 1990:50). Likewise, Kacowitz (1995:266) asserts that the causal explanation of democratic peace theory is contained limitation. He suggests that well-established democracies do not fight each other since they are conservative powers, usually satisfied with the territorial status quo within and across their borders. Moreover, Gowa (1995) who observed that it is difficult to distinguish between norm based and interest base attribution of foreign policy conduct. There are, however, other explanations of why certain countries do not to go war. Alliances and distance are included among the contested reasons against the democratic peace thesis (Peterson 1997). Alliances bipolarity, multilarity, with their regulations, will hamper countries from going war. Furthermore, if they are geographically so far apart and lack power projection capabilities, they are physically incapable of fighting each other.
Democracies do not prevent war.

Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
In this critical overview, I argue that, while the idea of a democratic peace has enjoyed an immense amount of attention, the nature of inquiry has created significant lacunae that have only recently begun to be addressed. Methodologically, large-N quantitative studies dominate the field.ii While these studies have been invaluable in establishing the claim that the democratic peace phenomenon exists (what I call the ‘statistical democratic peace’), by their very nature they are able to demonstrate only correlation, not causation. Not surprisingly, what effort these studies did make towards understanding and explaining the democratic peace focused on causes—norms and institutions (Maoz and Russett, 1993)—that could be quantified, either directly or by proxy. Yet the quantitative nature of the studies does not enable access to causal forces. The mechanisms behind the democratic peace remained shrouded in shadow. The end of the Cold War and the subsequent (at least rhetorical) inclusion of the democratic peace in U.S. foreign policy means the field, now more than ever, needs to develop a better understanding of the mechanisms within (and without) democracies that generate the observed peace. In the process of expanding our inquiry of the mechanisms behind the democratic peace, we will actually generate a new, broader field of study: democratic security. This review derives its emphasis on mechanisms from the scholarship on scientific realism (Bhaskar, 1975; Harré and Madden, 1975; Manicas, 2006) and Mario Bunge’s systemism philosophy (Bunge, 1996; Bunge, 2000; Bunge, 2004b). While the social sciences have largely been oblivious, philosophers of science have questioned the Humean, deductive-nonological model of science. These questions have given rise to a model of science focused on processes and mechanisms: “the real goal of science is neither the explanation of events nor the explanation of patterns, though this idea catches dome of the truth of the matter. Rather, it has as its goal an understanding of the fundamental processes of nature” (Manicas, 2006: 14). Explanation, then, “requires that there is a "real connection," a generative nexus that produced or 1brought about the event (or pattern) to be explained” (Manicas, 2006: 20). Accordingly, correlation on its own cannot serve as explanation (much less understanding) because it does not allow the analyst access to the mechanisms at play: what causes what and how. The ongoing focus by social scientists on covering laws thus betrays a romantic understanding of science that is not only not what physical scientists do, but that is fatally flawed as a mode of intellectual inquiry. Bunge likewise emphasizes the importance of mechanisms in systemism, his philosophy of social science. Bunge argues that the study of the social sciences is the study of social systems and thus requires a ‘‘systemist’’ approach over traditional approaches that compartmentalize social studies (holism, for example structural realism, versus individualism, for example rational choice). The central focus of the systemist approach is the human system: the interaction between individuals and society. Explanation links rather than separates the structural and individual levels.
Democracy doesn’t work—the democratic peace theory is oversimplified.
Hayes 11—PhD at Georgia Institute of Technology

(Jarrod, “The Democratic Peace and the New Evolution of an Old Idea”, European Journal of International Relations, June 10, 2011, http://ejt.sagepub.com/)//AW
A broader critique of the efforts to explain the democratic peace through structural and normative mechanisms lies in the artificial separation of the two. Clearly the separation serves analytical purposes: it serves as tool for isolating dynamics that would be lost in the complexity of international affairs. However, often the literature loses sight of the big picture. As Kahl points out, norms and structure are complimentary (Kahl, 1999: 99). While some effort has been made to integrate the two into a coherent holistic explanation (Oneal et al., 1996; Doyle, 2005; 8Lipson, 2003), these efforts have a tentative quality to them. The Oneal et al article typifies much of the literature: a large N-regression finding that states characterized by economic interdependence, constrained political actors, and norms of non-violent conflict resolution are peaceful. There is very little in the paper, however, that sheds light on how these factors affect the pacific outcome. Doyle’s 2005 article, which builds off his previous work on the democratic peace (Doyle, 1983a; Doyle, 1983b; Doyle, 1986), likewise suggests a linkage between norms and structure. In democracies, according to Doyle, representation (structure) should ensure that wars are fought only for liberal (norms) purposes. However, Doyle speaks only to this point very briefly, and does so in the context of a wide-ranging explanation that implicates a multitude of processes in the eventual democratic peace outcome. How exactly representation ensures liberal wars remains somewhat ambiguous. Clarifications of the relative weight of the various mechanisms or whether they actually operate in the ways Doyle indicates are left to others to resolve. Lipson argues that ‘constitutional’ democracies are peaceful with each other because of stable contracting. That is, through the contracting advantages of democracy—regime stability, audience costs, entrenched procedures—democracies are able to forge “reliable, forward-looking agreements that minimize the dead-weight costs of direct military engagement” (Lipson, 2003: 4). This approach, Lipson argues, takes account of both norms and structure. A careful read of the argument, however, shows an extremely limited discussion of norms. Instead, the argument overwhelmingly focuses on the political structures that give rise to stable, reliable contracting between democracies. Lipson’s major contribution then is to develop an approach that binds together many of the structural explanations rather than building a theory that meaningfully incorporates norms and structure in explanation. However, as with other efforts at reconciling norms and structure, the underlying theoretical framework do not give us a solid basis for understanding how the two fit together. Perhaps a more fundamental problem with the second wave literature lies in the failure of these explanations to account for how threat is constructed. The democratic peace is at its core about threat construction of the lack thereof. Structural explanations have little to say on this point, marking a significant weakness of those approaches. Normative arguments fare better, but do not go far enough; their underlying assumption that threats are self-evident, informed by democratic norms, assumes too much. Both explanations, possibly arising out of their birth nested within large-N studies, are overly deterministic. Security policy, indeed most state policies, arises out of a complicated dynamic between elected officials, bureaucracy, divisions of government, political parties, and individuals. Efforts to explain the democratic peace through a singular cause, to the exclusion of all others, are bound to be found wanting. Several scholars have to varying degrees indicated that the contention between structural and normative explanations is a false one (Ray, 1995). Thus, while the critique is not new, it does bear repeating. Rosato also notes the (implicitly) deterministic nature of structural and normative explanations and while Slantchev and his coauthors argue Rosato misreads the probabilistic nature of democratic peace research, it remains the case that most of the literature is implicitly rather than explicitly probabilistic (Rosato, 2003; Slantchev et al., 2005). Within the second wave and standing apart from much of the literature on the democratic peace, Elman’s edited volume of comparative case studies deserves particular mention (Elman, 1997a). It is, to date, one of the most coherent efforts to utilize case studies to explore the democratic peace. Unfortunately for advocates of the democratic peace, it makes for difficult reading.xiii 9 Skeptical of the claims of the democratic peace, Elman claims that she and her coauthors are “gate crashers at the democratic peace party” (Elman, 1997b: vii). Like the other counterarguments to the democratic peace, the volume focuses on the normative and structural explanations of the democratic peace as the principal explanatory mechanisms. Throughout the nine cases, the monadic approach to the democratic peace is thoroughly disabused and the dyadic proposition is significantly qualified, although it should be said that not all the cases focus on dyadic relations, or even democracies. One section of the book focuses almost exclusively on nondemocratic interactions, for example Malin examines relations between Iraq and Iran from 1975-1980 (Malin, 1997). The volume is not all critical, and some interesting new information is produced—notably the suggestion that shared democratic governance is particularly important to the United States in foreign policy making (Rock, 1997). While Elman’s conclusions take neorealist theorists to task for outright dismissal of the democratic peace regime—an irony given Layne’s effort to do just that in the first case study of the book—she (rightly) points out that the democratic peace program at the time oversimplified explanatory mechanisms and overreached on the resulting conclusions. In particular, she notes the failure of democratic peace research to appreciate the complexity of democracy and its neglect of domestic democratic politics (Elman, 1997a: 483).
Democracy doesn’t work.

Raby and Teorell 10—*Department of Political Science at Lund University **The Quality of Government Institute, Department of Political Science at Lund University

(Nils and Jan, “A Quality of Government Peace? Bringing the State Back Into the Study of Inter-State Armed Conflict”, The Quality of Government Experiment, University of Gothenburg, September 2010, http://www.qog.pol.gu.se/working_papers/2010_20_Raby_Teorell.pdf)//AW
That democracies do not wage wars against each other is undoubtedly one of the most widely accepted claims within the study of international relations. Probably less well known is the fact that, when seen from the perspective of the broader literature on domestic consequences of democracy, the democratic peace effect is something of an exception. Despite countless of studies, there are for example no robust evidence linking democracy to economic growth or even to poverty reduction or human development more generally (for an overview, see Rothstein and Teorell 2008). True, democracy usually comes out as a strong predictor of human rights, but democracy should arguably be defined at least partly in terms of key personal integrity rights, so this finding is not all that surprising. This contrasts sharply with the more robust findings linking “good governance” and highquality government institutions — other than democracy — to preferred social, economic and political outcomes. To begin with, economists have started to view dysfunctional government institutions as the most serious obstacle to economic development across the globe (e.g., Hall and Jones 1999; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson 2001, 2002; Easterly and Levine 2003; Rodrik, Subramanian, and Trebbi 2004). Unlike democracy, the quality of government (QoG) factor has also been argued to have substantial effects on a number of important noneconomic phenomena, both at the individual level — such as subjective happiness (Frey and Stutzer 2000; Helliwell 2003; Tavits 2007; Helliwell and Huang 2008), citizen support for government (Anderson and Tverdova 2003; Chang and Chu 2006), and interpersonal trust (Rothstein and Uslaner 2007; Rothstein and Stolle 2008; Rothstein and Eek 2009) — and at the societal level — such as improved public health and environmental sustainability (Holmberg et al. 2009), and state legitimacy (Gilley 2006). In this paper we attempt to bring the study of interstate conflict more in line with this more general literature. More specifically, drawing on dyadic Militarized Interstate Disputes data in 1985-2000, we show that the impact of quality of government on the risk of interstate conflict by large amounts trumps the influence of democracy. We thus find stronger evidence in favour of a quality of government as compared to a democratic peace. These results hold even under control for incomplete democratization, realist claims and geographic constraints. We also find that the relationship between quality of government and peace is robust to controls for the “capitalist peace” (Gartzke 2007), an alternative account that in recent years has been 4 put forward as a challenge to democratic peace theory. Theoretically, we argue that the causal mechanism underlying this finding is that quality of government reduces information asymmetry among potentially warring parties, improves their ability to communicate resolve, and to credibly commit to keep to their promises. By taking into account broader features of the state as a complex organization, we conceive of the quality of government peace as an argument for brining “the state back in” to the study of armed conflict and international relations more generally.
Democracy fails—audience costs.

Gibler and Hutchison 11—*Department of Political Science at University of Alabama **Department of Political Science at University of Rhode Island

(Douglas and Marc, “Territorial Issues, Audience Costs, and the Democratic Peace: The Issue of Salience”, Presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, March 22, 2011, http://myweb.uiowa.edu/bhlai/workshop/gibler.pdf)//AW
Originating with Thomas Schelling`s (1960) discussion of credible commitments, audience costs are the domestic penalties (e.g. removal from office) that leaders fear they will suffer if they back down from a public threat during an international crisis or dispute. The added cost associated with backing down adds credibility to leader threats, thereby providing a more informative signal to other leaders (Fearon 1994). Audience costs have been used to explain a variety of international interactions, but most studies have focused on the unique ability of democratic leaders to signal their intentions and the effects this has on the peace between democracies (Fearon 1994, Eyerman and Hart 1996, Schultz 2001b,a, Partell and Palmer 1999, Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001). When leaders hold private information regarding their capabilities and resolve, cooperation becomes challenging. State leaders have an incentive to bluff their capabilities or resolve in order to coerce greater concessions from the other actor. Therefore, the ability to differentiate between cheap talk and credible information becomes critically important to both avoid losses and win concessions. While leaders can often deduce reliable assessments of opposing capabilities, understanding an opponents' resolve is more difficult. How does one distinguish between a leader who is bluffing and one who is resolved to carry through with their threat? Similar to deterrence, sanctions, and alliances which also rely on credible commitments to be effective, the key is to determine whether the likely cost of backing down is higher than any expected gains the leader may find in a reversal. If the cost of backing down is higher, then the threat becomes more credible and can serve as an informative signal of resolve. 3 Leaders may sometimes engage in escalatory behavior in order to generate domestic audience costs. The escalation signals their resolve, and the check of the audience adds credibility to the signal. The intent of the escalation is to coerce the opposition into yielding the issue short of war. This type of escalatory behavior can, however, also lead to war when opposing leaders publicly constrain themselves from backing down (Slantchev 2006). Thus, leaders seeking to avoid war will generate audience costs selectively and avoid engaging in escalatory behavior with state leaders who also possess the means and motives to generate audience costs (Schultz 2001b). This strategic logic serves as the theoretical foundation for a variety of empirical regularities but especially the findings associated with the democratic peace (Fearon 1994, Schultz 2001a, Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001).

Democracy fails—fragile states.
Collier 09—Professor of Economics at Oxford University Economic Department, Director at the Centre for the Study of African Economies, and Professorial Fellow of Saint Antony’s College

(Paul, “Why Democracy Fails in Fragile States”, World Bank Institute, March 12, 2009, http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/WBI/0,,contentMDK:22099595~pagePK:209023~piPK:207535~theSitePK:213799,00.html)//AW
In outlining his book’s central argument, he noted that many of the 58 countries that are home to one billion of the world’s poorest people––the "bottom billion"––are unable to provide their citizens with two vital public goods: security and accountability. What causes this persistent failure, which makes these states fragile, and often racked by conflict? It boils down to a lack of national leadership, he said. Viable nation-states are led by effective national elites that produce effective leaders able to forge a sense of national identity and cohesion. Without effective national elites, however, Collier said, "Subnational factions take over." Conflict often ensues as these factions fight over control of the state, especially if control brings revenues from a vital resource such as oil. Poverty, stagnation, small size, and the existence of resource rents thus combine to make many of these states "structurally insecure," Collier said. That insecurity prompts spiraling military spending, which, rather than leading to national unification, has the opposite effect. As a result, such states fail to deliver security to their citizens. As for the failure of such states’ governments to be accountable, Collier traces this to a lack of alignment between the interests of elites and the larger population. Lack of accountability matters to development, Collier insisted, because it means there are no checks and balances to inhibit corruption. With corruption unchecked, the country’s development is undermined by massive losses of potential revenue. Why Democracy Fails The question at the heart of Wars, Guns, and Votes is, "Why has democracy so often failed to deliver security and accountability in fragile states?" Collier traces the answer to the grim reality that "three illicit electoral tactics"—bribing voters, intimidating voters, and outright ballot fraud—are extremely effective at keeping bad leaders in power. His data show that political leaders who use these tactics hold power three times longer than those who don’t. Electoral contests marred by such abuses do not produce the principled leaders countries need. Collier contrasted post-independence governance in Kenya and Tanzania: while in Kenya, Daniel arap Moi’s 24-year rule was marred by corruption and electoral manipulation; and Tanzania has enjoyed a remarkably stable democracy thanks largely to the compelling leadership of Julius Nyerere, who, Collier said, "was able to build a sense of national identity in Tanzania."
Democracy does not create freedom.

Vieru 09—Science Editor

(Tudor, “Democracy Does Not Equal Freedom”, Softpedia, October 31, 2009, http://news.softpedia.com/news/Democracy-Does-Not-Equal-Freedom-125780.shtml)//AW
When looking at totalitarian regimes, or at dictatorships, it's immediately apparent that people are free within the limits imposed either by the central, single-party government or by the dictator, whatever the case may be. In the case of fascist and communist states, this is most obvious. State security (read: the security of the party and its ruler) are the main concerns that authorities have. The economy almost always comes second, with the best interests of the citizens coming in third, and last. The thing about these regimes is that you, as an individual living within the state, know where you stand. You do not expect to have access to all the things you want, and are firmly aware that there will be consequences if you do certain things the government/party does not approve of. You also know that you are constantly being monitored by various “departments” of the state's security services. In former Communist countries, such as Romania, the legacy left behind by these services is so dark that people even now, two decades after the fall of the dictatorship, tend to cast out those proven to have worked for the state, spying and reporting on everyone around them. So, if I were to stretch the argument a bit, I could say that a dictatorship is more honest to its citizens than a democratic state. Of course, there will always be propaganda, whether black, gray or white, that will attempt to persuade everyone they have as much freedom as possible. This almost never works, as people immediately realize if they are held within certain limits. Additionally, one of the main reasons that propaganda exists in these state is to 1) control the information flow to the population, and 2) to pass the countries as beacons of light in the struggle for equal rights, or some other principle that sounds pleasant. One of the issues that, ironically, prevent people from acquiring true freedom, is the fact that few actually know what the word means. At some level, everyone knows what it entails, but, if you want to obtain true freedom, you need to know what you are asking for. Also, if you're not an anarchist (in the sense that you want freedom without any existing state), then you need to make the changes you want within the confines of the laws. Therefore, you need to be able to define freedom accordingly. One definition is civil liberty, as opposed to subjection to an arbitrary or despotic government. Another would be the absence of ceremony or reserve, or frankness of manner or speech. Others define freedom as the state of being free or at liberty rather than in confinement or under physical restraint, whereas some believe the concept refers to the power to exercise choice and make decisions without constraint from within or without (autonomy, self-determination). Also, as a word of advice, none of you should ever forget what Benjamin Franklin rightfully said, “Those willing to give up their freedom for safety deserve neither.” And, unfortunately, this is precisely what is going on in United States today. I find the words of a certain user of the “Is America Free?” bulletin board especially appropriate to illustrate this. He or she said that “we are fighting extremism, but our adoption of extremists tactics of torture and mayhem is a defeat for our Founding Fathers, and those who gave up their lives for 'Life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness'. If George Washington refused to torture when fighting with a ragtag army to establish this great country why should we torture when we have the greatest military machine the world has ever seen?” Another user posts “While I say we have some freedoms, we have become entangled by laws and government as well as the Christian world view.” Another one echoes the former's views, “[The] freedom of choosing leaders [is] more like [the] freedom to choose between preselected candidates. Preselected by who?” These are all legitimate questions, and a truly tragic thing is that they only appear in such small bulletin boards, rather than being discussed on national television networks, during prime-time. After all, discussions and debate are the basis of democracy, right? It would appear that the similarities between the concept of democracy, as illustrated in books, and the realities of modern-day US are not many. Civil liberties, which constitute the foundation of the political idea, are becoming all but extinct in the world's most powerful and “free” nation. That is not to say people cannot argue against anything they want. But, as they do that, rather than living free of worries they will not be persecuted for being different, they enter various “watch lists,” compiled by numerous federal agencies, such as the Central Intelligence Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosive, the National Security Agency and so on. These agencies, which are paid from taxpayers' money, are being used to keep a watchful eye on everything a person does. E-mail, Internet traffic, phone calls and “old-school,” pen-and-paper letters are being monitored, all in the interest of national security. 
US-China War
No China war - US military deters it
Ross, 9 – professor of political science at Boston College 

(Robert, The National Interest, “Myth”, 9/1, http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

Yet China does not pose a threat to America's vital security interests today, tomorrow or at any time in the near future. Neither alarm nor exaggerated assessments of contemporary China's relative capabilities and the impact of Chinese defense modernization on U.S. security interests in East Asia is needed because, despite China's military advances, it has not developed the necessary technologies to constitute a grave threat. Beijing's strategic advances do not require a major change in Washington's defense or regional security policy, or in U.S. policy toward China. Rather, ongoing American confidence in its capabilities and in the strength of its regional partnerships allows the United States to enjoy both extensive military and diplomatic cooperation with China while it consolidates its regional security interests. The China threat is simply vastly overrated. AMERICA'S VITAL security interests, including in East Asia, are all in the maritime regions. With superior maritime power, the United States can not only dominate regional sea-lanes but also guarantee a favorable balance of power that prevents the emergence of a regional hegemon. And despite China's military advances and its challenge to America's ability to project its power in the region, the United States can be confident in its ability to retain maritime dominance well into the twenty-first century.


No China war – China advancing but not in key areas 
Ross, 9 – professor of political science at Boston College 

(Robert, The National Interest, “Myth”, 9/1, http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

East Asia possesses plentiful offshore assets that enable the United States to maintain a robust military presence, to contend with a rising China and to maintain a favorable balance of power. The U.S. alliance with Japan and its close strategic partnership with Singapore provide Washington with key naval and air facilities essential to regional power projection. The United States also has developed strategic cooperation with Malaysia, Indonesia and the Philippines. Each country possesses significant port facilities that can contribute to U.S. capabilities during periods of heightened tension, whether it be over Taiwan or North Korea. The United States developed and sustained its strategic partnerships with East Asia's maritime countries and maintained the balance of power both during and after the cold war because of its overwhelming naval superiority. America's power-projection capability has assured U.S. strategic partners that they can depend on the United States to deter another great power from attacking them; and, should war ensue, that they would incur minimal costs. This American security guarantee is as robust and credible as ever. The critical factor in assessing the modernization of the PLA's military forces is thus whether China is on the verge of challenging U.S. deterrence and developing war-winning capabilities to such a degree that East Asia's maritime countries would question the value of their strategic alignment with the United States. But, though China's capabilities are increasing, in no way do they challenge U.S. supremacy. America's maritime security is based not only on its superior surface fleet, which enables it to project airpower into distant regions, but also on its subsurface ships, which provide secure "stealth" platforms for retaliatory strikes, and its advanced command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities. In each of these areas, China is far from successfully posing any kind of serious immediate challenge. CHINA IS buying and building a better maritime capability. However, the net effect of China's naval advances on U.S. maritime superiority is negligible. Since the early 1990s-especially later in the decade as the Taiwan conflict escalated and following the 1996 U.S.-China Taiwan Strait confrontation-Beijing focused its maritime-acquisitions program primarily on the purchase of modern submarines to contribute to an access-denial capability that could limit U.S. operations in a Taiwan contingency. It purchased twelve Kilo-class submarines from Russia and it has developed its own Song-class and Yuan-class models. These highly capable diesel submarines are difficult to detect. In addition, China complemented its submarine capability with a coastal deployment of Russian Su-27 and Su-30 aircraft and over one thousand five hundred Russian surface-to-air missiles. The combined effect of these deployments has been greater Chinese ability to target an American aircraft carrier and an improved ability to deny U.S. ships and aircraft access to Chinese coastal waters. Indeed, American power-projection capabilities in East Asia are more vulnerable now than at any time since the end of the cold war. We can no longer guarantee the security of a carrier. Nevertheless, the U.S. Navy is acutely aware of Chinese advances and is responding with measures to minimize the vulnerability of aircraft carriers. Due to better funding, improved technologies and peacetime surveillance of Chinese submarines, the American carrier strike group's ability to track them and the U.S. Navy's antisubmarine capabilities are constantly improving. The U.S. strike group's counter-electronic-warfare capabilities can also interfere with the PLA Navy's reconnaissance ability. Improved Chinese capabilities complicate U.S. naval operations and require greater caution in operating an aircraft carrier near the Chinese coast, particularly in the case of a conflict over Taiwan. A carrier strike force may well have to follow a less direct route into the area and maintain a greater distance from China's coast to reduce its vulnerability to Chinese capabilities. But such complications to U.S. operations do not significantly degrade Washington's ability to project superior power into maritime theaters. The United States still possesses the only power-projection capability in East Asia.

No US-China war – regional stability 

Ackerman 5/10 – quoting former admiral Timothy Keating, the official blog of the Armed Forces Communication and Electronics Association 

(Robert, 5/10/11, War Between China, U.S. Not Likely, http://www.afcea.org/signal/signalscape/index.php/2011/05/10/11510/)
The United States and China are not likely to go to war with each other because neither country wants it and it would run counter to both nations’ best interests. That was the conclusion of a plenary panel session hosted by former Good Morning America host David Hartman at the 2011 Joint Warfighting Conference in Virginia Beach. Adm. Timothy J. Keating, USN (Ret.), former head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that China actually wants the United States to remain active in the Asia-Pacific region as a hedge against any other country’s adventurism. And, most of the other countries in that region want the United States to remain active as a hedge against China. Among areas of concern for China is North Korea. Wallace “Chip” Gregson, former assistant secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs, said that above all China fears instability, and a North Korean collapse or war could send millions of refugees streaming into Manchuria, which has economic problems of its own. As for Taiwan, Adm. Keating offered that with each day, the likelihood of a Chinese attack on Taiwan diminishes. Economic ties between the two governments are growing, as is social interaction. He predicts that a gradual solution to reunification is coming. The United States can hasten that process by remaining a powerful force in the region, he added.

No Taiwan war – economic ties prevent

Ackerman 5/10 – quoting former admiral Timothy Keating, the official blog of the Armed Forces Communication and Electronics Association 

(Robert, 5/10/11, War Between China, U.S. Not Likely, http://www.afcea.org/signal/signalscape/index.php/2011/05/10/11510/)

The United States and China are not likely to go to war with each other because neither country wants it and it would run counter to both nations’ best interests. That was the conclusion of a plenary panel session hosted by former Good Morning America host David Hartman at the 2011 Joint Warfighting Conference in Virginia Beach. Adm. Timothy J. Keating, USN (Ret.), former head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that China actually wants the United States to remain active in the Asia-Pacific region as a hedge against any other country’s adventurism. And, most of the other countries in that region want the United States to remain active as a hedge against China. Among areas of concern for China is North Korea. Wallace “Chip” Gregson, former assistant secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs, said that above all China fears instability, and a North Korean collapse or war could send millions of refugees streaming into Manchuria, which has economic problems of its own. As for Taiwan, Adm. Keating offered that with each day, the likelihood of a Chinese attack on Taiwan diminishes. Economic ties between the two governments are growing, as is social interaction. He predicts that a gradual solution to reunification is coming. The United States can hasten that process by remaining a powerful force in the region, he added.

No US-China war, too much at stake
Asia Sentinel 10 - Independent news and analysis about Asia's politics, economics, culture and more 

(Ehsan Ahrani, 9/17/10,  China, the US and Clashing Aims, http://www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2701&Itemid=171)

Despite the rising spirals of competition between them, neither the US nor China appears disposed to seek confrontation that has a high potential of rapidly escalating. Both – especially the latter – have a lot to lose if a war breaks out between the two. China has accomplished much in the past three decades. It is the "world's largest trading nation." In the words of Zheng Bijian of the China Reform Forum, "The most significant strategic choice the Chinese have made was to embrace economic globalization rather than detach themselves from it." And it has not shown any intention of risking such magnificent gains. In view of their clashing aspirations, their mutual ties "will never be warm. But they could well be 'workmanlike."
CCP Collapse
CCP will avoid collapse – adaptation of the regime key

Hsu 8 – Assistant Research Fellow, Institute of Political Science at Academia Sinica
(Szu-chien, Edited by I Yuan, “Crossstrait at the Turning Point,” Chapter 7, Pg 142-144, http://iir.nccu.edu.tw/attachments/research/publication/crossstrait_at_the_turning_point/ch7.pdf) RA
It is undeniable that the CCP regime has in recent years adopted many new political reforms to strengthen its ruling capacity and legitimacy, such as allowing a competitive election at the grassroots level, rationalizing administrative structure, strengthening party and administrative supervision, or even allowing citizens to be involved in certain participatory channels to influence policy making and local leading official nomination. The adaptive, flexible, and even responsive nature of these reforms has changed the evaluation of Western scholars on the sustainability, stability, or even legitimacy of the CCP regime. Andrew Nathan has characterized the CCP regime as achieving “authoritarian resilience” which he held will not democratize but will not be immune from challenges for its survival either. 99 Regarding how the regime enhances its legitimacy by institutionalizing more channels for input, Nathan identified four major institutions except for the much mentioned competitive village election: the “Administrative Litigation Law,” the “letters-and-visits” (xinfang), the People’s Congress and United Front, and the media as tribunes of the people. 100 Bruce Dickson detected that the CCP regime has been adaptive in creating new inclusive institutions such as co-optional and corporatist arrangements for new economic and social elites while maintaining exclusive measures for unsanctioned social elements so that the political monopoly of its Leninist Party-State can endure. 101 David Shambaugh believed that, although the CCP regime is both experiencing “atrophy” and adopting “adaptation” at the same time, so far the CCP regime has done fairly effectively in its adaptation to cope with the challenges of atrophy, 102 and will eventually evolve incrementally into a new kind of party-state, the “eclectic state.” 103 Susan Shirk also found the CCP regime has been surprisingly resilient in making use of these measures to stall the threat from public unrest, and may be capable of surviving for years to come as long as the economy continues to grow. 104 Dali Yang offered a more optimistic view. As observed by him, the CCP regime has made a wide range of governance reforms including administrative rationalization, divestiture of businesses operated by the military, and the building of anticorruption mechanisms, to strengthen the capacity to cope with unruly markets, curb corruption, and bring about a regulated economic order. 105 These efforts have helped CCP regime to improve its governance quality, which was intended to keep its monopoly of political power instead of regime transition, and probably will succeed in doing so in the intermediate term, according to Yang. 106 As Stephen White once pointed out, those communist regimes that adopted consultative or “feedback” capacities of their systems tend to allow their leaderships to reduce the risk of popular discontent and earn legitimacy. 107 Such an enhanced legitimacy of the communist regime has been detected in China. Shi Tianjian and Chen Jie both observed in their survey that the CCP regime enjoys relatively high public support. 108 A recent Pew survey also shows that 86% of the surveyed Chinese population is satisfied with the direction of the country, which ranks number one among all the surveyed 24 countries. 109
CCP will survive despite possibilities for collapse – adaptation proves

SHAMBAUG 8 - Nonresident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution

(DAVID, April 15, Transcript of Interview, “CHINA'S COMMUNIST PARTY: ATROPHY AND ADAPTATION”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2008/0415_china/20080415_china.pdf) RA

While I'd like you to stay for the rest of the talk, let me tell you where I come out on the subject on whether the Party can survive. The answer is a qualified yes. I see, as I've been arguing, the Party as experiencing a lot of atrophy but doing quite well to adapt, is the terminology that Samuel Huntington is the first -- deserves intellectual property rights over -- and if you want to go back -- and there's a wonderful literature here, the Huntington/Brzezinski discussions of the late '60s, the Huntington book of '68, the Friedrich and Brzezinski articles of, gosh, '50-something, '58 I think. There's -- Richard Lowenthal's writings about the evolution of the Communist party-states. There's a tremendous literature here that I think we in the China field would do very well to re-read and to contextualize the evolution of today's CCP in that broader generic phenomenon of Leninist partystates. So, that's the sort of outline of the book. And then the argument of the book is that after a period of catharsis, after '89, both because of Tiananmen, but also because of the East European collapses, most particularly the execution of Ceausescu and his wife in Romania on Christmas Eve that year, but then the collapse of the mother of all Bolshevism, the Soviet Union. This produced a deep catharsis and hand-ringing. But after the handringing ended the Chinese Communist leadership and Party began a very systematic series of assessments that literally stretch up to this day. They are not done yet. But for all ostensible purposes, the official, if you will, conclusions to why those Party states imploded are embodied in the communiqué of the Fourth Plenum of the 16th Party Congress in 2004. Go back and read that that communiqué if you're interested in the official assessments, and even more so the interview given by Zeng Qinghong the day after the Plenum concluded, if I remember. Very lengthy interview, very interesting. So, these internal assessments were not just sort of some idle academic exercise trying to figure that out. They had some real immediacy to them, because the Chinese Communist Party obviously did not want to follow their comrades into the dustbin of history. So, there was a kind of evolution of that debate over time and a series of conclusions that they arrived at. It was, I should say, sort of paralleled by their own introspection.
CCP will avoid collapse – leaders understand weaknesses and are working to overcome them

SHAMBAUG 8 - Nonresident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution

(DAVID, April 15, Transcript of Interview, “CHINA'S COMMUNIST PARTY: ATROPHY AND ADAPTATION”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2008/0415_china/20080415_china.pdf) RA
What about the Party's future? Let me close, if I can, with a couple of observations, maybe three, on that subject. First, it's clear to me that the Party does have a number of vulnerabilities and liabilities that we would do well as analysts not to ignore or dismiss. Indeed, when you go back and you read the Sovietology literature, there were -- there was only one Sovietologist that predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union and identified the reasons for it -- Zbigniew Brezinski -- and you can read it very clearly in his book published earlier that year and indeed over several previous years in articles that he had written. So, a lot of the sort of postmortem hand-ringing about the Soviet Communist Party was about why didn't we see it coming? Well, I think we in the China field have got to, you know, be sober as best we can and to realize that this is a party-state that has atrophied Party cells, has a high level of corruption, lacks a persuasive ideology, lacks accountability and transparency in decision-making, lacks the rule of law, and a number of other problems. So, yes, it's got atrophy. But there are important differences to the Soviet Union, first of all. The Chinese are quite aware of their weaknesses, and they're working to fix them. I don't think you could have said that about the Soviet Communist Party. They are building a much more meritocratic Party-state, “meritocratic technocracy” is the term I like. I can't remember where I first heard it, but I like it. They are instituting a retirement norm and elite succession procedures, which is one of several new measures to institutionalize procedures in the Party. Their economic growth is certainly different than the Soviet case. They're integrated into the world economy; the Soviet Union was not. They are benefiting from globalization, unlike the Soviet Union. And they generally have a respected and increasingly effective foreign policy, I would argue. Yes, there are some dark spots on that foreign policy, some cancers, if you will, but overall much more successful than Soviet foreign policy was, and, I would argue, to the best that we can tell, they enjoy popular legitimacy at home. So, going forward -- so, those are big differences. If you are trying to compare the CCP vis-à-vis these other Leninist states, they're not nearly as totalitarian as was the GDR. The administrative state security today in China is a far cry from the Stasi, one would argue, in the former GDR or the NKVD in the Soviet Union. I'm not trying to excuse it, but it's not the police state and the security state that those other Communist party-states were. Third, going forward I think the real challenge is not simply for the CCP to absorb the lessons from the failed Communist Party states. That's only going to get them so far. It may buy them a little bit extended life, but if they really want longevity, I think they need to see their Party and their country as a newly industrializing country. and that's where the study of other systems, non-Leninist systems, in Latin America and East Asia in particular are relevant. Why? Because the major challenges of a newly industrializing country are in the public goods domain, and we are seeing in the last few years increasing demands in China, just as we saw across the developing world, at least in Latin America and East Asia, for better -- for delivery of improved quality of life and public goods to the population and the need to have channels for the population to articulate those demands. That process has begun, and it's only going to continue and is going to be, I argue in the book, the principal challenge to the CCP going forward. So the public goods challenge, if you will, is front and center. And let me just close by saying the Hu Jintao and Wen Jiabao government seems to get it. At least they get it rhetorically. And if you read the 17th Party Congress report, and you read the Scientific Development Concept, and you read the Socialist Harmonious Society Concept, and you read any number of other speeches and documents put out by the government in China, the rhetoric is right. They are addressing public goods. They know about social stratification. They know about Latin American examples. But the question is, going forward, whether resources are going to follow the rhetoric, and in the first Hu Jintao administration the resources did not follow the rhetoric, and it's going to be interesting to see if now indeed the resources begin to flow to meet these public goods demands. 
No CCP collapse – peaceful transition to democracy more likely scenario

Gilley 7 – assistant professor of political studies at Queen’s University in Canada, former contributing editor at the Far Eastern Economic Review, and author of China’s Democratic Future
(Bruce, January, Project Muse, Journal of Democracy, “Is China Stuck?”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_democracy/v018/18.1gilley.html) RA
The book’s first proposition is that post-Mao China began as a transitional state moving along what would be a relatively linear progression from Stalinist authoritarianism to market-based liberal democracy. While there is much to recommend this view, there is of course a serious alternative—namely, that China is indeed modernizing, but is progressing toward a form of modernity quite different from that which characterizes liberal democracy. Many fine minds, both Chinese and Western, have been at work since Tiananmen thinking up ways for China to become a less repressive and more legitimate country without becoming a liberal democracy or fully liberalizing its economy. This is also the official program of the ruling Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Empirical scholars (many of whom favor this outcome) have found some evidence that this scenario is coming into being. If so, then China’s transition is not trapped but ongoing, even successful. Pei fails to consider this alternative modernity, which is a pity because this question is central to determining which aspects of contemporary China we should be studying to understand the country’s future. Should we be conducting public-opinion surveys or analyzing neoConfucian writings? Is it progress in disposing of state firms or progress in creating state-owned corporate winners that matters most? The book would have had more force had Pei examined and then been able to dispel the notion that an alternative modernity is in the making in the world’s largest country. Assume it is not. In that case, the questions that Pei asks are the right ones. This brings us to the book’s second proposition, which is that the Chinese transition is stalled or “trapped.” The critical moment at which China turned the corner into a blind alley came in 1989, when the CCP regime crushed a democratic movement. This resulted in economic and political reforms in the 1990s that, by virtue of being wholly regimemanaged, gave rise to deformative structures. The reforms kept the private sector small, denied legislative bodies and village governments true power, and allowed the state to become corrupt and inefficient. Democracy could not arise under such circumstances because popular pressures were either coopted or suppressed. Pei wrote in the October 1995 issue of the Journal of Democracy that democratic trends in China “appear to be accelerating,” and that “[i]f they are allowed to continue, they will gradually lay the institutional foundations for the eventual democratization of China.” Since then, he has proposed that the facts have changed—a view which he first mooted in a January 2003 article, also published in the Journal of Democracy. Now, four years later, China’s Trapped Transition completes the volte face. Pei is right to draw attention to the costs of the slow transition. Indeed, the book’s biggest contribution is to show that gradualism has been as costly to China as rapid reforms were to Eastern Europe and Russia (echoing Harvard sociologist Barrington Moore’s famous argument about the comparative costs of democratization in Britain and France). There is no easy way out of the damaging legacies of authoritarian rule. In China, as Pei shows, a corrupt CCP elite has kept a tight grip on political power and used it to deform the economy and weaken the state. This not only exacts costs now, but also imposes heavy burdens stretching into the future. China’s partial transition is passing to future generations a bankrupt state; an economy with gaping, Latin American–sized inequalities; and a political culture prone to extremism and violence. Given these facts, one might expect to find the Chinese people agitating to change their governing system. Indeed, a core supposition of Pei’s analysis is that China’s people recognize these costs and thus want a faster transition to democracy and capitalism. But Pei never seriously undertakes to show that the current system is illegitimate, and his passing references to legitimacy (and much empirical research) actually suggest the opposite. Yet if there is no widespread demand for faster change, then China’s transition is best described not as trapped, but as merely delayed. The distinction makes a world of difference. If what we are seeing is only a slowdown in a still-viable transition process, then the many structural impediments that Pei finds to “explain” the lack of democratization or full economic reform are causes in search of effects. The real cause behind the partial nature of China’s transition is that China’s people, on balance, want it that way—despite the costs that Pei so ably catalogues. The Chinese are convinced that attempts at rapid transition cause breadlines and chaos. This idea bears heavily on the book’s third proposition, that the impasse of the trapped (or perhaps delayed) transition is unlikely to be broken without a massive rupture and even collapse of the state, followed by who knows what degree of violence and socioeconomic chaos. The trapped or delayed transition may even last “an extended period” because “the CCP will unlikely seek its own demise through voluntary reform” (pp. 211, 208). So far so good, but what then? For Pei, the most likely outcome is collapse or chaos, because the CCP has shown for the last decade and a half that it will not budge even if popular pressure is brought against it. Thus its downfall will not be a graceful exit but a cataclysmic collapse in the face of “mass popular political mobilization” (p. 205). Yet what if the CCP is actually quite responsive? What if it is in tune with popular demands, and finds ways to move and adapt as those demands change? In other words, what if the party stays or goes because of popular pressures? Pei himself recognizes this possibility. He cites “rising public dissatisfaction” (p.14) as one thing that would prod the regime to change. “A democratic opening may emerge in the end, but not as a regime-initiated strategy undertaken at its own choosing, but more likely as the result of a sudden crisis” (p. 44). Perhaps the word crisis is being used in two different senses here. One crisis and another can, after all, vary in urgency: There are crises and there are crises. The crisis of which Pei speaks seems to be of the more benign sort, a mere shift in public preferences that prods the regime to change. Such a crisis will not require democracy to rise upon the ashes of a razed public square, but rather will stir the regime to recognize that its time has come, and to do the right thing by going fairly gentle into that good night. If so, then the prospects for a relatively smooth democratic transition in China are bright and no collapse is likely.

CCP will avoid collapse – adaptation of the regime key

Hsu 8 – Assistant Research Fellow, Institute of Political Science at Academia Sinica
(Szu-chien, Edited by I Yuan, “Crossstrait at the Turning Point,” Chapter 7, Pg 142-144, http://iir.nccu.edu.tw/attachments/research/publication/crossstrait_at_the_turning_point/ch7.pdf) RA
It is undeniable that the CCP regime has in recent years adopted many new political reforms to strengthen its ruling capacity and legitimacy, such as allowing a competitive election at the grassroots level, rationalizing administrative structure, strengthening party and administrative supervision, or even allowing citizens to be involved in certain participatory channels to influence policy making and local leading official nomination. The adaptive, flexible, and even responsive nature of these reforms has changed the evaluation of Western scholars on the sustainability, stability, or even legitimacy of the CCP regime. Andrew Nathan has characterized the CCP regime as achieving “authoritarian resilience” which he held will not democratize but will not be immune from challenges for its survival either. 99 Regarding how the regime enhances its legitimacy by institutionalizing more channels for input, Nathan identified four major institutions except for the much mentioned competitive village election: the “Administrative Litigation Law,” the “letters-and-visits” (xinfang), the People’s Congress and United Front, and the media as tribunes of the people. 100 Bruce Dickson detected that the CCP regime has been adaptive in creating new inclusive institutions such as co-optional and corporatist arrangements for new economic and social elites while maintaining exclusive measures for unsanctioned social elements so that the political monopoly of its Leninist Party-State can endure. 101 David Shambaugh believed that, although the CCP regime is both experiencing “atrophy” and adopting “adaptation” at the same time, so far the CCP regime has done fairly effectively in its adaptation to cope with the challenges of atrophy, 102 and will eventually evolve incrementally into a new kind of party-state, the “eclectic state.” 103 Susan Shirk also found the CCP regime has been surprisingly resilient in making use of these measures to stall the threat from public unrest, and may be capable of surviving for years to come as long as the economy continues to grow. 104 Dali Yang offered a more optimistic view. As observed by him, the CCP regime has made a wide range of governance reforms including administrative rationalization, divestiture of businesses operated by the military, and the building of anticorruption mechanisms, to strengthen the capacity to cope with unruly markets, curb corruption, and bring about a regulated economic order. 105 These efforts have helped CCP regime to improve its governance quality, which was intended to keep its monopoly of political power instead of regime transition, and probably will succeed in doing so in the intermediate term, according to Yang. 106 As Stephen White once pointed out, those communist regimes that adopted consultative or “feedback” capacities of their systems tend to allow their leaderships to reduce the risk of popular discontent and earn legitimacy. 107 Such an enhanced legitimacy of the communist regime has been detected in China. Shi Tianjian and Chen Jie both observed in their survey that the CCP regime enjoys relatively high public support. 108 A recent Pew survey also shows that 86% of the surveyed Chinese population is satisfied with the direction of the country, which ranks number one among all the surveyed 24 countries. 109
CCP will survive despite possibilities for collapse – adaptation proves

SHAMBAUG 8 - Nonresident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution

(DAVID, April 15, Transcript of Interview, “CHINA'S COMMUNIST PARTY: ATROPHY AND ADAPTATION”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2008/0415_china/20080415_china.pdf) RA

While I'd like you to stay for the rest of the talk, let me tell you where I come out on the subject on whether the Party can survive. The answer is a qualified yes. I see, as I've been arguing, the Party as experiencing a lot of atrophy but doing quite well to adapt, is the terminology that Samuel Huntington is the first -- deserves intellectual property rights over -- and if you want to go back -- and there's a wonderful literature here, the Huntington/Brzezinski discussions of the late '60s, the Huntington book of '68, the Friedrich and Brzezinski articles of, gosh, '50-something, '58 I think. There's -- Richard Lowenthal's writings about the evolution of the Communist party-states. There's a tremendous literature here that I think we in the China field would do very well to re-read and to contextualize the evolution of today's CCP in that broader generic phenomenon of Leninist partystates. So, that's the sort of outline of the book. And then the argument of the book is that after a period of catharsis, after '89, both because of Tiananmen, but also because of the East European collapses, most particularly the execution of Ceausescu and his wife in Romania on Christmas Eve that year, but then the collapse of the mother of all Bolshevism, the Soviet Union. This produced a deep catharsis and hand-ringing. But after the handringing ended the Chinese Communist leadership and Party began a very systematic series of assessments that literally stretch up to this day. They are not done yet. But for all ostensible purposes, the official, if you will, conclusions to why those Party states imploded are embodied in the communiqué of the Fourth Plenum of the 16th Party Congress in 2004. Go back and read that that communiqué if you're interested in the official assessments, and even more so the interview given by Zeng Qinghong the day after the Plenum concluded, if I remember. Very lengthy interview, very interesting. So, these internal assessments were not just sort of some idle academic exercise trying to figure that out. They had some real immediacy to them, because the Chinese Communist Party obviously did not want to follow their comrades into the dustbin of history. So, there was a kind of evolution of that debate over time and a series of conclusions that they arrived at. It was, I should say, sort of paralleled by their own introspection.
CCP will avoid collapse – leaders understand weaknesses and are working to overcome them

SHAMBAUG 8 - Nonresident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution

(DAVID, April 15, Transcript of Interview, “CHINA'S COMMUNIST PARTY: ATROPHY AND ADAPTATION”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2008/0415_china/20080415_china.pdf) RA
What about the Party's future? Let me close, if I can, with a couple of observations, maybe three, on that subject. First, it's clear to me that the Party does have a number of vulnerabilities and liabilities that we would do well as analysts not to ignore or dismiss. Indeed, when you go back and you read the Sovietology literature, there were -- there was only one Sovietologist that predicted the collapse of the Soviet Union and identified the reasons for it -- Zbigniew Brezinski -- and you can read it very clearly in his book published earlier that year and indeed over several previous years in articles that he had written. So, a lot of the sort of postmortem hand-ringing about the Soviet Communist Party was about why didn't we see it coming? Well, I think we in the China field have got to, you know, be sober as best we can and to realize that this is a party-state that has atrophied Party cells, has a high level of corruption, lacks a persuasive ideology, lacks accountability and transparency in decision-making, lacks the rule of law, and a number of other problems. So, yes, it's got atrophy. But there are important differences to the Soviet Union, first of all. The Chinese are quite aware of their weaknesses, and they're working to fix them. I don't think you could have said that about the Soviet Communist Party. They are building a much more meritocratic Party-state, “meritocratic technocracy” is the term I like. I can't remember where I first heard it, but I like it. They are instituting a retirement norm and elite succession procedures, which is one of several new measures to institutionalize procedures in the Party. Their economic growth is certainly different than the Soviet case. They're integrated into the world economy; the Soviet Union was not. They are benefiting from globalization, unlike the Soviet Union. And they generally have a respected and increasingly effective foreign policy, I would argue. Yes, there are some dark spots on that foreign policy, some cancers, if you will, but overall much more successful than Soviet foreign policy was, and, I would argue, to the best that we can tell, they enjoy popular legitimacy at home. So, going forward -- so, those are big differences. If you are trying to compare the CCP vis-à-vis these other Leninist states, they're not nearly as totalitarian as was the GDR. The administrative state security today in China is a far cry from the Stasi, one would argue, in the former GDR or the NKVD in the Soviet Union. I'm not trying to excuse it, but it's not the police state and the security state that those other Communist party-states were. Third, going forward I think the real challenge is not simply for the CCP to absorb the lessons from the failed Communist Party states. That's only going to get them so far. It may buy them a little bit extended life, but if they really want longevity, I think they need to see their Party and their country as a newly industrializing country. and that's where the study of other systems, non-Leninist systems, in Latin America and East Asia in particular are relevant. Why? Because the major challenges of a newly industrializing country are in the public goods domain, and we are seeing in the last few years increasing demands in China, just as we saw across the developing world, at least in Latin America and East Asia, for better -- for delivery of improved quality of life and public goods to the population and the need to have channels for the population to articulate those demands. That process has begun, and it's only going to continue and is going to be, I argue in the book, the principal challenge to the CCP going forward. So the public goods challenge, if you will, is front and center. And let me just close by saying the Hu Jintao and Wen Jiabao government seems to get it. At least they get it rhetorically. And if you read the 17th Party Congress report, and you read the Scientific Development Concept, and you read the Socialist Harmonious Society Concept, and you read any number of other speeches and documents put out by the government in China, the rhetoric is right. They are addressing public goods. They know about social stratification. They know about Latin American examples. But the question is, going forward, whether resources are going to follow the rhetoric, and in the first Hu Jintao administration the resources did not follow the rhetoric, and it's going to be interesting to see if now indeed the resources begin to flow to meet these public goods demands. 

Collapse unlikely – CCP focusing on public demands and reformation

Zongyang 11 – China Daily staff writer

(Tan, February 2, China Daily, “Reform leading to better governance, scholars suggest”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2011-07/02/content_12821144.htm) RA
BEIJING - The top leader of the Communist Party of China (CPC), Hu Jintao, hailed China's social and economic achievements under the Party's leadership in a keynote address on Friday, yet trenchantly criticized the problems that may sour its governance. Resolution to further reform and rectify the Party so it can better steer the country was also highlighted, according to Chinese experts on politics and public administration. "Hu's speech stressed that the Party, especially its officials, should maintain a close connection with the people, which is critical for fulfilling a good governance," Wu Hui, a professor at the Party School of the CPC Central Committee, told China Daily. In the speech, Hu warned that "alienation from the people poses the greatest risk to the Party," and that "Party and government offices at all levels and their officials should stay close with the people(and) address their concern". The top leader prioritized Party-building before other tasks such as economic and culture development, and Wu said that showed the Party's resolution to discover its own faults and correct them. "All the achievements of the Party over the past 90 years have been made by the Party together with the people. We will never forget that the people are the real heroes," Hu said when he came to the end of his speech. And to better stay in line with the statement, the top leader warned his comrades to "not forget his origin when in prominent position" or "use power for personal gains". Mao Shoulong, a professor at Renmin University of China, told China Daily that he thought the speech brought out both the Party's achievements and its deficiencies, which counters improper concepts in the international community. Those who take a gloomy view on the CPC's governance would probably be wrong, Mao said, because the Party was straightforward about its problems and has initiated efforts to combat corruption and further improve its political democracy, he said. On the other hand, Mao said, those who beat the drum for the advantages of a socialist system with Chinese characteristics, sometimes known as "China Mode", would be frustrated that the system still find faults that need correction. Wu said the speech itself, different in rhetoric from previous Party documents, showed that the CPC has tried to become closer with the people. "Hu said the Party members should 'respect the people as masters of the house and their creativity', which is quite a vivid metaphor. And there are more cases like this to be easily understood by the public," Wu said.
Adaptation and change guarantee lasting nature of the CCP

Singh 11 - professor of international studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi
(Swaran, June 16, China Daily, “CPC at 90: Innovation key to success”, http://www.china.org.cn/opinion/2011-06/16/content_22796392.htm) RA
The hallmark of President Hu Jintao's tenure has been China's participation in and leading of various multilateral forums, expanding transparency at home and granting new rights to the Chinese people. Experts describe this as China's move toward greater democracy, and the "Beijing consensus" and "China model" are now being debated across the world. China's unprecedented economic rise since the 1990s, the disintegration of the former Soviet Union and collapse of the East Bloc were to provide a major push for the CPC leadership to reinvent itself. This resulted in rapid evolution of not only the CPC, but also of Chinese politics, society and even culture. With the epithet of "Chinese characteristics" and "socialist market economy", the CPC has since introduced several new formulations such as "peaceful development", "spiritual civilization" and "harmonious world". Recent years have seen an increase in CPC membership. The continued high economic growth and nationalism are normally described as the twin pillars of the CPC's continued legitimacy, a legitimacy that has put to rest the "China bubble-bust" theory of the early 1990s. The CPC has expanded its relations with more than 600 political parties across the world, and become far more cosmopolitan and transparent about sharing information on the challenges it faces such as skewed regional development, pervasive unemployment, rising rural unrest and crime, and widening income divide. The past decades have also seen the CPC seriously engaging other political forces at home in its plans, helping develop non-governmental organizations and civil society, and paying greater attention to the demands of the growing middle class. The ever-expanding shades of opinions, stronger scrutiny of CPC policies, hundreds of new print and online media and even greater offer of choices in everyday life present a new trend in Chinese politics with the CPC at its helm. From its days of class struggle and continuous revolution, the CPC has moved to ensuring peaceful development and building a harmonious society. Change, they say, is the only permanent reality. And the fact that the CPC has continued to innovate and re-invent itself is what makes the rise of China one of the top events of this century.
Russia
A2 Red Spread

Russia’s nationalist ambitions are modest – they don’t want to become imperialist
Pravda 9 - Director of the Russian and Eurasian Studies Centre, St Antony’s College, Oxford University

(Alex, House of Commons Defence Committee, 10 July 2009 “Russia: a new confrontation?” http://www.contracts.mod.uk/pdfs/5.pdf)

I disagree in some respects with what my colleague just said. I think the notion of any state having a coherent overall foreign policy strategy long-term is a diYcult one to sustain in practice. Russia has struggled more than most states with incoherence of strategy. It has various visions, set out in long documents which are readily issued, both on security and foreign policy. It has tactics, at which it is quite adept, in a chess-playing way, selfconsciously. It often lacks the middle, which is the strategic element of how to match the visions with means. Things have improved somewhat and we conventionally compare the incoherence of the Yeltsin 1990s with the increasing coherence and control of the Putin two administrations, and that goes through to, in most people’s analyses, the Putin-Medvedev tandem era. However, I think that the two regional conflicts, the armed conflict with Georgia, the gas conflict with Ukraine, and the handling of the global crisis with which Russia has been trying to grapple, show up the very important elements of lack of co-ordination between various agencies, the high degree of personalisation and decision-making, sometimes the improvisation of decisions, because obviously crises tend to bring that out even more strongly. I do not think one wants to look for enormous diVerences among decision makers, but one wants to be realistic about the degree of improvisation they have to undertake. From their view of things, as often from inside, things look much more chaotic than any smooth advance towards a strategic aim. He increasingly comments on what they are aiming to achieve, the vision. The vision is not a Soviet vision. No one I think in Russia wants to spend what they saw as needless resources on maintaining some sort of semblance of global reach. The moves to send warships to Venezuela and so on, echoes of global ambition, are often more criticised than supported in Moscow and they are very tentative. The aim of the exercise—and this relates to the question you finished your last session with: Russia’s pride—is to be acknowledged as a senior great power, not just any great power on a par with France and Germany. Not a superpower, because that is too expensive and beyond Russia’s reach and ambition in a global sense, but a senior great power which has particular droit de regard in the former of Soviet space, dealing in a very diYcult way with post-Imperial situations. We have to at least emphasise—not sympathise— with the diYculties of dealing with states that were part of an imperial structure, linked up in gas pipelines, security arrangements, mental outlooks, ethnic blood links; so dealing with all that and yet  achieving an equal great power status with the large senior great powers of the world, and inclusion in the clubs of senior great powers to work within the system.  

Tension with the Russian state limits Russian nationalism
Khachaturian 10 - graduate student in political science at Indiana University 

 (Rafael, December 27 “State of Disorder: Russia’s Ultranationalist Problem” http://www.dissentmagazine.org/online.php?id=430)

The rhetoric and behavior emanating from the official channels of the Kremlin has played a role in creating the toxic atmosphere that hangs over Russia today. The Russian state is reaping the ugly products of the nationalism it has been sowing for the better part of a decade—public sentiment that it counted on containing and harnessing toward its own domestic policies. But the relationship between state channels and the far Right has always been precarious, driven by political exigency and a perceived dovetailing of interests. Whether this relationship will continue in the same manner remains to be seen, although there are signs it is becoming strained. This year, SOVA has reported instances of ultranationalists claiming responsibilities for anti-state crimes, targeting public officials in various regions. Likewise, compared with the license of recent years, state authorities have been more busily legislating and enforcing laws targeting neo-Nazi incitements to violence. To complicate matters further, there are likely to be differences within the Kremlin leadership on how to handle the far Right, and how to avoid ceding the political terrain of nationalism while at the same time maintaining a close relationship with Kadyrov and stability in the North Caucasus. 

The Russian government will prevent a rise of nationalism
 Shestakov 11 - editor of the international politics desk at Rossiyskaya Gazeta. 

(Yevgeny, 13 Jun 2011, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/opinion/8573361/Moderate-nationalism-Russia.html)
But is it even possible to confront nationalism in a democracy, given the obvious appeal and often sophistication of this ideology? A number of Russians believe that the Soviet experience of promoting “friendship among peoples” at the state level can be drawn upon to fight nationalist tendencies. Those programmes were well funded and the policy of cadre rotation between representatives of various ethnic groups within the country was a normal practice. 


Medvedev’s peaceful military doctrine will check back nationalist war hawks
Borisov 10 – writer for RT

(Sergey, 08 February, 2010 ROAR: “Peaceful military doctrine according to present standards” http://rt.com/politics/roar-peaceful-military-doctrine/)

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev has signed the new Military Doctrine, which outlines the country’s military position and the principles of state nuclear deterrence policy for the next ten years. The document has been adopted after an assessment of new threats and challenges faced by Russia. The new doctrine on the whole repeats the provisions of the previous one, adopted in 2000, which was “strictly defensive,” observers say. The main difference of the new document is that now “for the first time external military threats have been specified and the right to use armed forces abroad has been confirmed to defend the country’s interests and its citizens,” Rossiyskaya Gazeta daily said. Also for the first time the main ally of Russia has been called in the doctrine, which stipulates that military and political cooperation with Belarus is a priority, the paper said. The document says that the deployment of missile defense systems near the Russian border, as well as militarization of space and development of high-precision weapons presents a threat to the country. According to the doctrine, the main tasks of the armed forces are: defense of the country’s sovereignty; its integrity and inviolability of territory; defense of citizens abroad from armed attacks; and fighting piracy, Vremya Novostey daily said. The new military doctrine is, in fact, “a declaration about a state’s policy in the sphere of nuclear security, which is announced to the whole world,” the paper said. Russia may now use nuclear weapons to response against an attack from a country possessing nuclear weapons or against an aggression against it or its allies if the existence of the state is threatened. It is only natural, the paper said, because “now no state possessing nuclear weapons, rules out the possibility of its use.” Although Russia “does not consider any conflict acceptable, neither a nuclear nor a conventional one, the deterrent of them is the basis of the country’s military policy,” the paper said. “We are not going to attack anyone, but we are not going to wait for the moment when a strike will be delivered on us,” the paper quoted Nikolay Patrushev, the Secretary of the Russian Security Council, as saying. Patrushev was one of the developers of the new doctrine, the daily noted. According to the new doctrine, the armed forces should become more effective and mobile, with combined arms units performing different tasks. At the same time, the deputies of the parliament who participated in the preparation of the document failed to include the provision about the allocation of budget funds to purchase new arms, military equipment from foreign producers if Russia has no analogs, Gazeta.ru online newspaper said. Analysts note that NATO’s attempts to expand the NATO military infrastructure closer to Russian borders and to give global functions to the alliance’s power potential were mentioned among the main military threats to Russia. On the other hand, recently some analysts said that the new doctrine will determine Russia’s right to deliver a pre-emptive nuclear strike even in local military conflicts, but they were mistaken, Rossiyskaya Gazeta said. Russia will not deliver pre-emptive nuclear strikes is case of threats to the state’s security and will use it only in case of an attack against it, Gazeta.ru online newspaper said. Some tougher provisions that had been proposed earlier were not included in the final variant, it noted. The 2000 doctrine said that Russia may use nuclear weapons in case of “a large-scale aggression with the use of nuclear weapons,” the paper added. The doctrine was expected to be adopted in late October, and the wording about possible pre-emptive nuclear strike “provoked discussions,” the paper said. But the provision about the use of nuclear weapons that was included in the document “is rather mild,” believes Aleksey Arbatov, head of the Center for International Security at the Institute of World Economy and International Relations. “I have seen all previous wordings, and this one is a very restrained and mild compared, even to the United States’ military doctrine,” he told Gazeta.ru. Although Russia retains the right to deliver a nuclear strike, there are so many conditions for this that, “according to the present standards, it could be described as a peaceful military doctrine,” Arbatov said. According to the paper, the final variant of the doctrine does not contain the definition of aggression that was defined in the draft document as an illegal direct or indirect use of force by one state against sovereignty, territorial integrity or independence of another one. Some “hawk generals” had allegedly proposed “to use nuclear weapons even in non-threatening situations,” Vremya Novostey said. But Deputy Prime Minister Sergey Ivanov called it “nonsense,” stressing that “Russian generals strictly follow political directives.”

The Russian nationalist movement has no impact on Russian politics and will eventually die
Goble 8 - a longtime specialist on ethnic and religious questions in Eurasia 

(Paul, January 16 “Window on Eurasia: Russian National Movement ‘Doesn’t Exist,’ Disappointed Veteran Says” http://windowoneurasia.blogspot.com/2008/01/window-on-eurasia-russian-national.html)

Baku, January 16 – At present, a serious Russian National Movement “does not exist,” is unlikely to win support from the population, and will not be able to challenge the Kremlin for power, according to someone who passed through the ranks of many groups that believed they could form the nucleus of such a movement. Instead, its would-be leaders are incompetent, uncertain and penetrated, its tactics of limited use when not completely counterproductive, and its ability to reach out to the increasingly cynical population almost nil, Aleksandr Bol’shakov says in an essay posted online yesterday (http://www.apn.ru/publications/article18911.htm). Bol’shakov would appear to know whereof he speaks. He notes that he spent “more than a decade” in what most people think of as the Russian movement, participating in Russian National Unity (RNE), the Slavic Community, Rodina, and Great Russia, as well as cooperating with Patriots of Russia, Rus’ and other groups. Now, the disappointed activist writes, “it’s time to draw some conclusions” about what this was all about and whether it in fact will lead to anything. At least to judge from this article and assuming that he is not acting as an agent provocateur as many in the movement, Bol’shakov’s “conclusions” are entirely negative and merit close attention. Any movement, he says, must do three things: It must “define and defend its idea.” It must introduce it to as many people as possible. And it must make its idea the one that defines the course of the country. Looking ahead to Russia’s presidential vote in March, he notes, it is obvious that Russian nationalists have not done any of these. Those who call themselves Russian nationalists are deeply split, Bol’shakov continues, and many of them are more concerned with anathematizing other Russian nationalists than with forming a united front, winning support in the population, and taking power. Were any one of these groups to take power, they would not only destroy the state but in their pursuit of enemies within the Russian nationalist camp would visit even more chaos and disaster than that which occurred “at the beginning of the last century when ‘you-know-who’ destroyed Russians.” But that proposition is not going to be tested, Bol’shakov says, because “we [Russian nationalists] will not come to power.” The reasons for that are both obvious and damning, he argues. Most of the nationalist groupings and parties are small, with incompetent leaders and a followers that consists of marginal losers unprepared to do anything much, fools who do not understand what they are involved with and government agents provocateurs who exploit both. Moreover, “there is no money [the lifeblood of any political group], and there isn’t going to be.” No one would give any without some hope for a return, and Russian nationalists cannot promise any. And those involved in the movement directly seldom are in a position to earn the money the movement would need to grow. (In this comedy, Bol’shakov suggests, Vladimir Zhirinovskiy’s clowning, which attracts the attention of the media, may be the only sensible strategy for people in this part of the Russian political spectrum. After all, the media coverage his antics get brings his ideas such as they are to a broad public.)  But even if money somehow magically appeared, Bol’shakov suggests, his own experience indicates that these groups do not know how to reach out to the masses. Russians today “have already gotten used to the idea that they are being constantly lied to.” And consequently, they tune out almost everything. As a result, Russian nationalist leaflets and web pages seldom reach anyone except those already convinced, thus guaranteeing that the movement not only will not grow but also that it will gradually die. And its actions, small demonstrations and marches, have the effect of signally not how strong the movement is but how weak. And as for the so-called leaders of the Russian national movement, he says, they fall into three categories: First, the fools, most of whom are honestly concerned about the fate of their nation and country but who lack the means or understanding to do anything about it The worst of these are those who sit at home, worry about “worldwide problems, and “almost daily adopt resolutions of the type “Concerning the incorrect nature of the actions of NATO in Iraq.” Such people are a threat to no one, Bol’shakov adds, other than perhaps to themselves. Second, the businessmen, people for whom “the struggle is a business” that they engage into advance their careers. And third, the provocateurs, “all of whose actions are directed … at discrediting the Movement,” splitting it into smaller and smaller fractions more easily controlled, and driving its members away. Unfortunately for the movement, Bol’shakov says, “it is practically impossible to distinguish the provocateur from the ideologically committed – their words are the same and their actions are similar. Consequently, one is always asking oneself whether someone is a fool or a provocateur?!” “The ambitions of these little Fuehrers and little Napoleans [from all these categories] do not allow for the achievement of anything even resembling unity.” And those who believe unity is essential lack the means to fight back when such leaders inevitably work to discredit them. Given the appearance of stability in the country, the government’s clever deployment of provocateurs and its use of Russian nationalist themes, and “the lack of support” from the population, the numerically small Russian national movement is not in a position to do very much at all, let alone think about taking power. In these circumstances, Bol’shakov argues, Russian nationalists have “only three options”: First, they can give up, turn to the bottle and behave “like Soviet dissidents sitting in the kitchen and shedding tears about the Russian people.” In reality, many Russian nationalists are already doing exactly that. Second, they can support the current president or an “Orange” revolution in the hopes that things may get worse and thus provide them with an opening. “Or” – and with that word, Bol’shakov ends his article, implicitly suggesting that neither he nor his former comrades in arms have much of an idea. Bol’shakov’s comments are important not only because they show how poorly organized Russian nationalists as a group are but also that those who identify themselves as members of that group do not like Vladimir Putin who many believe has “weakened” the Russian nationalist movement by adopting many of its ideas. 

Many alt causes to Russian nationalism
Çiçek 11 -  Ph.D., Head of Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey

(Anıl, Spring 2011, “Rise of Russian Nationalism – Footsteps of the Slavophiles?: Understanding the Dynamics of Nationalism as a State Policy in Russia” www.alternativesjournal.net/new/download_pdf.php?f=52_rev1.pdf)

Today, we are witnessing the “reemergence” of Russian nationalism in a time when Russian Federation is trying to restore its place as a super power in global politics. Since the collapse of the former Soviet Union, there have been important developments fuelling the rise of nationalism in Russia. The war in Chechnya resulting in the deaths of over ten thousand Russian soldiers, the steady eastward advancement of the US-led NATO military alliance along Russia’s brittle western borders, the American military bases in Central Asia, the orange revolutions liberating ex-Soviet countries from Moscow’s orbit, Washington’s missile defence shield project that includes some central and eastern European countries, the violent terrorist attacks of Chechnian radicals in various Russian cities, the war in Georgia and most recently the incidents of December 2010 played an important role in the rise of Russian nationalism. These factors, coupled with the loss of prestige, power and a plummetting standard of living in the early post-Soviet days, has invigorated the re-emergence of Russian nationalism both within the Kremlin and in Russia’s governing assembly “State Duma”. Parties with strong nationalistic platforms based on racial or cultural views of Slavic superiority strengthened their position in Duma. The extreme nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky became the third in the presidential elections of 1991. In 1996 presidential elections, he placed fifth with a 5.7 % share in the first round of the voting. His Liberal Democratic Party1 received 23% of the vote in the 1993 Duma elections. In the latest elections in 2007, the party received 8.14% of the vote, acquiring 40 of the 450 seats in the State Duma. 

The Russian nationalist movement is peaceful – focuses on moral values
Çiçek 11 -  Ph.D., Head of Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey

(Anıl, Spring 2011, “Rise of Russian Nationalism – Footsteps of the Slavophiles?: Understanding the Dynamics of Nationalism as a State Policy in Russia” www.alternativesjournal.net/new/download_pdf.php?f=52_rev1.pdf)

Russian nationalism, albeit in rise, cannot be perceived as the same notion that prevailed in the early years of the post-Soviet Russia. In the period of Boris Yeltsin, nationalism was assorted with other ideologies such as communism. Today, Russian nationalism is mostly focused on a patriotic rhetoric and strengthening opposition against the moral and spiritual decay of Russian values. It has deviated into a multifaceted phenomenon, ranging from moderate displays of national unity to those extremist organizations that advocate intolerance and racism against those of non-Slavic origin. The Russian Orthodox Church is actively involved in the “state sponsored” new nationalism to preserve “Russian values” against foreign and domestic threats. 

The majority of Russian nationalists want to maintain the status quo – public opinion is not shaped by the elites
Molchanov 2k - Associate Professor of Political Science, St. Thomas University, Canada, Ph.D. in political science and philosophy

(Mikhail A. “POST-COMMUNIST NATIONALISM AS A POWER RESOURCE: A RUSSIA–UKRAINE COMPARISON” Nationalities Papers, Vol. 28, No. 2, 2000 http://people.stu.ca/~molchan/Natm.pdf)

Post-communist nationalism is articulated differently by the elite and mass levels of society. Distinguishing between the two groups is important as a measure of control against sweeping, and therefore inaccurate, generalizations. Though public opinion can be manipulated, manipulation has its limits. Sociological polls show that the bellicosity of Russia’s “national-patriotic” media is not matched by an equally intense reaction on the part of the populace (Table 1). No more than one-third of those polled support the idea of a peaceful restoration of the USSR.45 Even the Russia–Belarus Union is looked at with restraint (Table 2), since an understanding of its potential cost to Russia and an increasingly critical view of Lukashenka’s practices makes the proposal less appealing than nationalists would like.46 The communist/nationalist media and its imperialist rhetoric notwithstanding, mass nationalism is chiefly guided by a conservative longing for the good old times and the fear of further deprivation. It has no use for expansionist dreams of a forceful restoration of the former empire. 

Russia Loose Nukes
Russian safeguards exist and they wouldn’t be able to set off the bomb anyways

Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Nuclear Weapons”, Foreign Policy, Jan/Feb, Issue 177, p.38, proquest, AL]
"Terrorists Could Snap Up Russia's Loose Nukes." That's a myth. It has been soberly, and repeatedly, restated by Harvard University's Graham Allison and others that Osama bin Laden gave a group of Chechens $30 million in cash and two tons of opium in exchange for 20 nuclear warheads. Then there is the "report" about how al Qaeda acquired a Russian-made suitcase nuclear bomb from Central Asian sources that had a serial number of 9999 and could be exploded by mobile phone. If these attention-grabbing rumors were true, one might think the terrorist group (or its supposed Chechen suppliers) would have tried to set off one of those things by now or that al Qaeda would have left some trace of the weapons behind in Afghanistan after it made its very rushed exit in 2001. Instead, nada. It turns out that getting one's hands on a working nuclear bomb is actually very difficult. In 1998, a peak year for loose nuke stories, the head of the U.S. Strategic Command made several visits to Russian military bases and pointedly reported, "I want to put to bed this concern that there are loose nukes in Russia. My observations are that the Russians are indeed very serious about security." Physicists Richard Garwin and Georges Charpak have reported, however, that this forceful firsthand testimony failed to persuade the intelligence community "perhaps because it ) had ] access to varied sources of information." A decade later, with no credible reports of purloined Russian weapons, it rather looks like it was the general, not the spooks, who had it right. By all reports (including Allison's), Russian nukes have become even more secure in recent years. It is scarcely rocket science to conclude that any nuke stolen in Russia is far more likely to go off in Red Square than in Times Square. The Russians seem to have had no difficulty grasping this fundamental reality. Setting off a stolen nuke might be nearly impossible anyway, outside of TV's 24 and disaster movies. Finished bombs are routinely outfitted with devices that will trigger a nonnuclear explosion to destroy the bomb if it is tampered with. And, as Stephen Younger, former head of nuclear weapons research and development at Los Alamos National Laboratory, stresses, only a few people in the world know how to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon. Even weapons designers and maintenance personnel do not know the multiple steps necessary. In addition, some countries, including Pakistan, store their weapons disassembled, with the pieces in separate secure vaults. 

NATO

NATO alliance is resilient and will not collapse
Techau 10 - a Research Advisor at the NATO Defense College in Rome. 

(Jan, 17 November, “NATO and the Resilience of the Great Transatlantic Bargain” http://www.ispionline.it/it/documents/Commentary_Techau_17.11.2010.pdf)

Whether rushing through such a densely packed agenda will be able to quell the ever-present de-bate about NATO’s “unavoidable” and “unstoppable” demise remains to be seen. In the past, skep-tics were busy pointing at a number of inner-alliance difficulties, some of them structural, to predict the impending break-up of NATO. Among these difficulties were, typically, a lack of defense in-vestments, a widening capabilities gap between the US and European allies, and diverging threat perceptions amongst NATO member states. While these problems have indeed been of substantial concern for NATO leaders and analysts, they have not proven deadly for NATO. For twenty years (and even longer), NATO has been able to manage these issues while remaining relevant for its old members and attractive for potential new ones. These problems could not undermine NATO because they were, ultimately, not substantial enough to destroy the grand strategic trade-off that is the fundament of the alliance. A closer look at this trade-off reveals the reasons for its sturdi-ness. 
NATO won’t collapse -  its too valuable for its members
 Techau 10 - a Research Advisor at the NATO Defense College in Rome. 

(Jan, 17 November, “NATO and the Resilience of the Great Transatlantic Bargain” http://www.ispionline.it/it/documents/Commentary_Techau_17.11.2010.pdf)

Surprisingly, with the political and strategic landscapes having changed so fundamentally since the 1950s, this transatlantic deal is still providing the basis for the European security architecture in the year 2010. Despite the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact having disappeared, European integra-tion having created wealth and stability, and war in Europe looking all but impossible, the bargain is still intact. No-one wants to walk out. Why?  First of all, the Europeans are, by and large, unable to provide the means to guarantee their own security in case of an (unlikely yet not unthinkable) existential threat. Consequently, even those Europeans most skeptical about US leadership, and those most friendly with the “new” Russia, are not seeking any alternative to the existing security setup in Europe. (Let alone those Europeans whose fear of Russia makes them see NATO as their life insurance). Furthermore, despite some occasional acrimony, Europeans are actually rather contented with America’s benign hegemony. On the other side of the deal, the United States, although having re-channeled military and intellec-tual resources away from Europe to other world regions, most notably Asia, appreciates the gener-al reliability of its European partners, understands that cultural similarities make Europeans easier and better allies than could be found anywhere else in the world, and still values its European mili-tary installations as being strategically located for African and Middle Eastern contingencies. Also, whether justified or not, American skepticism of Russia has never entirely faded away, serving as a constant reminder in Washington for the need of a continued presence in Europe. In addition, NATO’s historically unprecedented function as a creator of trust who makes every ally’s troop movements, procurements projects and force structures utterly transparent to everybody else in the alliance, remains as valuable as ever. Finally, the West’s relative decline will make defense and security cooperation across the Atlantic even more important, making NATO, once more, the security agency organization of choice. Safe to say then that NATO does not run the risk of being disman-tled or rendered useless anytime soon. Neither the fact that Euro-pean armies will most likely be even less capable after the latest rounds of budget cuts and reforms, nor the ostentatious lack of in-terest for Europe by consecutive American governments will, for now, be powerful enough to undermine the fundamental strategic considerations that keep Europeans and Americans committed to the old transatlantic bargain – and to NATO as its principle arbiter. 

Libya proves NATO is a paper tiger and is no longer useful
 Bonavita 6/13/11- the editor and publisher of McLean Publishing Co. 

(Denny, June 13, 2011, “Lesson from Libya: NATO becoming useless paper tiger, siphoning precious U.S. dollars” http://www.nashuatelegraph.com/courierexpresscourierexpressouropinion/922420-349/lesson-from-libya-nato-becoming-useless-paper.html)

So what have we learned from the American-to-NATO military operations against Libya? NATO is fast becoming a paper tiger, we have learned. Nearly 20 years ago, when Yugoslavia dissolved into civil war, the North American Treaty Organization that binds the United States and most of western Europe into a defense alliance against the Soviet Union - even though there no longer is a Soviet Union - was a credible military force. Yes, American forces led the assaults that brought Serbia to the peace table and allowed Kosovo to become independent, but NATO was credible, right next to its borders. In Iraq, though many NATO nations participated in the Persian Gulf War and a few joined the United States in the subsequent invasion and occupation of Iraq, NATO wasn't formally involved. In Afghanistan, NATO nations painfully supplied far fewer troops than were needed, hobbling the probably doomed-to-fail goal of making the tribal-area morass we call "Afghanistan" into a for-real nation. In Libya, however, NATO fell apart. There is no effective opposition to NATO's air attacks against the Gaddhafi regime. Libya's air force has been destroyed. Its anti-aircraft capability is, for practical purposes, small arms. Yet once the United States, already chained down in Iraq and in Afghanistan, "handed off" the air-attack mission to NATO, American military forces had to be called back in because, for example, Britain has used up nearly all of its Tomahawk missiles; Germany sits on the sidelines; no European forces can credibly operate intelligence and surveillance aircraft that do double duty by pinpointing targets and safeguarding attacking planes and pilots. We have long argued that World War II and the Korean and Cold wars are ancient history, and that the United States ought to pull its troops out of South Korea, Japan and Germany. 

Political disputes and economic challenges make NATO weak and powerless
Xudong 6/17/11 - a professor at the University of National Defense of the Chinese People's Liberation Army

(Han, “Will NATO become a 'paper tiger'?” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2011-06/17/content_12724205.htm)

Politically, disputes have never stopped emerging regarding NATO's orientation and the direction of its development after the Cold War. Especially, regarding the issue of taking military actions beyond NATO's defense area, different member countries or different parties within a member country all have different opinions. Only a part of the member countries participated in most of NATO's military operations, such as the interference in the civil war between Bosnia and Herzegovina, air strikes in Iraq, sending troops to Afghanistan and the military operation in Libya in 2011. This lack of participation has been especially evident during this military action in Libya. Since member countries have different views regarding the issues of establishing a no-fly zone and air striking Libya, only less than a half of the member countries participated in the action. Only eight of them, less than one-third, participated in the air strike. Even several member countries that are taking part in the air strike have expressed that they would withdraw because of domestic pressure. Therefore, Gates had to call on Germany and Poland, who had refused to participate in the Libya action, to make contributions, and call on Spain, Turkey and Holland, who had not participated in the Libya air strike, to play more important roles. NATO is also facing serious economic challenges. Gates said that inadequate military spending is a major contributor to the organization's serious military capability gaps. Total European defense spending declined by nearly 15 percent in the past decade, and only five of the 28 NATO member states, namely the United States, United Kingdom, France, Greece, and Albania, exceeded the agreed 2 percent of GDP spending on defense. Certain members have enjoyed NATO's security guarantee but failed to take their share of responsibility in common defense. Furthermore, the international financial crisis and European sovereign debt crisis have inevitably forced NATO countries to cut military spending. NATO recently announced that in order to cut costs, it would reduce the number of its major bases from 11 to seven, the number of its agencies responsible for specific areas from 14 to three, and the number of headquarters posts from 13,000 to 8,800. Although it said the purpose of the reforms was to make the organization "leaner and more flexible," the fact that the untimely announcement was made in the midst of extended air strikes in Libya has proven the embarrassing and helpless situation facing NATO. The divergence in political views and economic weakness will be naturally reflected in the military. Norway announced on June 10 that it would reduce the number of its aircraft in the air strikes on Libya from six to four and would withdraw from all military action by Aug. 1. Canada is also preparing to withdraw from the airborne warning and control system of NATO, which is responsible for monitoring and guiding aircraft to fly to specified targets, in order to cut the government's budget deficit. 

NATO is weak and its collapse is inevitable
Cloud  6/11/11 – Staff Writer

(David S., “Gates calls NATO weak”  http://www.sentinelsource.com/news/national_world/gates-calls-nato-weak/article_a1d8b246-df69-52b5-9367-0cb000c3c071.html)

BRUSSELS — Outgoing Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates lashed out at some of America’s closest European allies, complaining that NATO’s shaky air assault in Libya had laid bare shortcomings that are pushing the alliance toward “collective military irrelevance.” In an unusual public rebuke Friday, Gates condemned European nations for years of declining defense budgets that he said have forced the United States to shoulder the heaviest load by far in the 62-year-old alliance. Gates noted with frustration that fewer than half the 28 nations in NATO are engaged in the Libyan conflict, and fewer than a third are conducting airstrikes, even though the coalition unanimously backed the decision to go to war to protect civilians from Moammar Gadhafi’s forces. “The mightiest military alliance in history is only 11 weeks into an operation against a poorly armed regime in a sparsely populated country — yet many allies are beginning to run short of munitions, requiring the U.S., once more, to make up the difference,” he complained. Gates, who will retire this month, said the U.S. is tired of engaging in extended, expensive combat missions for those who “don’t want to share the risks and the costs.” The “blunt reality,” he warned, is that Congress and the American public have “dwindling appetite and patience” to spend “increasingly precious funds on behalf of nations that are apparently unwilling to devote the necessary resources ... to be serious and capable partners in their own defense.” Gates described a NATO future that was “dim, if not dismal.” But, he said, “it’s not too late” for European governments to boost defense spending and strengthen their armed forces. 

NATO is irrelevant and its inevitable collapse won’t matter
 Walt 10 - the Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University 

(Stephen M., September 24, “Is NATO irrelevant?” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/09/24/is_nato_irrelevant)

Instead, NATO is simply going to be increasingly irrelevant. As I wrote more than a decade ago: . . .the Atlantic Alliance is beginning to resemble Oscar Wilde's Dorian Gray, appearing youthful and robust as it grows older -- but becoming ever more infirm. The Washington Treaty may remain in force, the various ministerial meetings may continue to issue earnest and upbeat communiques, and the Brussels bureaucracy may keep NATO's web page up and running-all these superficial routines will go on, provided the alliance isn't asked to actually do anything else. The danger is that NATO will be dead before anyone notices, and we will only discover the corpse the moment we want it to rise and respond." Looking back, I'd say I underestimated NATO's ability to rise from its sickbed. Specifically, it did manage to stagger through the Kosovo War in 1999 and even invoked Article V guarantees for the first time after 9/11. NATO members have sent mostly token forces to Afghanistan (though the United States, as usual, has done most of the heavy lifting). But even that rather modest effort has been exhausting, and isn't likely to be repeated. A continent that is shrinking, aging, and that faces no serious threat of foreign invasion isn't going to be an enthusiastic partner for future adventures in nation-building, and it certainly isn't likely to participate in any future U.S. effort to build a balancing coalition against a rising China. The bad news, in short, is that one of the cornerstones of the global security architecture is likely to erode in the years ahead. The good news, however, is that it won't matter very much if it does. 

NATO won’t collapse – sentimental attachment
Walt 10 - the Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University 

(Stephen M., September 24, “Is NATO irrelevant?” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/09/24/is_nato_irrelevant)

Of course, given NATO's status as a symbol of transatlantic solidarity, no American president or European leader will want to preside over its demise. Plus, you've got all those bureaucrats in Brussels and Atlantophiles in Europe and America who regard NATO as their life's work. For all these reasons, I don't expect NATO to lose members or dissolve. I'll even be somewhat surprised if foreign policy elites even admit that it has serious problems. 
NATO is not a meaningful force – defense cuts, Afghanistan war, and disputes with Turkey
Walt 10 - the Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University 

(Stephen M., September 24, “Is NATO irrelevant?” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/09/24/is_nato_irrelevant)

Nonetheless, I share William Pfaff's view that NATO doesn't have much of a future. First, Europe's economic woes are forcing key NATO members (and especially the U.K.) to adopt draconian cuts in defense spending. NATO's European members already devote a much smaller percentage of GDP to defense than the United States does, and they are notoriously bad at translating even that modest amount into effective military power. The latest round of defense cuts means that Europe will be even less able to make a meaningful contribution to out-of-area missions in the future, and those are the only serious military missions NATO is likely to have. Second, the ill-fated Afghan adventure will have divisive long-term effects on alliance solidarity. If the United States and its ISAF allies do not win a clear and decisive victory (a prospect that seems increasingly remote), there will be a lot of bitter finger-pointing afterwards. U.S. leaders will complain about the restrictions and conditions that some NATO allies (e.g., Germany) placed on their participation, while European publics will wonder why they let the United States get them bogged down there for over a decade. It won't really matter who is really responsible for the failure; the key point is that NATO is unlikely to take on another mission like this one anytime soon (if ever). And given that Europe itself is supposedly stable, reliably democratic, and further pacified by the EU, what other serious missions is NATO supposed to perform? The third potential schism is Turkey, which has been a full NATO member since 1950. I'm not as concerned about Turkey's recent foreign policy initiatives as some people are, but there's little doubt that Ankara's diplomatic path is diverging on a number of key issues. The United States, United Kingdom, France, and Germany have been steadily ratcheting up pressure on Iran, while Turkey has moved closer to Tehran both diplomatically and economically. Turkey is increasingly at odds with Washington on Israel-Palestine issues, which is bound to have negative repercussions in the U.S. Congress. Rising Islamophobia in both the United States and Europe could easily reinforce these frictions. And given that Turkey has NATO's largest military forces (after the United States) and that NATO operates largely by consensus, a major rift could have paralyzing effects on the alliance as a whole. Put all this together, and NATO's future as a meaningful force in world affairs doesn't look too bright. Of course, the usual response to such gloomy prognostications is to point out that NATO has experienced crises throughout its history (Suez, anyone?), and to remind people that it has always managed to weather them in the past. True enough, but most of these rifts occurred within the context of the Cold War, when there was an obvious reason for leaders in Europe and America to keep disputes within bounds. 

NATO lacks the political will to address issues
Joyner 10 - managing editor of the Atlantic Council 

 (James, September 28, “NATO's Relevance”  http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/natos-relevance)

Yesterday's gathering of scholars and policymakers, most of them Atlanticists from way back, were mostly at a loss for how to reignite NATO in the wake of Afghanistan. Indeed, it was as pessimistic a gathering as I've seen on the subject. How gloomy was it? Luncheon speaker Bob Kagan, who eight summers ago told us "It is time to stop pretending that Europeans and Americans share a common view of the world, or even that they occupy the same world," was among the most optimistic voices. None of the panelists in the Political Will discussion had any illusion that there actually was any political will in NATO. At least, not in the publics of Western Europe. Kurt Volker, a career diplomat who served as President George W. Bush's ambassador to NATO, said that "It is hard to overstate NATO's lack of unified commitment and vision." And Council senior advisor Harlan Ullman, asking the first question, observed that "Political will is a polite way of saying relevance." He didn't find much disagreement. The closest we got was Josef Janning's observation that "relevance is not absolute." But even he conceded that "jobs" was the thing most voters care about these days and that defense spending was likely to have to be sold on that basis. Former NATO assistant secretary general Edgar Buckley, first from the floor and later as a panelist in the NATO Military Transformation session, argued that we need the Next Big Idea around which to build the Alliance. He suggested moving well beyond traditional military and security roles to working on issues such as disaster relief and energy. Former assistant secretary of defense Frank Kramer, suggested that the Alliance must work together on cyber security. Others offered related ideas for solving the problem by expanding it. A few, Kagan included, argued that we should move in the opposite direction: Narrowing the mission to the defense of Europe or, perhaps, Europe "plus." But it's not at all obvious why the American taxpayer would want to continue to pay the lion's share of the cost of an Alliance that exists only to defend a continent more than capable of paying for its own defense. Volker observed that the new Strategic Concept, to be unveiled in Lisbon November 19-20, was supposed to answer these questions. But the combination of the global economic collapse and the worsening of the situation in Afghanistan has likely killed that ambition. Most likely, we'll end up kicking the can down the road a bit, agreeing in the meantime on some vague platitudes about mutual cooperation. There's not much doubt that we'll need NATO again. One can only hope it will indeed plug along until we can again agree it's for and generate enough political will to man it. 

NATO is weak – lack of US involvement
Benite 11 -  the Director of NATOSource and a Nonresident Senior Fellow in the International Security Program. 

(Jorge, April 25, “NATO's Last Chance” http://www.acus.org/natosource/natos-last-chance)

The devolution of NATO as a premier Transatlantic security organization has proceeded in tandem with the decline of American influence on the Old Continent, a good bit of which appears to be self-induced. In the larger European context, the United States no longer leads on key security issues, instead assuming the role of an increasingly behind-the-scenes enabler. The Obama Administration’s domestic priorities, too, coupled with challenges in Asia and the Middle East, have made the Transatlantic nexus even less prominent in American thinking. Finally, the Obama Administration also places a premium on engagement with difficult states and partnership initiatives outside the core of NATO. The President himself rarely speaks of allies, and in his September 2009 address to the UN General Assembly he said that the “alignments of nations rooted in the cleavages of a long-gone Cold War” make no sense “in an interconnected world.” That, if not a repudiation of NATO, is the closest thing to it uttered by any U.S. President since Harry S. Truman.  Germany is fast emerging as the Continent’s political leader. Is the German political class capable of lifting its gaze beyond its own borders, and then beyond the borders of a Europe very nearly whole and free, to be a leading partner with the United States in guiding the Transatlantic relationship to work to benefit the whole world? That, to put it mildly, remains to be seen. . . . Even European countries that have historically been able to maintain a meaningful set of capabilities, such as France and the United Kingdom, have made or plan to make significant reductions in defense spending. This trend, in combination with “Afghanistan fatigue”, is sapping NATO members’ willingness to persevere with current operations. To compensate for these flagging budgets and backbones, NATO Headquarters in Brussels has adopted a buzzword inspired by the New Strategic Concept: “smart defense.” This appears to mean doing more with less by pooling resources and sharing capabilities. No one should doubt that the allies could operate a lot smarter than they have, but “smart power” may end up being little more than a pretty mask covering an ugly face. At Lisbon NATO recommitted itself to strengthening existing partnerships, reaching out to Russia, China and India, and better resourcing the ISAF mission in Afghanistan. But buzzwords alone can’t provide the fundamentals NATO is missing. . . . At a time of Russian resurgence, the ongoing reorientation of U.S. policy toward Asia and the fracturing within the alliance itself, Europe’s old reflex is to look to Washington for leadership. In Washington, however, no such leadership is on offer. The days when Washington led from out in front are likely behind us. Left to their own devices, the Europeans cannot replace the traditional American role with one of their own making. And so Europe continues both to criticize Washington and to long for its direction. We have come to the point that NATO has been reduced to something like the Transatlantic family’s used, somewhat beat-up second car. Everyone admits that we still need it, but no one wants to be the family
Proliferation – Generic
Be skeptical of their evidence – powerful lobbyists overblow the threat of proliferation

Kidd, 10 – Director of Strategy & Research at the World Nuclear Association [7/23, “Nuclear proliferation risk – is it vastly overrated?”, http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?storyCode=2056931, AL]
The real problem is that nuclear non-proliferation and security have powerful lobby groups behind them, largely claiming to have nothing against nuclear power as such, apart from the dangers of misuse of nuclear technology. In fact in Washington DC, home of the US federal government, there is a cottage industry of lobby groups dedicated to this. Those who oppose their scaremongering (and it essentially amounts to no more than this) are castigated as being in the industry’s pocket or acting unresponsively to allegedly genuinely expressed public fears. Pointing out that very few new countries will acquire nuclear power by even 2030, and that very few of these will likely express any interest in acquiring enrichment or reprocessing facilities, seems to go completely over their heads. In any case, nuclear fuel cycle technologies are very expensive to acquire and it makes perfect sense to buy nuclear fuel from the existing commercial international supply chain. This already guarantees security of supply, so moves towards international fuel banks are essentially irrelevant, while measures supposedly to increase the proliferation resistance of the fuel cycle are unwarranted, particularly if they impose additional costs on the industry. 

Empirics disprove the cascade effect

Beljac, 4/14 – PhD from Monash University [Marko, “Have We Really Reached a Nuclear Tipping Point?”, Nuclear Resonances, http://scisec.net/?p=338, AL]
The image invokes what in network theory is called a global cascade. The cascade of proliferation argument is highly reliant on the spread of nuclear technology, especially fuel cycle technology such as uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing plants. This is often spoken of in the context of a global renaissance in the use of nuclear energy, especially in Asia. We currently have 9 nuclear weapon states. Since 1945 that equates to a pretty slow rate of proliferation. Furthermore, the empirical record does not really support the cascade idea. I do not believe it is possible to argue that we have 9 nuclear weapon states becauses of an interlinked cascade effect that operated between these 9 states. One might want to argue, however, that the cascade model fits in Asia. China proliferated, then India adopted a recessed deterrent then did Pakistan. In 1998 India and Pakistan went from a recessed to an overt deterrent. Nuclear weapons cascades happen, thereby, in vulnerable local clusters. China and South Asia was a vulnerable cluster. Some argue that North Korea, Japan and South Korea represents another vulnerable cluster. Thus far North Korean proliferation has not led to a localised cascade. 

Nukes bestow rationality – their creation prevents aggressiveness

Waltz, 10 – Emeritus Ford Professor of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley and senior research associate at Columbia University's Saltzman Institute of Wat and Peace Studies [Kenneth, “Is Nuclear Zero the Best Option?”, The National Interest, Sep/Oct Issue 109, p. 88, AL] 
With the dawn of the nuclear age, peace has prevailed among those who have the weapons or enjoy their protection. Those who like peace should love nuclear weapons. They are the only weapons ever invented that work decisively against their own use. Those who advocate a zero option argue in effect that we should eliminate the cause of the extensive peace the nuclear world has enjoyed. India and Pakistan provide an object lesson. When they tested their warheads in May of 1998, journalists, academics and public officials predicted that war and chaos on the subcontinent would ensue. The result, as I expected, was to ensure a prolonged peace between countries that had fought three wars since independence and continued for a time to spill blood in the conflict over Kashmir. That countries with nuclear capabilities do not fight wars against one another is a lesson we should have learned. The proposition has held exactly where the prospects for war seemed the brightest, for example, between the United States and the Soviet Union, between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China, and between India and Pakistan. New nuclear states are often greeted with dire forebodings: Is the government stable? Are the rulers sensible? The answers may be disconcerting. Yet every new nuclear nation, however bad its previous reputation, has behaved exactly like all of the old ones. The effect of having nuclear weapons overwhelms the character of the states that possess them. Countries with nuclear weapons, no matter how mean and irrational their leaders may seem to be, no matter how unstable their governments appear to be, do not launch major conventional attacks on other countries, let alone nuclear ones. Even conventional attacks can all too easily escalate out of control and lead to an exchange of nuclear warheads. With conventional weapons, countries worry about winning or losing. With nuclear weapons, countries worry about surviving or being annihilated. Nuclear weapons induce caution all around: think of the Cuban missile crisis, or think of the external behavior of China during the frightful decade of the Cultural Revolution.
NPT and IAEA safeguards curb state-based prolif

Kidd, 10 – Director of Strategy & Research at the World Nuclear Association [June, Steve, “Nuclear proliferation risk – is it vastly overrated?”, Nuclear Engineering International, p.10, gale infotrac, AL]
Proliferation of nuclear materials and technology and their integration into weapons are notably more substantive risks, particularly as they will likely involve sovereign states with their greater resources above those of a terrorist organisation. Critics of nuclear power emphasise that designing a nuclear bomb itself is not particularly difficult (even if, as Mueller emphasises, actually manufacturing and delivering a weapon certainly is). So much of the world anti-proliferation regime is based on controls on fissile materials; if the necessary plutonium or highly enriched uranium is not available either by diversion from civil uses or production in a local facility, a weapon is impossible. It is therefore necessary for nuclear power critics to focus on alleged weaknesses in the international nuclear safeguards regime or in the security of nuclear materials transport, plus the possible spread of enrichment and reprocessing technologies to countries who may have an interest beyond normal civil uses. While there is no room for complacency, the real risks are actually as remote as those associated with nuclear facility security and mean that attempts to stiffen safeguards even further will encounter reasonable objections. Nevertheless, over the past 35 years, the International Atomic Energy Agency's (IAEA) safeguards system under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) has been a conspicuous international success in curbing the diversion of civil uranium into military uses. Most countries have indeed renounced nuclear weapons, recognising that possessing of them would threaten rather than enhance national security. They have therefore embraced the NPT as a public commitment to use nuclear materials and technology only for peaceful purposes. Parties to the NPT agree to accept technical safeguards measures applied by the IAEA, complemented by controls on the export of sensitive technology from countries such as UK and USA through voluntary bodies such as the Nuclear Suppliers' Group (NSG). Safeguards require that operators of nuclear facilities maintain and declare detailed accounting records of all movements and transactions involving nuclear material. The aim is to deter the diversion of nuclear material from peaceful use by maximising the risk of early detection. At a broader level they provide assurance to the international community that countries are honouring their treaty commitments to use nuclear materials and facilities exclusively for peaceful purposes. In this way safeguards are a service both to the international community and to individual states, who recognise that it is in their own interest to demonstrate compliance with these commitments. All NPT non-weapons states must accept these full-scope safeguards, while facility-specific safeguards apply in the five weapons states (USA, Russia, UK, France and China) plus the non-NPT states (India, Pakistan and Israel). 

Prolif is inevitable – states can’t be deterred once they’ve started to proliferate

Kidd, 10 – Director of Strategy & Research at the World Nuclear Association [June, Steve, “Nuclear proliferation risk – is it vastly overrated?”, Nuclear Engineering International, p.10, gale infotrac, AL]
It is likely that more countries will foolishly choose to acquire nuclear weapons. If they are really determined to do so, there is little really that the world can do to prevent them--the main effort has to be in dissuading them from this course of action. How many countries will have nuclear weapons by 2030 is hard to say, but there could well be a total of 15 by then. Mueller argues that this increase, in itself, will neither prevent nor cause wars, but will impose substantial costs on the countries concerned. Apart from the costs of weapons programmes diverting needed economic resources away from more productive activities, such countries are likely to be faced with economic sanctions which would create severe economic hardship for their citizens but be unlikely to deter them. So there has to be a better way. The problems of regions such as the Middle East will have to be resolved by negotiation, as the presence of many nuclear weapons states will solve nothing. In the absence of leadership by madmen, the spectre of mutually-assured destruction will merely maintain the status quo; acquiring nuclear weapons will grant a country more criticism than international prestige. Meanwhile, the commercial nuclear sector will hopefully be allowed to flourish without too many people chipping away at the margins by raising unwarranted fears about its activities (and imposing additional financial costs, which is what it eventually amounts to). 
Proliferation – Iran

The threat is just smoke-and-mirrors – there’s no evidence of an Iranian nuclear weapons program

Hersh, 6/6 – Pulitzer Prize-winning investigative journalist, uncovered My Lai and Abu Ghraib [Seymour, “Iran and the Bomb; Annals of National Security”, The New Yorker, Volume 87, Issue 16, p. 3, proquest, AL]

Is Iran actively trying to develop nuclear weapons? Members of the Obama Administration often talk as if this were a foregone conclusion, as did their predecessors under George W. Bush. There is a large body of evidence, however, including some of America's most highly classified intelligence assessments, suggesting that the United States could be in danger of repeating a mistake similar to the one made with Saddam Hussein's Iraq eight years ago--allowing anxieties about the policies of a tyrannical regime to distort our estimations of the state's military capacities and intentions. The two most recent National Intelligence Estimates (N.I.E.s) on Iranian nuclear progress, representing the best judgment of the senior officers from all the major American intelligence agencies, have stated that there is no conclusive evidence that Iran has made any effort to build the bomb since 2003. Despite years of covert operations inside Iran, extensive satellite imagery, and the recruitment of many Iranian intelligence assets, the United States and its allies, including Israel, have been unable to find irrefutable evidence of an ongoing hidden nuclear-weapons program in Iran, according to intelligence and diplomatic officials here and abroad. One American defense consultant told me that as yet there is "no smoking calutron," although, like many Western government officials, he is convinced that Iran is intent on becoming a nuclear state sometime in the future. The general anxiety about the Iranian regime is firmly grounded. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has repeatedly questioned the Holocaust and expressed a desire to see the state of Israel eliminated, and he has defied the 2006 United Nations resolution calling on Iran to suspend its nuclear-enrichment program. Tehran is also active in arming Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza. Iran is heavily invested in nuclear technology, and has a power plant ready to go on line in the port city of Bushehr, with a second in the planning stage. In the past four years, it has tripled the number of centrifuges in operation at its main enrichment facility at Natanz, which is buried deep underground. On the other hand, the Iranian enrichment program is being monitored by the International Atomic Energy Agency, and Natanz and all Iran's major declared nuclear installations are under extensive video surveillance. I.A.E.A. inspectors have expressed frustration with Iran's level of cooperation and cited an increase in production of uranium, but they have been unable to find any evidence that enriched uranium has been diverted to an illicit weapons program. 
Stuxnet crippled Iran’s nuclear program – it’s facing significant setbacks

Baltimore Jewish Times, 1/21 – newspaper [“Cyber War On Iran”, Volume 318, Issue 3, p. 42, proquest, AL]
Are we still but months from a sustained Israeli air attack against Iran's dozen or so nuclear installations, or has the threat been pushed off? This past weekend's revelations make one hope the latter scenario to be true, but one would be more than foolish to declare "mission accomplished." Still, it seems that a combination of cyber warfare, rational sanctions and diplomatic isolation aimed at Iran is paying off. Such thoughts come in the wake of revelations by The NewYork Times that the computer worm Stuxnet, introduced into Iranian software in the last half-year or so, has set back Teheran's nuclear program by anywhere from several months to several years. It has reportedly corrupted up to one-fifth of Iran's thousands of nuclear centrifuges, devices used to enrich uranium for bombs. The newspaper detailed how the Germany company Siemens lent a hand in helping the United States and Israel do the damage. In 2008, Siemens, whose computer controllers are in computers in venues such as the Natanz Iranian nuclear reactor, shared with the Americans the weaknesses of the system - aka, how to attack it. The Americans and the Israelis then went to work, somehow introducing Stuxnet into the Iranian network. As a result, the centrifuges began tearing themselves apart, but indicators kept reporting that all was fine. Despite what some critics of the Obama administration would say, the White House has fully supported this part of the U.S.-Israeli relationship. The plan, first initiated by President George W. Bush, was sped up by President Barack Obama. That makes sense as he has repeatedly declared that reducing nuclear proliferation is a primary foreign policy goal. In the face of so many unknowns, it is increasingly clear that the United States and Israel have engaged in a cyber war with the Iranians for some time. The outcome of this round of battle, at least, is much preferable to a conventional strike. 
Stuxnet destroyed the program – laundry list

Albright et al, 2/15 – *President and Chairman of the Institute for Science and International Security **Senior Analyst at the Institute for Science and International Security ***Senior Analyst at the Institute for Science and International Security [*David Albright, **Paul Brannan, ***Christina Walrond, “Stuxnet Malware and Natanz: Update of ISIS December 22, 2010 Report”, Institute for Science and International Security Report, http://isis-online.org/uploads/isis-reports/documents/stuxnet_update_15Feb2011.pdf, AL]
Impact of Stuxnet. At the time of the attack, the Natanz FEP contained a total of almost 9,000 IR-1 centrifuges. The destruction of 1,000 out of 9,000 centrifuges may not appear significant, particularly since Iran took steps to maintain and increase its LEU production rates during this same period. However, the IAEA safeguards data (see table 1) support that the attack delayed Iran from expanding the number of enriching centrifuges, in essence keeping large sections of the plant idle for many months. Iran is also facing shortages of raw materials to build IR-1 centrifuges. It may have the materials to build only 12,000 to 15,000 IR-1 centrifuges. With 9,000 centrifuges already deployed at Natanz, and an estimated 1,000 centrifuges broken during routine operation, adding in the 1,000 centrifuges destroyed by Stuxnet brings the total to 11,000 centrifuges deployed over the lifetime of the FEP.11 Iran may be approaching a limit on the number of IR-1 centrifuges it can build, making those destroyed by Stuxnet more significant than the number would imply. There are also other, less tangible deleterious effects. To the extent it did not know what caused the destruction, Iran would have faced multiple questions about its centrifuge operations. In particular, a failure of this magnitude would have been a direct challenge to the program’s quality assurance program, which is fundamental to successfully operating these high-precision machines. Iran has spent considerable effort in creating a reliable quality assurance program, where specialists carefully test each centrifuge component looking for out-of-spec parts. Without knowing the cause was malware, Iran would have struggled to understand this failure and likely would have lost valuable time worrying about more failures. Once Iran learned of the reason for the failure of so many centrifuges, it must have felt a heightened sense of vulnerability to outside attack. The immense detail in Stuxnet about the Natanz enrichment plant must have also unsettled the Iranians, as it demonstrated that foreign intelligence agencies had learned a considerable amount of information about their secret operations, far beyond what the IAEA knew. Only an insider could have obtained so much detail. One official at a Western intelligence agency said that since outsiders knew so much about Natanz, Iran would tend to hesitate about building a secret centrifuge plant out of fear of getting caught. That fear was already magnified after Western intelligence agencies exposed the secret gas centrifuge plant near the holy city of Qom in October 2009. Iran must also feel less secure about the goods its smuggling networks acquire abroad for its nuclear programs. It may need to resort to relying more heavily on reverse engineering and domestic production of a greater variety of advanced industrial goods for its centrifuge program. However, Iran has limited advanced industrial capabilities and has encountered difficulties in successfully reverse engineering equipment and technology. Thus, such a strategy would cause delays in its centrifuge program and require Iran to use goods of far less quality that are more prone to failure. 
Fear-mongering over Iranian proliferation is Israeli propaganda – Iranian prolif would stabilize the region

Seale, 10 – leading writer and author on topics concerning the Middle East [April, Patrick, “Dangerous Hysteria Over Iran's Nuclear Program”, The Washington Report on Middle East Affairs, Volume 29, Issue 3, p.30, proquest, AL]
Obama's pro-Israel critics have accused him of "appeasement." At February's Munich security conference, U.S. Sen. Joe Lieberman, chairman of the Senate Committee on Homeland Security, declared: "We have a choice here: to go to tough economic sanctions to make diplomacy work or we will face the prospect of military action against Iran." And he added, "A nuclear-armed Iran would provoke chaos in the Middle East, send world oil prices soaring and end any hope of a peaceful solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict." These predictions would seem to be entirely mistaken. Far from provoking chaos, an Iranian bomb could stabilize the region and curb Israel's aggressive behavior toward its neighbors-something the Arabs have not managed to achieve in the past six decades. Indeed, by creating a balance of power with Israel, and thereby limiting its freedom of action, Iran might actually encourage Israel to make peace with its neighbors, including the Palestinians. The only development which would send oil prices soaring is an Israeli attack on Iran. All the indications are that the debate concerning what to do about Iran will continue without either side landing a decisive blow. It may be that events inside Iran will bring matters to a head. February 11 was the anniversary of the 1979 revolution. The whole world was watching to see whether anti-government protests would manage to affect the future policies of the Islamic Republic. 
No cascading prolif

Potter and Mukhatzhanova, 10 – *Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies **adjunct professor at the Monterey Institute of International Studies [9/23, *William, **Gaukhar, “Is Nuclear Proliferation Contagious?”, James Martin Center for Nonprolifeartion Studies, http://cns.miis.edu/stories/100923_contagious_iht.htm, AL]
Do the facts on the ground support this prognosis? Our multiyear study of the dynamics of nuclear proliferation for a dozen "usual suspects" suggests otherwise. It indicates that the further spread of nuclear weapons is neither imminent nor likely to involve a "chain reaction." Although surprising in terms of its challenge to conventional wisdom about a proliferation pandemic, our conclusion is consistent with the historically slow pace of proliferation and the exceptional circumstances that must pertain for states to abandon nuclear restraint. It also highlights the important role played by individual leaders and domestic political coalitions for whom pursuit of nuclear weapons poses major political, economic and security costs. Egypt — the domino most often identified as likely to fall in the wake of an overt Iranian nuclear weapons program — is a case in point. As James Walsh demonstrates in his case study for our project, Egypt's motivations to acquire nuclear weapons were more intense in past decades than they are today or are likely to be in the near future, while disincentives are as severe if not more so than in the past. Why would Cairo decide to emulate an Iranian nuclear posture when it has so long tolerated a far more potent Israeli nuclear weapons capability? Why would it risk severe damage to its relations with the United States, not to mention the loss of huge amounts of economic and military aid, for the very uncertain benefits of an expensive weapons program? One should also be skeptical that Turkey, another prospective link in an Iran-instigated chain reaction, would abandon its quest for membership in the European Union and jeopardize its NATO security guarantees to emulate Iran. And what about Saudi Arabia, another Middle Eastern kingpin? What problem, internal or otherwise, would the kingdom solve with nuclear weapons? To suggest that the proverbial proliferation sky is not yet falling is not to dismiss the risk of weapons spread. Indeed, Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons, or military action against Iran, could well shift the balance of incentives and disincentives in the proliferation calculus for a number of states. If history is any guide, however, these factors will be country-specific, and even if one nation should decide to disavow its nonproliferation commitments, there is little reason to expect an epidemic. 

Dependence on the US prevents cascading prolif
Jakobsen and Rahigh-Aghsan, 10 – *Associate Professor at the Department of Political Science at the University of Copenhagen **Assistant Professor at the Department of Society and Globalization at Roskilde University [*Peter, **Ali, “The Rise of Iran: How Durable, How Dangerous?”, The Middle East Journal, Autumn, Volume 64, Issue 4, p. 559, proquest, AL]

A Nuclear Arms Race is Not Inevitable Many fear that a nuclear Iran will trigger a nuclear arms race in the Middle East;56 some argue it has already started.57 According to this logic, Saudi Arabia will feel compelled to follow suit if Iran goes nuclear. Egypt will feel pressure to do the same to maintain its credentials as the leader of the Arab world vis-à-vis Saudia Arabia, and pressure will then mount on Turkey to go nuclear to maintain its status as a regional "great power," and so on.58 That the risk of an arms race is real is underlined by the fact that 13 countries in the Middle East have announced new or revived plans to pursue or explore nuclear programs since 2006.59 The danger of an arms race is not imminent, however, as the current aspirations for nuclear energy in the region will take 10-15 years to fulfill.60 This leaves considerable time for the US to persuade Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey not to go nuclear, and the US is in a position to give them an offer they cannot refuse. Since all these states and the rest of the GCC countries effectively depend upon the US for their security in the interim until they can develop their own nuclear deterrent, the US can offer to extend its nuclear umbrella to them and provide continued military, economic, and political support contingent on their not developing nuclear weapons. This tactic worked in similar circumstances with Taiwan and South Korea during the Cold War, and there is no reason why it should not work in the Middle East as well.61 The penalties the US can impose if they renege on this promise are prohibitive and since none of these countries have an interest in appeasing Iran unless forced to do so for lack of an alternative, it is hard to see why they should not accept such an offer. It is also inconceivable that the US would refrain from extending such an offer to its allies given the strategic importance that it attaches to the region. Since Iran is not capable of hitting the US mainland with nuclear missiles, the US would not have to sacrifice New York to protect Amman and this makes extended nuclear deterrence inherently more credible in the Middle East than it was in Western Europe during the Cold War. 

Iranian nukes will be employed in a deterrent role only
Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Nuclear Weapons”, Foreign Policy, Jan/Feb, Issue 177, p.38, proquest, AL]

Moreover, Iran will most likely "use" any nuclear capability in the same way all other nuclear states have: for prestige (or ego-stoking) and deterrence. Indeed, as strategist and Nobel laureate Thomas Schelling suggests, deterrence is about the only value the weapons might have for Iran. Such devices, he points out, "should be too precious to give away or to sell" and "too precious to 'waste' killing people" when they could make other countries "hesitant to consider military action." If a nuclear Iran brandishes its weapons to intimidate others or get its way, it will likely find that those threatened, rather than capitulating or rushing off to build a compensating arsenal, will ally with others (including conceivably Israel) to stand up to toe intimidation. The popular notion that nuclear weapons furnish a country with the ability to "dominate" its area has little or no historical support- in the main, nuclear threats over the last 60 years have either been ignored or met with countervailing opposition, not with timorous acquiescence. It was conventional military might- grunts and tanks, not nukes- that earned the United States and the Soviet Union their respective spheres of influence during the Cold War. 
Indo–Pak
Doesn’t go nuclear – they will stay conventional 

Chari 03– P.R. Chari is a Research Professor. "IPCS Nuclear Crisis, Escalation Control, and Deterrence in South Asia” P.R. Chari Working Paper Version 1.0 August 2003 http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/escalation_chari_1.pdf

However, the involvement of nuclear installations in the Indo-Pak crises of 1984–85 does not qualify these events as nuclear crises. Similarly speculative reports have suggested that a nuclear dimension imbued the Brasstacks and Kashmir-related 1990 crisis, but evidence here is tenuous. However, the Indo-Pakistani crises that followed their reciprocal nuclear tests in May 1998 had a nuclear dimension; they include the Kargil conflict and the border confrontation following a Pakistan-sponsored terrorist attack on the Indian Parliament on December 13, 2001. The situation that arose could have erupted into a “shooting war.” The danger of Indo-Pakistani crises escalating across the nuclear threshold is apparent, but a thesis has gained currency in India that limited wars can be fought under the rubric of nuclear deterrence. As stated by George Fernandes, India’s Defence Minister, “Pakistan did hold out a nuclear threat during the Kargil War last year. But it had not absorbed the real meaning of nuclearization; that it can deter only the use of nuclear weapons, but not all and any war…. [S]o the issue was not that war had been made obsolete by nuclear weapons, and that covert war by proxy was the only option, but that conventional war remained feasible though with definite limitations.” 9 India and Pakistan have conducted proxy wars and sub rosa operations against each other and fought a limited war under the aegis of nuclear weapons. Hence, there is optimism that limited conflicts can be fought and will not escalate to general war and further to a nuclear exchange, despite the prevailing atmosphere of mistrust and convictions regarding the irrationality of the “Other.” 

Empirically, stays conventional

Giorgio et al 10  *Tina Søndergård Madsen is a bachelor student at Global Studies and Public Administration at Roskilde University(DK) **Maia Juel Giorgio, ***Mark Westh and ****Jakob Wiegersma are bachelor students at Global Studies and International Development Studies at Roskilde University(DK)) “Nuclear Deterrence  in South Asia  An Assessment of Deterrence and Stability in the Indian – Pakistan  Conflict”  Autumn 2010 Global Studies Bachelor Module – Institute for Globalization and Society - Roskilde University 
When India conducted several nuclear tests in 1998, Pakistan promptly followed suit and responded with nuclear tests of its own, fuelling fears of a new nuclear arms race. The acquisition of nuclear weapons was met with open arms in the region as there was a widespread belief that these weapons and their deterring effect would be able to solve all outstanding issues between the two adversaries, including the issue of Kashmir (Waltz, 2003: 111). Consider, for example, this argument from 1999 put forward by senior Pakistani diplomat Shamshad Ahmad: “In South Asia nuclear deterrence may, [...], usher in an era of durable peace between Pakistan and India, providing the requisite incentives for resolving all outstanding issues, especially Jammu and Kashmir” (Ahmad, 1999: 125). However, it soon became clear that a solution to the Kashmir dispute was a long time coming. With the Kargil crisis in 1999, where Pakistani troops and militants crossed the Line of Control and seized Indian positions in the Kashmiri Kargil district, the risk of an all-out war between the two nuclear weapon states seemed imminent. The conflict did, however, not escalate into nuclear war but the notion that nuclear weapons equal peace was called into question. Two years later both countries deployed hundreds of thousands of soldiers along their collective border and once again the possibility of an all-out war seemed to be in the offing. Again, the international society held its breath, dreading an escalation into a nuclear war with unimaginable consequences. However, the standoff never actually came to bloodshed, but the stability in the region was seriously rattled. 
Won’t go nuclear – rationality 

Chari 3/15/11 P. R. Chari is a research professor at the Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies in New Delhi and a former member of the Indian Administrative Service. How they learned to stop worrying and junk the bomb Published: Tuesday, Mar 15, 2011, 3:57 IST By PR Chari | Place: New Delhi | Agency: DNA 

A different line of reasoning is required to recognise the essential truth underlying nuclear weapons, which is that they are unusable for any rational purpose. Why? Clearly any use of NWs between nuclear adversaries would result in mutual annihilation; it will also lead to the destruction of the very population and territory in dispute. Clausewitz had warned that war without a rational objective is a senseless thing. The empirical evidence shows that, after the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, the United States and the Soviet Union had eschewed any direct confrontation. Significantly, the United States and Soviet Union were even willing to suffer humiliating defeat in Vietnam and Afghanistan rather than contemplate using or threatening the use of nuclear weapons due to the prevailing moral taboo against their use. South Asia, too, witnessed the Kargil conflict in 1999 after India and Pakistan had tested their nuclear weapons. Neither could enlarge the theatre of operations, fearing escalation of the conflict and possible nuclear confrontation. 

Neither side will start a war, they realize there is no “winning” – mutually assured destruction AND international sanctions.

Chari and Rizvi 08 *P. R. Chari is a research professor at the Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies in New Delhi and a former member of the Indian Administrative Service. **Hasan Askari Rizvi is an independent political and defense consultant in Pakistan and is currently a visiting professor with the South Asia Program of the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University. “Making Borders irrelevant in Kashmir” http://www.usip.org/files/resources/sr210.pdf
The Kashmir dispute has reached an impasse. Unable to impose their preferred solution, both India and Pakistan have become flexible regarding their traditional positions on Kashmir, without officially abandoning them. Subtle changes in their positions have stimulated creative ideas for managing the conflict. Several developments have contributed to this attitudinal shift, among them the end of the Cold War, the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the current resurgence of Russia, the rise of China and its support for the peace process between India and Pakistan, the spread of globalization and its implications for international security, internal economic pressures, the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in May 1998 that consolidated a nuclear deterrent relationship, and the U.S. global response to the attacks of September 11, 2001. The last two of these developments have led India and Pakistan to realize that a military victory over the other is not possible. The acquisition of nuclear weapons has highlighted the grave risks of trying to alter the status quo by military means, as illustrated during the Kargil conflict of 1999 and the 2001–02 border confrontation. During the Kargil conflict neither country could extend its theater of operations because of fears that the conflict might become nuclearized. For similar reasons, India was deterred from attacking Pakistan during the border confrontation in 2001–02. Pakistan has also realized the dangerous implications of supporting militancy; it was Pakistani-backed militants who attacked the Indian Parliament on December 13, 2001, triggering the border confrontation. Pakistan’s readiness to support militancy has also diminished since Pakistan itself has become the target of Islamic jihadists and has experienced terrorist attacks throughout the country. The U.S. global war on terrorism has also increased the cost for Pakistan of indulging in provocative behavior. The terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, D.C., on September 11, 2001, created a global consensus for controlling transnational terrorism, especially Islamic militants and jihadi groups. Pakistan has since found it difficult to support the jihadi Islamic groups in J&K. Furthermore, the passage of a 2007 law in the United States has linked American military and economic assistance to Pakistan to its performance in stopping cross-border terrorism. The United States has now established a physical presence in Pakistan to pursue its “war on terror” in Afghanistan, which inhibits hostilities being initiated by either India or Pakistan. Any attempt by either country to improve its ground situation in Kashmir would be frowned upon by the international community and might prompt economic repercussions, as occurred during the 2001–02 border confrontation crisis when “travel advisories” were issued by the United States and several other developed countries, discouraging their citizens from visiting India. Given that a major conventional conflict is dangerous, a nuclear conflict is unthinkable, and any forcible alteration of status quo would be unacceptable to the international community, both India and Pakistan have realized that they have no alternative but to enter into a peace process. India has discarded its traditional stand that the whole of Kashmir belongs to India and has shown signs of departing from its stated policy of negotiating with Pakistan only after cross-border terrorism ceases. Further, India’s longstanding policy of shunning international mediation and insisting on strict bilateralism in its dealings with Pakistan has been diluted considerably. On Pakistan’s part, former President Pervez Musharraf abandoned his country’s traditional position of insisting on implementing the UN resolutions on Kashmir. The new government in Pakistan has declared that it wishes to take the peace process forward. Indeed, Asif Zardari, cochairman of the Pakistan People’s Party, even suggested freezing the Kashmir issue, although he later had to backtrack on that proposal. This transformation in India-Pakistan relations can be traced back to Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee’s statement in the symbolically significant venue of Srinagar— the summer capital of J&K—on April 18, 2003, extending a “hand of friendship” to Pakistan. 1 A cease-fire along the LOC was suggested by Pakistan’s prime minister, Zafarullah Khan Jamali, in November 2003. India accepted his offer and suggested its extension to Siachen, an undemarcated region north of but adjacent to the LOC. On November 26, the cease-fire went into effect, greatly improving the safety of people living along the border. The resulting peace process, though slow, has made steady progress, with significant improvements occurring in cross-border communications and the movement of people and goods. 

Mutual assured destruction checks escalation 

Chari 03– P.R. Chari is a Research Professor. "IPCS Nuclear Crisis, Escalation Control, and Deterrence in South Asia” P.R. Chari Working Paper Version 1.0 August 2003 http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/escalation_chari_1.pdf

The belief however that low-yield tactical nuclear weapons could be used in the battlefield during an Indo-Pak nuclear crisis, 28 or to launch counterforce attacks on military and economic targets, while expecting that the conflict will not escalate to general war, is feckless. There are several reasons for this assertion. Firstly, the “firebreak” distinguishing nuclear and conventional conflict must be maintained since the entry of nuclear weapons into the battlefield introduces an entirely new, qualitative dimension. Undoubtedly, some conventional weapons can resemble “mininukes” in their destructive capabilities, but the latter are unique in that they can cause instant annihilation and long-term radiation effects on present and even unborn generations. Above all, the use of any kind of nuclear weapons presages escalation leading on to the use of more powerful weapons that could annihilate cities and major economic targets. Secondly, there is no guarantee that the adversary will not escalate nuclear conflict straightaway by launching massive counterattacks on population centers. As graphically argued in a Pugwash Symposium some twenty-five years ago, “I do not believe that any scenario exists which suggests that nuclear weapons could be used in field warfare between two nuclear states without escalation resulting… [T]here is no Marquess of Queensberry who would be holding the ring in a nuclear conflict… [N]o one has yet suggested a mutually agreed mechanism for controlling escalation on a battlefield. Until we are assured that there could be one, we have to see any degree of nuclear destruction as part of a continuous spectrum of devastation.” 29 The problem that rules cannot govern the fighting of a war, anticipated by Clausewitz two centuries ago, remains unresolved. Moreover, for a nuclear conflict to proceed under established rules assumes that an understanding on its contours exists between the adversaries. Should this exist, the natural question would arise: why should they enter a conflict at all?  Thirdly, it has been further urged that, “A war of attrition, even if it were technically feasible, cannot be in the interest of the weaker side.  Against a numerically superior opponent, the sensible strategy would be attacking cities, perhaps ‘controlling’ the response by destroying some smaller towns first…whatever the significance of the notion of superiority in a war confined to military targets, there can be little doubt that a saturation point is soon reached when civilian populations become the objective.” 30  Mutual assured destruction ultimately upholds the edifice of nuclear deterrence; warfighting scenarios configuring nuclear weapons lack credibility in the real world 
Asymmetric nuclear threats prevent war – empirics are on our side

Narang 10 – Vipin Narang Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard University and a research fellow at Harvard's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. “Posturing for Peace? Pakistan’s Nuclear Postures and South Asian Stability” Winter 2010, Vol. 34, No. 3, Pages 38-78 Posted Online January 7, 2010. 

Pakistan’s asymmetric escalation nuclear posture has had a distinct deterrent effect on Indian leaders. Unlike the catalytic posture, it directly deterred large scale Indian military action against Pakistan in the 1999 Kargil War, the 2001– 02 Operation Parakram crisis, and the 2008 Mumbai attacks. Although the United States was still involved in defusing crises, evidence suggests that Pakistan’s threat of early nuclear weapons use on Indian forces has had a significant inhibitory effect on India’s political leadership, across both BJP and Congress governments. Indeed, given the more aggressive proclivities of the BJP toward Pakistan, 79 the fact that it was twice deterred from authorizing major conventional retaliation following Pakistani attacks suggests the powerful deterrent effect of the asymmetric escalation posture.

Asymmetric nuclear threats prevent war – generals admit, small risk of nuclear war deters  

Narang 10 – Vipin Narang Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard University and a research fellow at Harvard's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. “Posturing for Peace? Pakistan’s Nuclear Postures and South Asian Stability” Winter 2010, Vol. 34, No. 3, Pages 38-78 Posted Online January 7, 2010. 

Although several factors may have stopped Delhi from executing Parakram, 92 Pakistan’s asymmetric escalation posture directly and powerfully shaped Indian decisions in one indisputable way: a large-scale assault along lines of the planned June offensives, the so-called Sundarji doctrine, 93 nontrivially risked triggering nuclear use and was thus no longer possible. Limited war operations before Pakistan countermobilized conventional and nuclear assets were contemplated, but General Padmanabhan argued that such strikes would be “totally futile” in achieving any reasonable objectives, and the only effective response was to “smash [Pakistan].” 94 But as Lt. Gen. Sood (ret.) concedes, if India had executed the June offensives and “sever[ed] Punjab and Sindh with its conventional forces . . . Pakistan would use nuclear weapons in that scenario.” 95 Hence, once the window for limited retaliatory options passed, senior Indian officials said that “Vajpayee feared that a fullscale military response . . . could precipitate a wider conflagration. Although Vajpayee believed that the risk of nuclear war was small, he nonetheless saw no advantage in precipitating a crisis of which it might be an outcome.” 96 Ganguly and Hagerty conclude that “the fear of Pakistan’s resort to a possible nuclear threat was paramount in the minds of Indian decision-makers, thereby inhibiting a resort to all-out war.” 97 Pakistan’s asymmetric escalation posture thus paralyzed India’s leaders: the only available retaliatory option capable of achieving any practical military objectives risked provoking nuclear escalation and was therefore off the table. 

Threats of nukes deter conventional war from India

Alagappa 09 Muthiah Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center. PhD, International Affairs, Nuclear Weapons Reinforce Security and Stability in 21st Century Asia   http://globalasia.org/articles/issue9/iss9_17.html)
Although they do not affect the regional distribution of power, nuclear weapons strengthen weaker powers by canceling or mitigating the effects of imbalance in conventional and nuclear weapon capability and thereby reducing their strategic vulnerability. By threatening nuclear retaliation and catastrophic damage in the event of large-scale conventional or nuclear attack, and exploiting the risk of escalation to nuclear war, weaker powers with nuclear weapons constrain the military options of a stronger adversary. This is most evident in the cases of Pakistan, North Korea, and Israel. Pakistan is much weaker than India in several dimensions of national power. It suffered defeats in two of the three conventional wars it fought with India in the prenuclear era, with the 1971 war resulting in humiliating defeat and dismemberment. In the nuclear era, which dates from the late 1980s, Islamabad has been able to deter India from crossing into Pakistan proper and Pakistan-controlled Kashmir even in the context of Pakistani military infiltration into Indian-controlled Kashmir in 1999. India did not follow through with the limited-war option in 2001–02 because of the grave risk it entailed. India was also forced in part by the risk of nuclear war to engage in a comprehensive dialogue to explore settlement of disputes between the two countries, including the Kashmir conflict. Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal has blunted the potency of India’s large conventional military force. Although it has not canceled out all the consequences of the large power differential between the two countries, it has had significant constraining impact on India’s military options and assuaged Pakistan’s concern about the Indian threat. 
No war – too worried about the economy 

Malik 10 Ashok Malik, Senior editor, 20 years in journalism, Times of India Interviewed by Charles Davis, a professor at the Missouri School of Journalism, GLOBAL JOURNALIST: Coverage of Pakistan floods lacks urgency Saturday, August 21, 2010 | 2:16 p.m. CDT BY CHARLES DAVIS 

Malik: People do realize that this well could have been a battle scene. But there are continuing questions about the capacity of Pakistanis to address internal challenges. India and Pakistan have had a rough relationship, but things are much better today than had been historically. For one, there is no real prospect of a war. Pakistan has numerous challenges far beyond India, and it is not interested in a war, which would mean its economic ruin. This is quite an achievement for two countries that saw a war a few years ago. 
There will be diplomatic solutions – talks between prime ministers prove

Zee News 6/20/11 – award winning Indian news station. War is not the solution to disputes: Gilani Monday, June 20, 2011 http://zeenews.india.com/news/south-asia/war-is-not-the-solution-to-disputes-gilani_713956.html

Pakistan Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani has said that war is not a solution to disputes, and all issues can be only resolved through dialogue. Addressing a public meeting at Shakargarh in Punjab province, he said Pakistan wants to have good relations with its neighbours.  He said he has met Indian Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh many times and convinced him that all bilateral issues, including Kashmir, could be resolved through dialogue and not through war. "Pakistan wants a permanent and lasting solution to the Kashmir issue through dialogue and negotiations,” the News quoted Gilani, as saying. He said Pakistan would convince the international community that the Kashmir issue should be resolved according to aspirations of Kashmiris. Gilani expressed the hope that the world would help the Kashmiris get their rights. 
North Korea

North Korea won’t attack- even if they did it wouldn’t escalate
Swami 10- Diplomatic editor of telegraph.co.uk

(Praveen, “Why North Korean strike will not trigger world war three,”11/23/10, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/northkorea/8154274/Why-North-Korean-strike-will-not-trigger-world-war-three.html, CJC)

South Korea is one of the engines of Asian prosperity, on which the world's hopes of an early economic recovery rest on peace in the region. By attacking Yeonpyeong island, a target of no strategic value, North Korea's dysfunctional regime is telling the world how much pain it could inflict if it isn't bribed to behave itself. It hopes that its sabre-rattling will force talks where the West will agree to a substantial aid package in return for a guarantee that Pyonyang will not produce further nuclear weapons. Both sides want wealth, not world war three.  Like other weak but nuclear-armed states, North Korea believes it can use limited conventional-weapons aggression to secure its objectives, since its weapons guarantee it protection from large-scale retaliation that could threaten its existence. The first sign of North Korea's post-nuclear strategy emerged when it sank the South Korean naval corvette Cheonan in March.  Nuclear deterrence guru Glenn Snyder described the phenomenon, of which there are several examples, as the "stability-instability paradox". Beijing military hawks fought Russia over the Zhebao island on the Ussuri river in 1969 to strengthen their political position without actually risking a large-scale war that would have destroyed them. Pakistan fought a limited war with India over Kashmir in 1999, a year after both countries tested their nuclear weapons.
No war- and resource shortages mean war wouldn’t escalate
Edwards 10 ​– International development specialist and policy analyst

(Michael, “Full-scale war on Korean peninsula ‘unlikely’,” 11/25/10, http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/11/24/3075727.htm, CJC)

"I actually think that they can absorb a lot of provocation because the risk of war," he said. "Given that Seoul, which represents roughly 80 per cent of their economy, is within striking distance of artillery and rockets from North Korea means that we would have to see a lot more violence at this point before the South will be willing to actually conduct military operations against the North." Professor Hayes does expect North Korea's main ally China to intervene. "I think what is much more likely at this point is that we will see the great powers lean very heavily on each other and particularly on China, which is the main backer at this point both politically and economically of North Korea," he said. "It will send a message to Pyongyang and this will probably be a military to military message between the Chinese PLA and the North Korean People's Army, that they simply can't go about business this way. "That they will pull the plug and by pulling the plug I mean turn off the oil, which goes from a pipeline from China to North Korea. Without oil, the North Korean military actually can't run for much more than a month before they actually run out of fuel." 
China won’t escalate war- we would end them

Foulkes 10-reporter at Terre Haute Tribune-Star – citing multiple experts

(Arthur, “U.S.- China war for Korea ‘unlikely,’ says ISU professor,” 12/1/10, http://tribstar.com/news/x1894461173/U-S-China-war-for-Korea-unlikely-says-ISU-professor, CJC)

War between the United States and China over North and South Korea is “unlikely,” said an Asian Pacific expert at Indiana State University. Last week, North Korea, China’s ally, shelled an island off the west coast of the Korean peninsula killing four South Koreans. The incident took place just ahead of joint South Korean/U.S. naval exercises in the area. “Neither the U.S. nor China would want [war],” said Mike Chambers, chairman of the political science department at ISU and an expert on Chinese foreign relations. Both sides “would work very hard to try and prevent it.” The United States has about 28,000 troops in South Korea. If North Korea launches an all-out attack on the South, there would be American casualties, Chambers said. American forces would “go in,” he said, adding it would likely be the end of the North Korean regime. 
War won’t happen or escalate- China would pull out and destroy North Korea’s economy

Foulkes 10-reporter at Terre Haute Tribune-Star – citing multiple experts

(Arthur, “U.S.- China war for Korea ‘unlikely,’ says ISU professor,” 12/1/10, http://tribstar.com/news/x1894461173/U-S-China-war-for-Korea-unlikely-says-ISU-professor, CJC)
China sees North Korea as a buffer between its northeastern border and U.S. forces in South Korea, said Chambers, who is co-editor of the scholarly journal Asian Security. For that and other reasons, China, while viewing North Korea as an “unruly friend,” does not want to see the North Korean state disappear, he said. Diplomatic cables leaked earlier this week by the website WikiLeaks indicate the Chinese leadership has become frustrated with North Korea and would not intervene if the country’s government collapses, according to news reports. China has in the past pressured North Korea, especially regarding the hermit-kingdom’s nuclear ambitions, Chambers noted. This pressure has sometimes included sanctions, “just not always as much as we have wanted.” North Korea’s economy is heavily dependent on China for food and energy, Chambers said. If North Korea enters a genuine crisis of survival, Beijing worries that North Korean refugees will pour over the border, destabilizing the Chinese economy in the area, he said. By shelling South Korean positions last week and making announcements regarding its nuclear capabilities, North Korea may be trying to force the west to resume nuclear talks, Chambers said. The North Korean moves may also be related to the expected transition of power from the “Dear Leader,” Kim Jong Il, to his son, Kim Jong Un, he said. 
No war- too high a cost
Hughes 10​- Defense correspondent for the Daily Mirror UK
(Chris, “Stakes too high for war between North Korea and South Korea,” 11/24/10, http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/top-stories/2010/11/24/stakes-too-high-for-war-between-north-korea-and-south-korea-115875-22735947/, CJC)

All-out war is unlikely as there is nothing to gain for either side. The likely outcome of war is the reason why it is unlikely either side will allow it to happen. Thirty miles from North Korea, the South Korean capital of Seoul is vulnerable to attack. A North Korean strike could kill a million. Then the South would retaliate with air and artillery strikes, obliterating the North's millionstrong people's army. The toll on human life would be truly horrific. 
No war- neither country willing to risk annihilation
Rhee 10- Correspondent for CSM and Peter Ford staff writer
(Nissa, “North Korea refrains from retaliation after South Korean artillery drill,” 12/20/10, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/1220/North-Korea-refrains-from-retaliation-after-South-Korea-artillery-drill, CJC)

North Korean leader Kim Jong-il is also loath to risk any chance of a full-scale war that the North would undoubtedly lose, destroying his country and his son’s prospects of taking power there, argues David Kang, head of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California. “We are in a new cold war on the Korean peninsula,” Professor Kang says. “There will be name calling, threats, and posturing” on both sides, “and even some shooting,” he predicts. “But I would be surprised to see a major military mobilization or the start of a second Korean War.” North Korea does not recognize its maritime border with the South, which was drawn by the United Nations at the conclusion of the Korean War, which ended with an armistice, not a formal peace treaty. The North claims both the island of Yeonpyeong and the waters where the shells landed during Seoul's exercises. There have been several naval skirmishes near the boundary, known as the Northern Limit Line, in recent years. “They have been shooting at each other for 60 years,” Kang points out, “but that has never led to major mobilization. Both sides know that if that happened, they would be rolling the dice with their own existence. So they are very careful not to challenge the fundamental balance of power on the peninsula.” 
Terrorism
The chance of a successful terrorist attack are 1 in 3 billion – too many obstacles

Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Calming Our Nuclear Jitters”,  Issues in Science and Technology, Winter, Volume 26, Issue 2; pg. 58, proquest, AL]
 The most plausible route for terrorists, according to most experts, would be to manufacture an atomic device themselves from purloined fissile material (plutonium or, more likely, highly enriched uranium). This task, however, remains a daunting one, requiring that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered and in sequence. Outright armed theft of fissile material is exceedingly unlikely not only because of the resistance of guards, but because chase would be immediate. A more promising approach would be to corrupt insiders to smuggle out the required substances. However, this requires the terrorists to pay off a host of greedy confederates, including brokers and money- transmitters, any one of whom could turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless. Insiders might also consider the possibility that once the heist was accomplished, the terrorists would, as analyst Brian Jenkins none too delicately puts it, "have every incentive to cover their trail, beginning with eliminating their confederates." If terrorists were somehow successful at obtaining a sufficient mass of relevant material, they would then probably have to transport it a long distance over unfamiliar terrain and probably while being pursued by security forces. Crossing international borders would be facilitated by following established smuggling routes, but these are not as chaotic as they appear and are often under the watch of suspicious and careful criminal regulators. If border personnel became suspicious of the commodity being smuggled, some of them might find it in their interest to disrupt passage, perhaps to collect the bounteous reward money that would probably be offered by alarmed governments once the uranium theft had been discovered. Once outside the country with their precious booty, terrorists would need to set up a large and well-equipped machine shop to manufacture a bomb and then to populate it with a very select team of highly skilled scientists, technicians, machinists, and administrators. The group would have to be assembled and retained for the monumental task while no consequential suspicions were generated among friends, family, and police about their curious and sudden absence from normal pursuits back home. Members of the bomb-building team would also have to be utterly devoted to the cause, of course, and they would have to be willing to put their lives and certainly their careers at high risk, because after their bomb was discovered or exploded they would probably become the targets of an intense worldwide dragnet operation. Some observers have insisted that it would be easy for terrorists to assemble a crude bomb if they could get enough fissile material. But Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger, two senior physicists in charge of nuclear issues at Switzerland's Spiez Laboratory, bluntly conclude that the task "could hardly be accomplished by a subnational group." They point out that precise blueprints are required, not just sketches and general ideas, and that even with a good blueprint the terrorist group would most certainly be forced to redesign. They also stress that the work is difficult, dangerous, and extremely exacting, and that the technical requirements in several fields verge on the unfeasible. Stephen Younger, former director of nuclear weapons research at Los Alamos Laboratories, has made a similar argument, pointing out that uranium is "exceptionally difficult to machine" whereas "plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed." Stressing the "daunting problems associated with material purity, machining, and a host of other issues," Younger concludes, "to think that a terrorist group, working in isolation with an unreliable supply of electricity and little access to tools and supplies" could fabricate a bomb "is farfetched at best." Under the best circumstances, the process of making a bomb could take months or even a year or more, which would, of course, have to be carried out in utter secrecy. In addition, people in the area, including criminals, may observe with increasing curiosity and puzzlement the constant coming and going of technicians unlikely to be locals. If the effort to build a bomb was successful, the finished product, weighing a ton or more, would then have to be transported to and smuggled into the relevant target country where it would have to be received by collaborators who are at once totally dedicated and technically proficient at handling, maintaining, detonating, and perhaps assembling the weapon after it arrives. The financial costs of this extensive and extended operation could easily become monumental. There would be expensive equipment to buy, smuggle, and set up and people to pay or pay off. Some operatives might work for free out of utter dedication to the cause, but the vast conspiracy also requires the subversion of a considerable array of criminals and opportunists, each of whom has every incentive to push the price for cooperation as high as possible. Any criminals competent and capable enough to be effective allies are also likely to be both smart enough to see boundless opportunities for extortion and psychologically equipped by their profession to be willing to exploit them. Those who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb contend that a terrorist group could, if with great difficulty, overcome each obstacle and that doing so in each case is "not impossible." But although it may not be impossible to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them quickly becomes vanishingly small. Table 1 attempts to catalogue the barriers that must be overcome under the scenario considered most likely to be successful. In contemplating the task before them, would-be atomic terrorists would effectively be required to go though an exercise that looks much like this. If and when they do, they will undoubtedly conclude that their prospects are daunting and accordingly uninspiring or even terminally dispiriting. It is possible to calculate the chances for success. Adopting probability estimates that purposely and heavily bias the case in the terrorists' favor- for example, assuming the terrorists have a 50% chance of overcoming each of the 20 obstacles- the chances that a concerted effort would be successful comes out to be less than one in a million. If one assumes, somewhat more realistically, that their chances at each barrier are one in three, the cumulative odds that they will be able to pull off the deed drop to one in well over three billion. 

High-risk/low-probability calculus specifically in the context of terrorism leads to policy paralysis and is a poor way to assess outcomes

Mueller and Stewart, 3/20 – *Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University **Professor of Civil Engineering Director, Centre for Infrastructure Performance and Reliability at The University of Newcastle [*John Mueller, **Mark Stewart, “Terror, Security, and Money: Balancing the Risks, Benefits, and Costs of Homeland Security”, http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/MID11TSM.PDF, AL]
Playing to this demand, government officials are inclined to focus on worst case scenarios, presumably in the knowledge, following Sunstein’s insight, that this can emotionally justify just about any expenditure no matter how unlikely the prospect the dire event will actually take place. Accordingly, there is a preoccupation with “low probability/high consequence” events such as the detonation of a sizeable nuclear device in midtown Manhattan even though the vast bulk of homeland security expenditures is focused on comparatively low consequence events like explosions set off by individual amateur jihadists. It is sometimes argued that conventional risk analysis breaks down under extreme conditions because the risk is now a very large number (losses) multiplied by a very small number (attack probability). However, it is not the risk analysis methodology that is at fault here, but our ability to use the information obtained from the analysis for decision-making. Analyst Bruce Schneier has written penetratingly of worst case thinking. He points out that it involves imagining the worst possible outcome and then acting as if it were a certainty. It substitutes imagination for thinking, speculation for risk analysis, and fear for reason. It fosters powerlessness and vulnerability and magnifies social paralysis. And it makes us more vulnerable to the effects of terrorism. It leads to bad decision making because it's only half of the cost-benefit equation. Every decision has costs and benefits, risks and rewards. By speculating about what can possibly go wrong, and then acting as if that is likely to happen, worst-case thinking focuses only on the extreme but improbable risks and does a poor job at assessing outcomes. It also assumes “that a proponent of an action must prove that the nightmare scenario is impossible,” and it “can be used to support any position or its opposite. If we build a nuclear power plant, it could melt down. If we don't build it, we will run short of power and society will collapse into anarchy.” And worst, it “validates ignorance” because, “instead of focusing on what we know, it focuses on what we don't know—and what we can imagine.” In the process “risk assessment is devalued” and “probabilistic thinking is repudiated in favor of "possibilistic thinking."17 

Won’t cause governmental or economic collapse

Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Nuclear Weapons”, Foreign Policy, Jan/Feb, Issue 177, p.38, proquest, AL]
Only if Americans let it. Although former CIA chief George Tenet insists in his memoirs that one "mushroom cloud" would "destroy our economy," he never bothers to explain how the instant and tragic destruction of three square miles somewhere in the United States would lead inexorably to national economic annihilation. A nuclear explosion in, say, New York City - as Obama so darkly invoked - would obviously be a tremendous calamity that would roil markets and cause great economic hardship, but would it extinguish the rest of the country? Would farmers cease plowing? Would manufacturers close their assembly lines? Would all businesses, governmental structures, and community groups evaporate? Americans are highly unlikely to react to an atomic explosion, however disastrous, by immolating themselves and their economy. In 1945, Japan weathered not only two nuclear attacks but intense nationwide conventional bombing; the horrific experience did not destroy Japan as a society or even as an economy. Nor has persistent, albeit nonnuclear, terrorism in Israel caused that state to disappear - or to abandon democracy. Even the notion that an act of nuclear terrorism would cause the American people to lose confidence in the government is belied by the traumatic experience of Sept. 1 1, 2001, when expressed confidence in America's leaders paradoxically soared. And it contradicts decades of disaster research that documents how socially responsible behavior increases under such conditions - seen yet again in the response of those evacuating the World Trade Center on 9/11. 

No Al-Qaeda nukes – multiple warrants

-research spending low

-afghanistan disrupted efforts

-no motivation

Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Nuclear Weapons”, Foreign Policy, Jan/Feb, Issue 177, p.38, proquest, AL]
"Al Qaeda Is Searching for a Nuclear Capability." Prove it. Al Qaeda may have had some interest in atomic weapons and other weapons of mass destruction (WMD) before the 9/11 attacks. For instance, a man who defected from al Qaeda after he was caught stealing $110,000 from the organization- "a lovable rogue," "fixated on money," who "likes to please," as one FBI debriefer described Jamal al-Fadl - has testified that members tried to purchase uranium in the mid-1990s, though they were scammed and purchased bogus material. There are also reports that bin Laden had "academic" discussions about WMD in 2001 with Pakistani nuclear scientists who did not actually know how to build a bomb. But the Afghanistan invasion seems to have cut off any schemes. As analyst Anne Stenersen notes, evidence from an al Qaeda computer left behind in Afghanistan when the group beat a hasty retreat indicates that only some $2,000 to $4,000 was earmarked for WMD research, and that was mainly for very crude work on chemical weapons. For comparison, she points out that the Japanese millennia) terrorist group, Aum Shinrikyo, appears to have invested $30 million in its sarin gas manufacturing program. Milton Leitenberg of the Center for International and Security Studies at the University of Maryland-College Park quotes Ayman al-Zawahiri as saying that the project was "wasted time and effort." Even former International Atomic Energy Agency inspector David Albright, who is more impressed with the evidence found in Afghanistan, concludes that any al Qaeda atomic efforts were "seriously disrupted"- indeed, "nipped in the bud"- by the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan and that after the invasion the "chance of al Qaeda detonating a nuclear explosive appears on reflection to be low." 

It’s incredibly hard to make the bomb in the first place – Libya proves

Mueller, 10 – Professor and Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and Department of Political Science at Ohio State University [John, “Nuclear Weapons”, Foreign Policy, Jan/Feb, Issue 177, p.38, proquest, AL]

"Fabricating a Bomb Is 'Child's Play." Hardly. An editorialist in Nature, the esteemed scientific journal, did apply that characterization to the manufacture of uranium bombs, as opposed to plutonium bombs, last January, but even that seems an absurd exaggeration. Younger, the former Los Alamos research director, has expressed his amazement at how "self-declared 'nuclear weapons experts,' many of whom have never seen a real nuclear weapon," continue to "hold forth on how easy it is to make a functioning nuclear explosive." Uranium is "exceptionally difficult to machine," he points out, and "plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed." Special technology is required, and even the simplest weapons require precise tolerances. Information on the general idea for building a bomb is available online, but none of it, Younger says, is detailed enough to "enable the confident assembly of a real nuclear explosive." A failure to appreciate the costs and difficulties of a nuclear program has led to massive overestimations of the ability to fabricate nuclear weapons. As the 2005 Silberman-Robb commission, set up to investigate the intelligence failures that led to the Iraq war, pointed out, it is "a fundamental analytical error" to equate "procurement activity with weapons system capability." That is, "simply because a state can buy the parts does not mean it can put them together and make them work." For example, after three decades of labor and well over $100 million in expenditures, Libya was unable to make any progress toward an atomic bomb. Indeed, much of the country's nuclear material, surrendered after it abandoned its program, was still in the original boxes. 

Don’t believe the hype – recent attacks prove that terrorist power is declining and the terrorist threat is fading

International Herald Tribune, 10 – respected newspaper [1/14, Scott Shane, “U.S. clamor over Qaeda may overstate its capability; Exaggerated coverage aids jihadists by creating an atmosphere of fear”, Gale Infotrac, AL]
As terrorist plots against the United States have piled up in recent months, politicians and the news media have sounded the alarm with a riveting message for Americans: Be afraid. Al Qaeda is on the march again, targeting the country from within and without, and your hapless government cannot protect you. But the politically charged clamor has lumped together disparate cases and obscured the fact that the jihadist enemies on American soil in 2009, rather than a single powerful and sophisticated juggernaut, were a scattered, uncoordinated group of amateurs who displayed more fervor than skill. Their weapons were old-fashioned guns and explosives - in several cases, duds supplied by FBI informants - with no trace of the biological or radiological poisons, let alone the nuclear bombs, that have long been the ultimate fear. And though 2009 brought more domestic plots, and more serious plots, than any recent year, their lethality was relatively modest. Exactly 14 of the about 14,000 murders in the United States last year resulted from allegedly jihadist attacks: 13 people shot at Fort Hood in Texas in November and one at a military recruiting station in Little Rock, Arkansas, in June. Such statistics would be no comfort, of course, if an attack with mass casualties were to succeed some day. Nor do they excuse the acknowledged missteps at the bulked-up American security agencies that permitted a Nigerian student to carry a makeshift bomb onto a Detroit-bound airliner on Christmas Day - the attempted attack that set off the flood of news coverage. But even that near miss, said Mark M. Lowenthal, assistant director of the Central Intelligence Agency for analysis from 2002 to 2005, may offer indirect evidence of the enemy's diminished strength, compared with the coordinated attacks of Sept. 11, 2001. "Sending one guy on one plane is a huge step down," Mr. Lowenthal said. "They're less capable, even if they're still lethal. They're not able to carry out the intense planning they once did." 

Nuclear plants are safe and alarmism about them is dumb

Kidd, 10 – Director of Strategy & Research at the World Nuclear Association [June, “Nuclear proliferation risk – is it vastly overrated?”, Nuclear Engineering International, p.10, gale infotrac, AL]
First, security considerations have been addressed by deploying additional armed personnel at facilities and by other measures to prevent incursions, while new nuclear plants are designed with the possibility of an aircraft impact much in mind. Although such events are clearly not impossible, the entire 50-year history of civil nuclear power contains nothing to suggest that the risks are other than very remote. Little can be done other than what has been accomplished already and the risks should certainly not be allowed to dominate the assessment of potential future actions. Indeed, critics of nuclear power are very bad at keeping things in perspective and fail to apply similar degrees of scrutiny to other plans. For example, should football stadiums not be licensed for 80,000 fans, simply because a direct aircraft strike during a game could conceivably kill many thousands? Should the walls of the stadium have to be several metres thick? 

     Cyber-Terror

Al-Qaeda won’t pull off a cyber-terror attack – laundry list

Knake, 10 – fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations [2/16, Robert, “Cyberterrorism Hype v. Fact”, http://www.cfr.org/terrorism-and-technology/cyberterrorism-hype-v-fact/p21434, AL]
Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair caught the media's attention recently with two major headlines when he presented this year's Annual Threat Assessment (PDF) of the U.S. Intelligence Community. The first was his statement that the United States is "severely threatened" by cyberattacks of "extraordinary sophistication." The second was that al-Qaeda is intent on striking within the United States in the next six months. Both sections of the assessment are chilling, but they are unrelated. Blair said that the United States faces challenges in cyberspace from nation states, terrorist networks, organized criminal groups, individuals, and other cyberactors. He went on to say, "Terrorist groups and their sympathizers have expressed interest in using cybermeans to target the United States and its citizens." Fortunately, interest does not equal capability. After raising the specter of cyberterrorism, Blair never mentioned the cyberthreat from al-Qaeda anywhere in the five pages he devoted to their plans to strike the United States. Here's why. While the United States' critical infrastructure, from the electric grid to the financial sector, is vulnerable to attack through cyberspace, al-Qaeda lacks the capability and motivation to exploit these vulnerabilities. To penetrate, map, and damage the networks that control the industrial base requires a large team of experienced hackers, a lot of time, and advanced infrastructure. Only a handful of groups, mostly nation state actors, possess this level of capability, and al-Qaeda is not one of them. In the last ten years, according to the National Counterterrorism Center's Worldwide Incidents Tracking Database, there have been 63,192 incidents of terrorism. Not one was an incident of cyberterrorism. As Irving Lachow at NDU has pointed out, the jihadist community heavily relied on one London-based hacker known by the moniker Irhabi 007, who at best had moderate ability. Since his arrest in 2005, indications are that al-Qaeda's cybercapabilities have only eroded. While continuing to rely on petty crime to fund many plots, al-Qaeda has been unable to capitalize on the explosion of cybercrime, lacking the technical capability to do so. For al-Qaeda to do any real damage with cyberattacks, it would need to make a multi-year investment in developing offensive cybercapabilities and would need a secure facility and advance test bed from which to do it. Understanding the control software for an electric grid is not a widely available skill. It is one thing to find a way to hack into a network and quite another to know what to do once you're inside. Beyond the technical hurdles, al-Qaeda's primary goal has always been to generate large numbers of casualties in addition to inflicting economic damage. But cyberattacks are largely weapons of mass disruption, not destruction. Causing a blackout or destroying airline reservations systems won't kill many people, if any at all. The worst-case scenario is that a cyberattack could override controls at a chemical or nuclear plant and cause a chemical release or nuclear meltdown. Such an incident could kill thousands if not millions. Thankfully, the control systems for plants that could cause that kind of harm are still "air gapped," disconnected from networks that connect to the Internet. In attempting to attack the homeland, the organization has relied on decidedly low-tech means. Of the twenty-two plots disrupted since 9/11, all involved the use of improvised explosives or small arms, and all were aimed at killing large numbers of people. In its twenty-year existence, al-Qaeda has never carried out a plot intended to do economic harm without also causing large numbers of casualties. Concerns about cyberterrorism arise from the fact that al-Qaeda has expressed interest in devastating the U.S. economy and that Bin Laden has spoken of "bleeding America to the point of bankruptcy." But the context for these quotes is important, and has nothing to do with cyberterror aspirations. Bin Laden has articulated a goal of forcing the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Muslim world by raising the costs of these deployments both politically and economically to the point that they are no longer sustainable. To do this, Bin Laden is borrowing a play from the mujahedeen, who pinned down the Soviets in Afghanistan for over a decade before forcing their withdrawal and, ultimately, the collapse of the Soviet Union. For less than $500,000 and using box cutters as the primary weapon, al-Qaeda was able to create a military response that to date has cost between $1 trillion to $2.5 trillion. What kind of results could al-Qaeda get from hacking? If al-Qaeda were able to cause a power blackout by hacking SCADA systems, they couldn't do much better than the tree limbs that caused the 2003 Northeast Blackout. That event put 50 million people in the United States and Canada in the dark for up to four days. Economists place the cost of that event between $4.5 and $10 billion, a blip in the $14.2 trillion economy. One thing the United States has learned about the cost of disruption to the economy is that disruption causes pain that is short lived and minimal. A two-day snow storm doesn't eliminate two days of economic activity, it only delays it. The same holds true for port closures and other disruptive activities. For now, the United States has little to fear from al-Qaeda on the cyberfront. Only a handful of sophisticated nation states currently have the ability to carry out a devastating cyberstrike. In his assessment of the People's Liberation Army Modernization program, Blair briefly noted that "China's aggressive cyberactivities" pose challenges, and it's true that China, Russia, and other countries' capabilities do pose a real threat. Luckily, these countries also have vulnerable systems, as well as a lot to lose, in any conflict, cyber or otherwise. The United States' reliance on the Internet and dependence on automated systems connected to it represent a massive vulnerability to the United States, but it is not one that terrorist organizations are likely to be able to exploit anytime soon. As with any developing technology, the cost and other barriers to developing an advanced cyberoffensive are declining each year. 

No IT knowledge – less than 2% of violent Jihadis can pull it off

Conway, 11 – Lecturer in International Security in the School of Law and Government at Dublin City University [February, Maura, “Against Cyberterrorism: Why cyber-based terrorist attacks are unlikely to occur”, Communications of the ACM, Volume 54, Number 2, p. 26-28, AL]
Violent jihadis’ IT knowledge is not superior. For example, in research carried out in 2007, it was found that of a random sampling of 404 members of violent Islamist groups, 196 (48.5%) had a higher education, with information about subject areas available for 178 individuals. Of these 178, some 8 (4.5%) had trained in computing, which means that out of the entire sample, less than 2% of the jihadis came from a computing background.(3) And not even these few could be assumed to have mastery of the complex systems necessary to carry out a successful cyberterrorist attack. Real-world attacks are difficult enough. What are often viewed as relatively unsophisticated real-world attacks undertaken by highly educated individuals are routinely unsuccessful. One only has to consider the failed car bomb attacks planned and carried out by medical doctors in central London and at Glasgow airport in June 2007. 
They wouldn’t hire hackers either

Conway, 11 – Lecturer in International Security in the School of Law and Government at Dublin City University [February, Maura, “Against Cyberterrorism: Why cyber-based terrorist attacks are unlikely to occur”, Communications of the ACM, Volume 54, Number 2, p. 26-28, AL]
Hiring hackers would compromise operational security. The only remaining option is to retain “outsiders” to undertake such an attack. This is very operationally risky. It would force the terrorists to operate outside their own circles and thus leave them ripe for infiltration. Even if they successfully got in contact with “real” hackers, they would be in no position to gauge their competency accurately; they would simply have to trust in same. This would be very risky. 
Attacks aren’t perceived – means no terrorist motive

Conway, 11 – Lecturer in International Security in the School of Law and Government at Dublin City University [February, Maura, “Against Cyberterrorism: Why cyber-based terrorist attacks are unlikely to occur”, Communications of the ACM, Volume 54, Number 2, p. 26-28, AL]
In 2004, Howard Schmidt, former White House Cybersecurity Coordinator, remarked to the U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary regarding Nimda and Code Red that “we to this day don’t know the source of that. It could have very easily been a terrorist.”(4) This observation betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature and purposes of terrorism, particularly its attention-getting and communicative functions. A terrorist attack with the potential to be hidden, portrayed as an accident, or otherwise remain unknown is unlikely to be viewed positively by any terrorist group. In fact, one of the most important aspects of the 9/11 attacks in New York from the perpetrators viewpoint was surely the fact that while the first plane to crash into the World Trade Center could have been accidental, the appearance of the second plane confirmed the incident as a terrorist attack in real time. Moreover, the crash of the first plane ensured a large audience for the second plane as it hit the second tower.

It’s media hype

Conway, 11 – Lecturer in International Security in the School of Law and Government at Dublin City University [February, Maura, “Against Cyberterrorism: Why cyber-based terrorist attacks are unlikely to occur”, Communications of the ACM, Volume 54, Number 2, p. 26-28, AL]

Given the high cost—not just in terms of money, but also time, commitment, and effort—and the high possibility of failure on the basis of manpower issues, timing, and complexity of a potential cyberterrorist attack, the costs appear to me to still very largely outweigh the potential publicity benefits. The publicity aspect is crucial for potential perpetrators of terrorism and so the possibility that an attack may be apprehended or portrayed as an accident, which would be highly likely with regard to cyberterrorism, is detrimental. Add the lack of spectacular moving images and it is my belief that cyberterrorism, regardless of what you may read in newspapers, see on television, or obtain via other media sources, is not in our near future. So why then the persistent treatment of cyberterrorism on the part of journalists? Well, in this instance, science fiction-type fears appear to trump rational calculation almost every time. And I haven’t even begun to discuss how the media discourse has clearly influenced the pronouncements of policymakers.
It’s empirically denied – US infrastructure is subject to constant cyber-attacks

CNN, 10 – respected news source [2/16, “Fact Check: Cyberattack threat”, CNN News, http://articles.cnn.com/2010-02-16/tech/fact.check.cyber.threat_1_cyberattack-infrastructure-threat?_s=PM:TECH, AL]
Fact Check: Is there consensus on the likelihood of a cyberattack against the United States? -- According to the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), "Critical infrastructure owners and operators report that their networks and control systems are under repeated cyberattack, often from high-level adversaries like foreign nation-states." Sixty percent of U.S. Internet technology and infrastructure executives questioned in a recent CSIS survey expect to see a "major cyberincident" (an outage of at least 24 hours, a loss of life or a failure of a company) within two
***Resources***

*Generic
Empirics and studies are conclusive – resource wars don’t happen 

Salehyan 07 – Idean Salehyan Professor of Political Science at the University of North Texas. “The New Myth About Climate Change Corrupt, tyrannical governments—not changes in the Earth’s climate—will be to blame for the coming resource wars.” By Idean Salehyan | August 14, 2007 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2007/08/13/the_new_myth_about_climate_change

First, aside from a few anecdotes, there is little systematic empirical evidence that resource scarcity and changing environmental conditions lead to conflict. In fact, several studies have shown that an abundance of natural resources is more likely to contribute to conflict. Moreover, even as the planet has warmed, the number of civil wars and insurgencies has decreased dramatically. Data collected by researchers at Uppsala University and the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo shows a steep decline in the number of armed conflicts around the world. Between 1989 and 2002, some 100 armed conflicts came to an end, including the wars in Mozambique, Nicaragua, and Cambodia. If global warming causes conflict, we should not be witnessing this downward trend. Furthermore, if famine and drought led to the crisis in Darfur, why have scores of environmental catastrophes failed to set off armed conflict elsewhere? For instance, the U.N. World Food Programme warns that 5 million people in Malawi have been experiencing chronic food shortages for several years. But famine-wracked Malawi has yet to experience a major civil war. Similarly, the Asian tsunami in 2004 killed hundreds of thousands of people, generated millions of environmental refugees, and led to severe shortages of shelter, food, clean water, and electricity. Yet the tsunami, one of the most extreme catastrophes in recent history, did not lead to an outbreak of resource wars. Clearly then, there is much more to armed conflict than resource scarcity and natural disasters. 

Resource wars aren’t real – they are just other underlying political conflicts 

Victor 07 David G. Victor, Ph.D., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1997 (political science) A.B., Harvard University, 1987 (history and science, cum laude) “What Resource Wars?” http://nationalinterest.org/article/what-resource-wars-1851
Most of this is bunk, and nearly all of it has focused on the wrong lessons for policy. Classic resource wars are good material for Hollywood screenwriters. They rarely occur in the real world. To be sure, resource money can magnify and prolong some conflicts, but the root causes of those hostilities usually lie elsewhere. Fixing them requires focusing on the underlying institutions that govern how resources are used and largely determine whether stress explodes into violence. When conflicts do arise, the weak link isn't a dearth in resources but a dearth in governance. 
Trading goods solves

Allouche 10 Jeremy Allouche Research Fellow in water supply and sanitation. Institute of Development Studies, Brighton, U The sustainability and resilience of global water and food systems: Political analysis of the interplay between security, resource scarcity, political systems and global trade. Food Policy (2010), doi:10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.11.013 

Debates on resource scarcity and conﬂict have ignored the role of trade in both causing and addressing local and regional shortages. In the case of food and water, this has led to conclusions that are highly questionable. Indeed, food security has essentially been addressed through national water availability and ignores the spectacularly successful beneﬁts of international trade, in this particular case food imports (Allan, 2001). Water availability is often hidden in international trade. Countries with more water are able to trade water-intensive goods for export. Water embedded in traded crops has been termed ‘virtual water’ and trade in virtual water has been suggested as a way to alleviate water shortages. However, the limit of this logic should be recognized in that global trade is based on broader political and economic factors rather than on water. Through global trade, one can observe an overall increase in terms of food security between 1970 and 1990. The greatest improvements were in North Africa and the Middle East, moderate change in Asia and Oceania and Latin America, and a decline in Sub-Saharan Africa. A number of specialists emphasize the need for free international trade in order to assure global food security, as it enables supply and demand to be balanced across regions (Godfray et al., 2010). Global trade therefore is seen as a solution to the ‘equality’ problem as it enables food security as deﬁned by the FAO (namely when ‘‘all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufﬁcient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life’’ – as deﬁned at the 1996 World Food Summit, FAO, 1996). Although it has been acknowledged that free markets usually penalize the poorest who have the least inﬂuence on how global markets are structured and regulated (see Anderson, 2009 and Aksoy and Beghin, 2005), alternatives have usually been dismissed. 
*Peak Oil
Won’t hit peak oil for 30 years and then we have oil for another 200-300 years. Plus, tech will lead to more time

VOA News 08 Dr. Michael J. Economides Professor of Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering “Is the world running out of oil?” http://www.voanews.com/english/news/a-13-2008-03-05-voa7-66810217.html

Some analysts maintain that after large oil fields are explored, it becomes harder and more expensive to drill deeper for increasingly smaller amounts of oil. But chemical and bio-molecular engineer Michael Economides of the University of Houston says oil will not run out anytime soon. "The first time that people said we were running out of oil was in 1866, four years after the first purposeful well was drilled in Pennsylvania. The whole concept that we are running out of oil has been repeated on at least six major occasions in the last 150-some years. Peak will happen," says Economides. "But my calculations suggest that peak oil may happen around 2040, perhaps 2050. And then after that, it will linger on for decades -- perhaps two, three centuries. We are still going to be producing commercial quantities of oil." Technology to the Rescue? Economides says technology and new drilling techniques have extended the world's known oil reserves. As a result, many experts say estimates for oil reserves have been rising, with this year's global reserves estimated at one-and-a-third trillion barrels. "The introduction of modern geo-sciences has probably added 20 percent [more oil] to the United States' reserves. Fifteen years ago, it was a good strike if we drilled ten wells and one well was good. Today, seven out of ten drilled wells are commercial successes. All of that is because of technology," says Economides. "We have gone below 10-thousand feet of water, which would have been unthinkable 15 years ago. So all of these things extend reserves and world production capacity." 
Tons of untapped sources left

Learsy 06 Raymond J. Learsy, graduate of the Wharton School, author on oil, “Oil is Not Scarce -- The Oil Industry Continues to Play Us For Fools” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/raymond-j-learsy/oil-is-not-scarce-the-oil_b_21550.html 

And there are other sources that must be counted: • Canada's tar sands are immense. The conservative estimate of oil saturating the province of Alberta is 175 billion barrels. Producers have been working for years to lower the cost of strip-mining the deposits, grinding it up, separating the tar-like bitumen from the sand, and refining it into synthetic crude oil. These days, all that can be done for about $20 a barrel -- providing nifty profits at today's market price, which hovers around $70/bbl. And sure enough, Chevron Corporation has just announced it will spend well over $1 billion for a vast new project to produce more than 100,000 barrels a day from the oil sands. • Offshore drilling can now be done in waters as deep as two miles, with the oil deposits five to six miles below the ocean floor. Thanks to innovative drills, new information technology, and sophisticated undersea robots, oilmen now have access to an estimated 300 billion barrels of previously untappable oil. • Sensor technology, seismic surveying and specialized software promise to open up another 150 billion barrels of reserves. The Pod, a supercomputer-powered exploration system designed by a software subsidiary of Halliburton Corporation, creates astonishingly detailed 3-D seismic models that are viewed on an IMAC-style 45-foot screen and take most of the guesswork out of drilling for oil. • Old oilfields still hold hundreds of billions of barrels that were thought to be unrecoverable in the early days. Wells that have been abandoned as depleted may contain as much as 70 percent of the oil originally there. Advanced recovery techniques range from the obvious -- pumping in water or carbon dioxide to increase pressure in the well -- to the exotic: These days, wells can be filled with bioengineered microbes that release oil stuck in microscopic cavities. • But the big new source will be oil shale, vast quantities of sedimentary rock in the western United States that contain an awesome 2.6 trillion barrels of oil. In the past, efforts to get it out have foundered on technological problems. Now, new methods are being developed: Drilling holes into the shale, heating the rock to 700 degrees to cook out the oil, and pumping it to the surface. In reasonably short order it can be expected that high-quality crude can be extracted from shale for circa $30 a barrel. 
Your authors aren’t based on evidence of the oil industry and your impacts are empirically denied

Lynch 09 Michael Lynch, the former director for Asian energy and security at the Center for International Studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, is an energy consultant. “‘Peak Oil’ Is a Waste of Energy” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/25/opinion/25lynch.html?_r=1&ref=opinion&pagewanted=all

A careful examination of the facts shows that most arguments about peak oil are based on anecdotal information, vague references and ignorance of how the oil industry goes about finding fields and extracting petroleum. And this has been demonstrated over and over again: the founder of the Association for the Study of Peak Oil first claimed in 1989 that the peak had already been reached, and Mr. Schlesinger argued a decade earlier that production was unlikely to ever go much higher. Mr. Birol isn’t the only one still worrying. One leading proponent of peak oil, the writer Paul Roberts, recently expressed shock to discover that the liquid coming out of the Ghawar Field in Saudi Arabia, the world’s largest known deposit, is around 35 percent water and rising. But this is hardly a concern — the buildup is caused by the Saudis pumping seawater into the field to keep pressure up and make extraction easier. The global average for water in oil field yields is estimated to be as high as 75 percent. Another critic, a prominent consultant and investor named Matthew Simmons, has raised concerns over oil engineers using “fuzzy logic” to estimate reservoir holdings. But fuzzy logic is a programming method that has been used since I was in graduate school in situations where the factors are hazy and variable — everything from physical science to international relations — and its track record in oil geology has been quite good. But those are just the latest arguments — for the most part the peak-oil crowd rests its case on three major claims: that the world is discovering only one barrel for every three or four produced; that political instability in oil-producing countries puts us at an unprecedented risk of having the spigots turned off; and that we have already used half of the two trillion barrels of oil that the earth contained. 

Your cards don’t assume when new oil is found in old fields – always happens

Lynch 09 Michael Lynch, the former director for Asian energy and security at the Center for International Studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, is an energy consultant. “‘Peak Oil’ Is a Waste of Energy” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/25/opinion/25lynch.html?_r=1&ref=opinion&pagewanted=all

Let’s take the rate-of-discovery argument first: it is a statement that reflects ignorance of industry terminology. When a new field is found, it is given a size estimate that indicates how much is thought to be recoverable at that point in time. But as years pass, the estimate is almost always revised upward, either because more pockets of oil are found in the field or because new technology makes it possible to extract oil that was previously unreachable. Yet because petroleum geologists don’t report that additional recoverable oil as “newly discovered,” the peak oil advocates tend to ignore it. In truth, the combination of new discoveries and revisions to size estimates of older fields has been keeping pace with production for many years. 

just because oil is harder to get doesn’t mean we won’t get it 

Lynch 09 Michael Lynch, the former director for Asian energy and security at the Center for International Studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, is an energy consultant. “‘Peak Oil’ Is a Waste of Energy” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/25/opinion/25lynch.html?_r=1&ref=opinion&pagewanted=all

A related argument — that the “easy oil” is gone and that extraction can only become more difficult and cost-ineffective — should be recognized as vague and irrelevant. Drillers in Persia a century ago certainly didn’t consider their work easy, and the mechanized, computerized industry of today is a far sight from 19th-century mule-drawn rigs. Hundreds of fields that produce “easy oil” today were once thought technologically unreachable. The latest acorn in the discovery debate is a recent increase in the overall estimated rate at which production is declining in large oil fields. This is assumed to be the result of the “superstraw” technologies that have become dominant over the past decade, which can drain fields faster than ever. True, because quicker extraction causes the fluid pressure in the field to drop rapidly, the wells become less and less productive over time. But this declining return on individual wells doesn’t necessarily mean that whole fields are being cleaned out. As the Saudis have proved in recent years at Ghawar, additional investment — to find new deposits and drill new wells — can keep a field’s overall production from falling.
*Food

Won’t go to war over food

Chang 2/21/11 Gordon G Chang, Graduated Cornell Law School “Global Food Wars” http://blogs.forbes.com/gordonchang/2011/02/21/global-food-wars/ 

In any event, food-price increases have apparently been factors in the unrest now sweeping North Africa and the Middle East. The poor spend up to half their disposable income on edibles, making rapid food inflation a cause of concern for dictators, strongmen, and assorted autocrats everywhere. So even if humankind does not go to war over bad harvests, Paskal may be right when she contends that climate change may end up altering the global map. This is not the first time in human history that food shortages looked like they would be the motor of violent geopolitical change. Yet amazing agronomic advances, especially Norman Borlaug’s Green Revolution in the middle of the 20th century, have consistently proved the pessimists wrong. In these days when capitalism is being blamed for most everything, it’s important to remember the power of human innovation in free societies—and the efficiency of free markets. 

Supply and demand means farmers will make more food – empirically true 

Zubrin 5/13/11 — Dr. Robert Zubrin Fellow with the Center for Security Policy B.A. in Mathematics from the University of Rochester (1974), and a masters degree in Aeronautics and Astronautics, a masters degree in Nuclear Engineering, and a Ph.D. in Nuclear Engineering  “WHY IT’S WRONG TO AGREE WITH THE MALTHUSIANS ABOUT ETHANOL”

 http://www.ilcorn.org/daily-update/182-why-it-rsquo-s-wrong-to-agree-with-the-malthusians-about-ethanol/
In fact, Lester Brown is wrong about the alleged famine-inducing potential of the ethanol program for exactly the same reason he has been repeatedly wrong about the alleged famine-inducing potential of population growth. There is not a fixed amount of grain in the world. Farmers produce in response to demand. The more customers, the more grain. Not only that, but the larger the potential market, the greater the motivation for investment in improved techniques. This is why, despite the fact that the world population has indeed doubled since Lester Brown, Paul Ehrlich, and the other population control zealots first published their manifestos during the 1960s, people worldwide are eating much better today than they were then. In the case of America’s corn growing industry, the beneficial effect of a growing market has been especially pronounced, with corn yields per acre in 2010 (165 bushels per acre) being 37 percent higher than they were in 2002 (120 bushels per acres) and more than four times as great as they were in 1960 (40 bushels per acre.) 
Tech development solves
Thompson 5/13/11 – Dr. Robert L. Thompson is a senior fellow for The Chicago Council on Global Affairs and professor emeritus at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. “Proving Malthus Wrong, Sustainable agriculture in 2050” http://scienceblogs.com/tomorrowstable/2011/05/proving_malthus_wrong_sustaina.php
Tools available today, including plant breeding and biotechnology, can make presently unusable soils productive and increase the genetic potential of individual crops - enhancing drought and stress tolerance, for example - while also producing gains in yields. Existing tools can also internalize plants' resistance to disease, and even improve a plant's nutritional content - meaning consumers can get more nutritional value without increasing their consumption. Furthermore, modern high-productivity agriculture minimizes farmers' impact on the environment. Failure to embrace these technologies will result in further destruction of remaining forests. Adoption of technologies that produce more output from fewer resources has been hugely successful from an economic standpoint: prior to the price spike in 2008, there was a 150-year downward trend in the real price of food. The jury is still out on whether the long-term downward trend will resume, prices will flatten out on a new higher plateau, or they will trend upward in the future. The key is investing in research in the public and private sectors to increase agricultural productivity faster than global demand grows. Long ago, British scholar Thomas Malthus predicted that the human population would eventually outgrow its ability to feed itself. However, Malthus has been proven wrong for more than two centuries precisely because he underestimated the power of agricultural research and technology to increase productivity faster than demand. There is no more reason for Malthus to be right in the 21st century than he was in the 19th or 20th - but only if we work to support, not impede, continued agricultural research and adoption of new technologies around the world. 

Empirically denied – human development solves

Wish 10 Vladish Wish, writer for Allianz (study of demographics) “Who’s Afraid of Thomas Malthus?” Global |01 October 2010by Valdis Wish http://knowledge.allianz.com/?224
None of the troubling predictions about overpopulation and global starvation have come to pass. So should we still be worried about too many people on Earth? The specter of too many people and not enough food has haunted scientists and philosophers since at least the time of Aristotle. The most famous is Thomas Malthus, who in 1798 grimly predicted that population growth would outpace food production, resulting in human death and misery. The Industrial Revolution and new agricultural techniques during the 19th century, however, helped prevent a major global starvation. Over 150 years later, Paul R. Ehrlich published a bestselling book called "The Population Bomb," in which he projected the starvation of hundreds of millions during the 1970s-80s. While the world saw some devastating famines during those decades—in Bangladesh and Ethiopia, for example—they were not on the global scale that Ehrlich had predicted. But even after history proved Malthus and Ehrlich wrong, theories about the dangers of overpopulation still capture the public interest. Jared Diamond, author of the bestseller "Collapse", says humanity still faces a perilous "population explosion" in the coming decades. His book describes the bloody events in Rwanda, one of the world's most densely populated countries, during the 1990s to illustrate what can happen when population growth converges with problems like environmental degradation and food shortages. Diffusing the population bomb Malthus, Ehrlich, and Diamond all have their critics, mainly economists and theorists who deny that population growth negatively affects quality of life. One of them is U.S. political economist Nicholas Eberstadt, who argues that overpopulation alone is not to blame for poor living conditions. Global living standards, he notes, have improved dramatically during the 20th century despite a near-quadrupling of the human population. "In most people's minds, the notions of 'overpopulation,' 'overcrowding,' or 'too many people' are associated with images of hungry children, unchecked disease, squalid living conditions, and awful slums," writes Eberstadt. "But the proper name for those conditions is human poverty."  Countries like Taiwan, South Korea, or the Netherlands show that densely populated countries can prosper as well. Nonetheless, concerns that population growth obstructs development have inspired large-scale family planning measures since the 1950s. In 1969, the UN created the UN Fund for Population Activities (UNFPA), which supports family planning initiatives worldwide. In the late 1970s, the Chinese government introduced its famous one-child-per-family policy. While many question whether such schemes are humane, the policy clearly slowed down Chinese population growth to the extent that India will soon be the world's most populous country. 

Countries will cooperate over food 

Burger et al. 10 *Kees Burger Development Economics, Corresponding author, Wageningen University, Hollandseweg **Jeroen Warner AND Eefje Derix Disaster Studies, Wageningen Universit “Governance of the world food system and crisis prevention” http://www.stuurgroepta.nl/rapporten/Foodshock-web.pdf 
Both European water and agricultural policies are based on the belief that there will always be cheap food aplenty on the world market. A recent British report 23 reflects this optimism. Although production is now more prone to world market price shocks, their effects on farm incomes are softened by extensive income supports (van Eickhout et al. 2007). Earlier, in a 2003 report, a European group of agricultural economists wrote: Food security is no longer a prime objective of European food and agricultural policy. There is no credible threat to the availability of the basic ingredients of human nutrition from domestic and foreign sources. If there is a food security threat it is the possible disruption of supplies by natural disasters or catastrophic terrorist action. The main response necessary for such possibilities is the appropriate contingency planning and co-ordination between the Commission and Member States (Anania et al. 2003). Europe, it appears, feels rather sure of itself, and does not worry about a potential food crisis. We are also not aware of any special measures on standby. Nevertheless a fledgling European internal security has been called into being that can be deployed should (food) crises strike. The Maastricht Treaty (1992) created a quasi-decision-making platform to respond to transboundary threats. Since 9/11 the definition of what constitutes a threat has been broadened and the protection capacity reinforced. In the Solidarity Declaration of 2003 member states promised to stand by each other in the event of a terrorist attack, natural disaster or human-made calamity (the European Security Strategy of 2003). Experimental forms of cooperation are tried that leave member-state sovereignty intact, such as pooling of resources. The EU co-operates in the area of health and food safety but its mechanisms remain decentrslised by dint of the principle of subsidiarity. The silo mentality between the European directorates is also unhelpful, leading to Babylonian confusion. Thus, in the context of forest fires and floods the Environment DG refers to ‘civil protection’. The European Security and Defence Policy( ESDP) of 2006, which is hoped to build a bridge between internal and external security policy, on the other hand refers to ‘crisis management’, while the ‘security’ concept mainly pertains to pandemics (Rhinard et al. 2008: 512, Boin et al. 2008: 406). 
Trade solves any impacts

Hansch 08 – Senior Associate, Center for the study of migration. “FOOD, NUTRITION AND LIVELIHOOD PREPAREDNESS FOR A PANDEMIC INFLUENZA DISASTER GUIDANCE FOR LOW-INCOME COUNTRIES” Steve Hansch H2P Food Security Working Group1 June 15, 2008 http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADU257.pdf
The major reason food shortages have become less lethal in modern history is the ability of global food supplies to buffer any individual region, that is, food has become fluid enough that a rise in food prices anywhere is met by increased supply from the outside. A pandemic will de-couple that connection. Food price rises in urban areas will be balanced by food price declines in nearby rural areas; they will not equilibrate. 

*Water Wars

Empirically, water doesn’t cause war

Lawfield 10 – Thomas Lawfield is an MA candidate at the University for Peace. Water Security: War or Peace? Thomas Lawfield May 03, 2010 http://www.monitor.upeace.org/innerpg.cfm?id_article=715

In reality, water does not cause war. The arguments presented above, although correct in principle, have little purchase in empirical evidence. Indeed, as one author notes, there is only one case of a war where the formal declaration of war was over water.[20] This was an incident between two Mesopotamian city states, Lagash and Umma, over 2,500 years BC, in modern day southern Iraq. Both the initial premises and arguments of water war theorists have been brought into question. Given this, a number of areas of contestation have emerged: "Questioning both the supply and demand side of the water war argument [...] Questioning assumptions about the costs of water resources [...and] Demonstrating the cooperative potential of the water resource."[21] Why then is water not a cause of war? The answer lies in two factors: first, the capacity for adaptation to water stresses and, second, the political drawbacks to coupling water and conflict. First, there is no water crisis, or more correctly, there are a number of adaptation strategies that reduce stress on water resources and so make conflict less likely. Unlike the water war discourse, which perceives water as finite in the Malthusian sense, the capacity for adaptation to water stress has been greatly underestimated. For instance, I will discuss in particular a trading adaptation known as ‘virtual water’, which refers to the water used to grow imported food. This water can be subtracted from the total projected agricultural water needs of a state, and hence allows water scarce states to operate on a lower in-country water requirement than would otherwise be expected.[22] This means that regions of the world that are particularly rich in water produce water intense agricultural products more easily in the global trade system, while other water scarce areas produce low intensity products.[23] The scale of this water is significant - Allan famously pointed out that more embedded water flows into the Middle East in the form of grain than flows in the Nile.[24] In addition, there are significant problems around the hegemonic doctrine of the water crisis. Many authors point to relatively low water provision per capita by states, and suggest that this will increase the likelihood of a state engaging in war with a neighbouring state, to obtain the water necessary for its population. This is normally a conceptual leap that produces the incorrect corollary of conflict, but is also frequently a problem of data weaknesses around the per capita requirements. For instance, Stucki cites the case of the Palestinians being under the worst water stress, with a per capita provision being in the region of 165m³/year.[25] Unfortunately, such an analysis is based on false actual provision data in this region. Based on the authors work on water provision in Lebanese Palestinian refugee camps, the actual provision is over 90m³/month. Such a figure is highly likely to be representative of other camps in the region.[26] If this example is representative of trends to exaggerate water pressures in the region, then we should be sceptical about claims of increasing water stress. Furthermore, given that many water systems have a pipe leakage rate of fifty per cent, combined with a seventy per cent loss of agricultural water, significant efficiency enhancements could be made to existing infrastructure. Combined with desalination options in many water shortage prone states, there is an overall capacity for technological and market driven solutions to water scarcity.[27]
Even if they win the war scenario, water isn’t the root cause – politics is
Lawfield 10 – Thomas Lawfield is an MA candidate at the University for Peace. Water Security: War or Peace? Thomas Lawfield May 03, 2010 http://www.monitor.upeace.org/innerpg.cfm?id_article=715

Second, water wars are not caused by water, but rather an inability of politics. Barnett makes the case clear by arguing that water war would be a ‘failure of politics’ rather than the outcome of justified demands for essential resources.[28] In this way, it is not scarcity that is the driver in the Malthusian sense, but a political, and politicised issue. This is most noticeable where conflict occurs in areas where there are both political tensions and water resources challenges. For example, there are absurd and exaggerated claims of a linkage between Israel’s water management and surrounding states. In reality, conflict in this region is strongly influenced by political circumstance that speaks to a wider discourse around Israel’s position in the Near East. That environmental constraints and pressures are woven into wider discourses of politics is no indication that they are the cause of conflict, but rather more that they are an important contextual factor that may be mobilised for political reasons. For instance, in 2000 Lebanon started building a small pumping station on the Wazzani river which is used by downstream Israel. This rapidly became a media issue in Israel, probably due to the heightened security discourse surrounding water. Claims were made that the action was comparable to the 1964 diversion of the Hasbani, an Arab coalition move to harm the Israeli economy. However, the story diminished even faster than it emerged, when officials on both sides showed their dismay at the emerging media frenzy.[29] There are two key trends to note from this example: first, that wider discussions around water wars influence the articulation of war in reality, and second the water component of the conflict is not significant, rather it acts as a trigger for the utilisation of wider political narratives. In essence, water is merely a tool for political ends. Third, war over water is illogical. States are not inherently belligerent, but act in self interested, utility-maximising ways. Rather, they engage in conflict if they stand to gain more than they loose. In the case of water, the costs of military engagement far outweigh the costs of cooperative engagement. For instance, Baskin points out that it would cost more for Israel to engage in war for the water resources of the West Bank than it would to buy the equivalent of the West Banks aquifers from elsewhere.[30] Water war protagonists also present the weak argument that there is a unique situation in the Middle East of the possibility of state territories changing, with water related land grabs. ‘Victory may bring land that offers more resources – either water or oil.’[31] This is not the case. State territories have been extremely stable for over a hundred years – conflict that attempts to enlarge boundaries would problematise the very existence and legitimacy of the state itself. By contrast, if they stand to gain by establishing cooperative relationships with other states in the international system, they will. It is difficult to see how good water management, which frequently demands cooperation, can be conducted through the use of conflict. That said, there are incidences of water related conflict on the intrastate level. For instance, in summer 2000, clashes involving thousands of farmers and police occurred in the Huang He river basin, China over government policy changes that meant a local dam runoff would no longer supply irrigation water for farmers but instead be used for urbanisation. In addition, in Pakistan there have been clashes between farmers in Punjab and Sind province over control of the Indus. But these are not resource pressure issues – rather water acts as one of many other triggers in a wider problem of social injustice and political discourses. 

Cooperation solves all of your impacts – empirically true. Even without that, two thirds of water conflicts are verbal and the rest have small sanctions. There hasn’t been a real ‘water war’ for 4,500 years.

Wolf 01 – Aaron T. Wolf Ph.D. Department of Geosciences M.S. in water resources management. Oregon State University , Water, Conflict, Cooperation http://books.google.com/books?id=VS5Warw4G-UC&pg=PA261&lpg=PA261&dq=%22The+record+of+acute+conflict+over+international+water+resources+is+overwhelmed+by++the+record+of+cooperation%22&source=bl&ots=IVCrR7iQU4&sig=ecRh4bL6iujKgSl-AdaPEuS1guA&hl=en&ei=SCkOTvOQJ4bbsgbQnZjcDg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false

There is some room for optimism, though, notably in the global community's record of resolving water-related disputes along international waterways. For example, the record of acute conflict over international water resources is overwhelmed by the record of cooperation. The last 50 years has seen only 37 acute disputes (those involving violence) and, during the same period 157 treaties negotiated and signed. In fact, the last (and only) war fought specifically over water took place 4,500 years ago, between the city states of Lagash and Umma along the Tigris River. Total number of events in the last 50 years are equally weighted towards cooperation; 507 conflict-related events, and 1,228 cooperative. Moreover, almost two-thirds of all events are only verbal and, of those more than two-thirds are reported as having no official sanction at all. The most vehement enemies around the world either have negotiated Water sharing agreements, or are in the process of doing so as of this writing. Violence over water seems neither strategically rational, hydrographically effective, nor economically viable. Shared interests along a waterway seem to consistently outweigh water's conflict-inducing characteristics.  Furthermore, once cooperative water regimes are established through treaty, they turn out to be impressively resilient over time, even between otherwise hostile riparians, and even as conflict is waged over other issues. For example, the Mekong Committee has functioned since 1957, exchanging data throughout the Vietnam War. Secret "picnic table" talks have been held between Israel and Jordan, since the tm successful Johnston negotiations of 1953-55, even as these riparian nations were in a legal state of war until recently. And, the Indus River Commission not only survived through two wars between India and Pakistan, but treaty-related payments continued unabated throughout the hostilities. These patterns suggest that one valuable lesson of international waters is as a resource whose characteristics tend to induce cooperation, and incite violence only in the exception. The greatest threat of the global water crisis, then, comes from the fact that people and ecosystems around the globe "simply” lack access to sufficient quantities of water at sufficient quality for their well being. 

Their evidence can’t explain why water has led to cooperation – it has deescalated Arab-Isreali and Indo-Pak conflict 

Wolf 08 – Aaron T. Wolf Ph.D. Department of Geosciences M.S. in water resources management. HEALING THE ENLIGHTENMENT RIFT: RATIONALITY, SPIRITUALITY AND SHARED WATERS http://www.transboundarywaters.orst.edu/publications/abst_docs/Wolf-Healing%20the%20Enlightenment%20Rift%2008%20FINAL.pdf

While press reports of international waters often focus on conflict, there are encouraging stories throughout the world on how water also induces cooperation, even in particularly hostile basins, and even as disputes rage over other issues. This has been true from the Jordan Basin (between Arabs and Israelis) to the Indus Basin (between Indians and Pakistanis) to the Kura-Araks Basin (among Georgians, Armenians and Azeris). Despite empirical research that repeatedly shows how water related cooperation has vastly exceeded conflict over the last fifty years, prevailing theories fail to explain this phenomenon.1 Certainly, there is a long history of conflicts over, or related to, shared freshwater resources; yet, there is also a long and in many ways deeper history of water-related cooperation.2 Why do countries that share a basin cooperate on water, even when they will not cooperate over other issues? Water is a resource upon which we are all dependent and for which there is little detailed guidance in international law.3 By any quantitative measure, water should be the most conflictive of resources, not an elixir that drives enemies to craft functioning and resilient institutional arrangements. 

Cooperate more than fight – historically true. 62% are verbal and most of those aren’t public 

Wolf et al 05 *Aaron T. Wolf is professor of geography in the Department of Geosciences at oregon state university and director of the transboundary freshwater Dispute Database. **Annika Kramer is research fellow ***Alexander Carius is director of adelphi research in berlin. ****Geoffrey D. Dabelko is the director of the environmental Change and security Program at the Woodrow Wilson international Center for scholars in Washington, D.C “Water Can Be a PathWay to PeaCe, not War” http://www.wilsoncenter.org/topics/pubs/NavigatingPeaceIssue1.pdf

Contrary to received wisdom, evidence shows this interdependence does not lead to war. Researchers at Oregon State University compiled a dataset of every reported interaction (conflictive or cooperative) between two or more nations that was driven by water in the last half century (see chart). They found that the rate of cooperation overwhelms the incidence of acute conflict. In the last 50 years, only 37 disputes involved violence, and 30 of those occurred between Israel and one of its neighbors. Outside of the Middle East, researchers found only 5 violent events while 157 treaties were negotiated and signed. The total number of water-related events between nations also favors cooperation: the 1,228 cooperative events dwarf the 507 conflict-related events. Despite the fiery rhetoric of politicians—aimed more often at their own constituencies than at the enemy—most actions taken over water are mild. Of all the events, 62 percent are verbal, and more than two-thirds of these were not official statements. Simply put, water is a greater pathway to peace than conflict in the world’s international river basins. International cooperation around water has a long and successful history; some of the world’s most vociferous enemies have negotiated water agreements. The institutions they have created are resilient, even when relations are strained. The Mekong Committee, for example, established by Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnam in 1957, exchanged data and information on the river basin throughout the Vietnam War. Israel and Jordan held secret “picnic table” talks to manage the Jordan River starting in 1953, even though they were officially at war from 1948 until the 1994 treaty. The Indus River Commission survived two major wars between India and Pakistan. And all 10 Nile Basin riparian countries are currently involved in senior government–level negotiations to develop the basin cooperatively, despite the verbal battles conducted in the media. Riparians will endure such tough, protracted negotiations to ensure access to this essential resource and its economic and social benefits. Southern African countries signed a number of river basin agreements while the region was embroiled in a series of wars in the 1970s and 1980s, including the “people’s war” in South Africa and civil wars in Mozambique and Angola. These complex negotiations produced rare moments of peaceful cooperation. Now that most of the wars and the apartheid era have ended, water management forms one of the foundations for cooperation in the region, producing one of the first protocols signed within the Southern African Development Community (SADC). 

Empirically false – last water war was 4,500 years ago. More likely to lead to cooperation

DIIS 04 – Danish Institute for International Studies. DIIS Working Paper no 2004/6 FROM WATER ‘WARS’ TO WATER ‘RIOTS’? - LES SONS FROM TRANSBOUNDARY WATER MANAGEMENT PROCEEDINGS OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE, DECEMBER 2003, DIIS, COPENHAGEN Edited by Jannik Boesen and Helle Munk Ravnborg 

One should, however, guard against excessive pessimism and ‘alarmism’. As repeatedly pointed out by Aaron Wolf and his colleagues, no actual water wars have occurred between nations for more than 4,500 years, i.e. since a war between two Mesopotamian city-states around 2,500 BC. Moreover, [T]he record of acute conflict over international water resources is overwhelmed by the record of cooperation. (...) Overall, shared interests, human creativity and institutional capacity along a waterway seem to consistently ameliorate water’s conflict-inducing characteristics. Furthermore, once cooperative water regimes are established through treaties, they turn out to be impressively resilient over time, even when between otherwise hostile riparians, and even as conflict is waged over other issues (Wolf et al. 2003:30).10 

Water wars are a unique scenario that force cooperation – it’s too valuable 

Wolf et al 05 *Aaron T. Wolf is professor of geography in the Department of Geosciences at oregon state university and director of the transboundary freshwater Dispute Database. **Annika Kramer is research fellow ***Alexander Carius is director of adelphi research in berlin. ****Geoffrey D. Dabelko is the director of the environmental Change and security Program at the Woodrow Wilson international Center for scholars in Washington, D.C “Water Can Be a PathWay to PeaCe, not War” http://www.wilsoncenter.org/topics/pubs/NavigatingPeaceIssue1.pdf

These apocalyptic warnings fly in the face of history: no nations have gone to war specifically over water resources for thousands of years. International water disputes—even among fierce enemies—are resolved peacefully, even as conflicts erupt over other issues. In fact, instances of cooperation between riparian nations outnumbered conflicts by more than two to one between 1945 and 1999. Why? Because water is so important, nations cannot afford to fight over it. Instead, water fuels greater interdependence. By coming together to jointly manage their shared water resources, countries can build trust and prevent conflict. Water can be a negotiating tool, too: it can offer a communication lifeline connecting countries in the midst of crisis. Thus, by crying “water wars,”
*Rare Earth Metals
Supply won’t be cut – Chinese promises and non-Chinese mining.
Al Jazeera, ‘10

[Al Jazeera English; “China to Cut Rare Earth Exports;” published 12/29/2010; http://english.aljazeera.net//news/asia-pacific/2010/12/2010122820153296776.html; Jay]

The European Union has also expressed concern over China's limiting of rare earth exports, though the bloc's trade commissioner said earlier this month that China had reiterated that the supplies would be sustained. A number of companies in North America, notably Molycorp Inc in the US and Thompson Creek Metals Co in Canada, are rushing to open or reopen rare earth mines. Two Australian companies are also preparing to mine rare earths. Beijing has been trying hard to impose discipline on its rare earth sector and insists that its dominance as a producer should give it more control over global prices. It plans to establish a rare earth industry association by May next year, according to the Chinese industry and information technology ministry. Speaking at a conference on Tuesday Wang Caifeng, a ministry official, said he hoped the body would perform the same function as the China Iron and Steel Association by ensuring the "orderly development" of the sector through pricing and export quotas. Tougher environmental regulations for the rare earth sector are also expected to be unveiled next year, according to China Business News. 

New and easy to mine deposits just discovered.

Al Jazeera, 7/4
[Al Jazeera English; “Discovery of rare-earth deposits reported;” published 7/4/2011; http://english.aljazeera.net//news/asia-pacific/2010/12/2010122820153296776.html; Jay]
Vast deposits of rare earth minerals, crucial in making high-tech electronics products, have been found on the floor of the Pacific Ocean and can be readily extracted, Japanese scientists say. Details of the discovery were published on Monday in the online version of the British journal, Nature Geoscience. The discovery was made by a team led by Yasuhiro Kato, an associate professor of earth science at the University of Tokyo, including researchers from the Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and Technology. "The deposits have a heavy concentration of rare earths," Kato said on Monday. "Just one square kilometre of deposits will be able to provide one-fifth of the current global annual consumption." They found the minerals in sea mud extracted from depths of 3,500 to 6,000 metres below the ocean surface at 78 locations. One-third of the sites yielded rich contents of rare earths and the metal yttrium, Kato. The deposits are in international waters in an area stretching east and west of Hawaii, as well as east of Tahiti in French Polynesia, he said. The team found that sites close to Hawaii and Tahiti were especially rich in rare earths, Kato said. Radioactive ingredients Kato estimates rare earths contained in the deposits amounted to 80bn to 100bn tonnes. These deposits are huge compared to global reserves currently confirmed by the US Geological Survey of just 110 million tonnes that have been found mainly in China, Russia and other former Soviet countries, and the US. Al Jazeera's report on China's rare earth monopoly. The level of uranium and thorium, radioactive ingredients that are usually contained in such deposits that can pose environmental hazards, was found to be one-fifth of those in deposits on land, Kato said. A chronic shortage of rare earths, vital for making a range of high-technology electronics, magnets and batteries, has encouraged mining projects for them in recent years. China, which accounts for 97 per cent of global rare earth supplies, has been tightening trade in the strategic metals, sparking an explosion in prices. Japan, which accounts for a third of global demand, has been stung badly, and has been looking to diversify its supply sources, particularly of heavy rare earths, such as dysprosium used in magnets. Kato said the sea mud was especially rich in heavier rare earths such as gadolinium, lutetium, terbium and dysprosium. "These are used to manufacture flat-screen TVs, LED (light-emitting diode) valves, and hybrid cars," he said. Extracting the deposits requires pumping up material from the ocean floor. "Sea mud can be brought up to ships and we can extract rare earths right there using simple acid leaching," he said. "Using diluted acid, the process is fast, and within a few hours we can extract 80-90 per cent of rare earths from the mud." 

Cuts in supply will be filled by Madagascar.

Seth, 7/6

[Shivom Seth, staff writer for Mineweb, an international mining newspaper; “Indian firm makes 267m. tonne rare earth discovery;” published 7/6/2011; http://www.mineweb.com/mineweb/view/mineweb/en/page72102?oid=130901&sn=Detail&pid=102055; Jay]

Mumbai-based Varun Group, which has interests in steelware and mining of gold and diamonds, has found rare earth and heavy mineral deposits in Madagascar, Africa. With a total of 266.8 million tonnes discovered in 10 blocks, the find is expected to help boost supply in a market where prices have risen by 706% on an average since January 2009. The company is already in talks with potential partners, both Indian and international, to develop the ten blocks. Analysts expect the discovery to be a game changer for the group which also owns 1,111 blocks measuring 6,950 square kilometers for uranium mining, with thorium and gold as by-product. Confirming the find, an official said through its overseas arm, the company has discovered ten heavy mineral sand mining blocks covering an area of 62.5 square kilometre in Ankilimitraha, Belay and Analapatsy areas of Anosy region in the Republic of Madagascar. The total heavy mineral resources in these permit areas is about 266.8 million tonnes which contains 221 million tonnes of ilmenite, 1.84 million tonnes of rutile, 1.84 million tonnes of leucoxene, 9.2 million tonnes of monazite, 18.4 million tonnes zircon, 9.2 million tonnes of garnet, 2.76 million tonnes sillimanite and 9.2 million tonnes of spinel. “This is a very encouraging find for the group. Ilmenite and rare earth minerals are in high demand. The demand growth, coupled with an uncertain supply situation, creates a deficit market in many elements,'' said Varun Industries vice president, A P Dhurandhar. Stating that the value of the different minerals ranges between $250 to $1000 per tonne, the vice president said the mining life of the deposit is expected to be approximately 40 to 50 years. The company is conducting the next stage of scoping study and analysing the mineral content. It expects to start producing in the next six to eight months with an initial production of around 1,00,000 to 5,00,000 tonne per annum of the concentrate. The Indian firm's find is expected to help boost supply in a market that is tightly controlled by China. China supplies 93% of 17 key rare earth elements, and has clamped on mining in certain areas as well as limited export quotas. Analysts say that the Chinese government may further reduce export quotas. “This has sparked concerns among heavy users like Japan and the United States. Prices have doubled in the last two weeks following fears of supply restrictions by China,” said Sarth Shukla, analyst at a broking firm. However, it was just a matter of time before China could see some competition and its percentage of supply diminish resulting in a weaking of its hold on the rare earth minerals market. The recent find in Japan and by the Indian firm could well destablise China's position. 

Recycling will reduce rare earth demand.

UPI, 6/29

[UPI; “Study: Rare earth elements can be recycled;” published 6/29/2011; http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2011/06/29/Study-Rare-earth-elements-can-be-recycled/UPI-57061309386060/?spt=hs&or=sn; Jay]

Recycling of so-called rare earth elements could ease global concerns about a reliable supply of the substances now mined mostly in China, researchers say. Writing in the journal Environment Science & Technology, scientists say the dozen or so rare earth elements, or REEs, have unique physical and chemical properties making them essential for defense applications, computers, cellphones, electric vehicles, batteries, appliances, fertilizers, liquid crystal displays and other products. But having only one major source supply, China, is a worry, they say. "Since 1990, China has played a dominant role in REE mining production; other countries are almost completely dependent on imports from China with respect to rare earth resources," the researchers wrote. Researchers say a "recycle and reuse" strategy could lessen that dependence. They say they've done the first-ever analysis of the amount of REEs available in in-use products in the United States, Japan and China, the major users of the materials. They found nearly 99,000 tons REEs were included in products manufactured in 2007. This "invisible" stock, equivalent to more than 10 years of mining production, "suggests that REE recycling may have the potential to offset a significant part of REE virgin extraction in the future ... and minimize the environmental challenges present in REE mining and processing," the researchers said. 

Trade will continue – WTO pressure.

ENDS, 7/6

[ENDS Europe, environmental news and information service; “WTO: China wrong to restrict rare earth exports;” published 7/6/2011; http://www.endseurope.com/26661/wto-china-wrong-to-restrict-rare-earth-exports; Jay]

China's export restrictions on rare earth metals such as magnesium and other key raw materials are unjustifiable on environmental or health grounds and must be removed, a World trade Organisation (WTO) panel concluded on Tuesday. The case was brought to the trade body by the EU, US and Mexico in 2009. This tactic puts foreign producers at a major disadvantage, increasing China's export prices and limiting the resources' availability on the global market, they say. China claims these restrictions help conserve their natural resources and prevent a critical shortage of exhaustible products. But the WTO panel says it failed to show it had also cut domestic production and consumption to achieve this goal. And the country failed to back its other claim that the quotas were health-motivated. The EU believes the conditions imposed by China violate its obligations under the WTO's Accession Protocol. China joined the trade body in 2001. The WTO's Dispute Settlement Body will now call on China to conform with the conclusions. The European Commission recently published a strategy to secure supplies of raw materials such as rare earth metals. The parliament's industry and energy committee adopted its position on the plan in June. A plenary vote is scheduled for September. 

US mines will increase production.

McKendrick 6/19

[Joe McKendrick, contributing editor for SmartPlanet; “Largest rare-earth metal mine in US back open for business;” published 6/19/2011; http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/business-brains/largest-rare-earth-metal-mine-in-us-back-open-for-business/16498; Jay]

Molycorp, Inc. just announced that it has secured the final funds necessary for the capital build-out of its estimated $781 million expansion and modernization project at its flagship rare-earth oxides facility at Mountain Pass, California. The first phase of its mining project is expected to be operational by next year. So what? When completed, the mine will be the first time in a decade that rare-earth oxides are being produced in the United States, which once lead the world in such production. The alloys and magnets that are produced from the rare-earth metals are needed for a range of today’s emerging high-tech and electronic systems and devices, from wind turbines to computer batteries to smartphones to hybrid and electric cars. Today, 95% of the rare-earth metals needed for today’s technologies are extracted in China. When Phase 1 of the project is completed, expected to occur next year, Molycorp says its manufacturing assets will comprise the world’s first fully integrated rare earth manufacturing supply chain, producing high-purity rare earth oxides, metals, alloys, and neodymium-iron-boron (NdFeB) permanent magnets, widely used in transportation, high tech, clean energy, defense, and other industries. The re-opening of the site, closed in 2002 (documented last December by SmartPlanet colleague Andrew Nusca), offers a hedge against China’s dominance of the world’s supply of rare-earth metals. Worldwide demand for the elements reached 125,000 tons in 2010, and is expected to grow to 225,000 tons by 2015. According to a report in The Economist, cheap labor in China ate into the profitability of the Mountain Pass site a decade ago: “A decade ago America was the world’s largest producer of rare-earth metals. But its huge open-cast mine at Mountain Pass, California, closed in 2002—a victim mainly of China’s drastically lower labor costs. Today, China produces 95% of the world’s supply of rare-earth metals, and has started limiting exports to keep the country’s own high-tech industries supplied.” 
North Korea’s mines have just started producing.

Yonhap, 7/6

[Yonhap News Agency; “N. Korea seen exploiting rare earth minerals for exports;” published 7/6/2011; http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/northkorea/2011/06/23/68/0401000000AEN20110623003600315F.HTML; Jay] 

North Korea is showing a growing interest in developing rare earth minerals, in an apparent bid to earn much-needed cash from selling the materials abroad. Rare earth minerals are compounds of rare earth metals, including cerium and neodymium, which are used as a crucial element in semiconductors, cars, computers and other advanced technology areas. Some types of rare earth materials can be used to build missiles. In a report carried by North Korea's official Korean Central News Agency (KCNA) earlier this week, the communist state said it is working on developing rare earth minerals for economic growth. "An effective utilization of rare earth minerals is of weighty significance in economic growth," the report said, quoting Kim Hung-ju, vice department director of the North's Ministry of State Resource Development. "The DPRK government has paid much effort to the exploitation and utilization of rare earth minerals," it said, referring to North Korea by the acronym of its official name, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. The report added that there are large deposits of high-grade rare earth minerals in the western and eastern parts of the country, where prospecting work and mining have already begun. It also said the rare earth elements are being studied in scientific institutes, while some of the research findings have already been introduced in economic sectors. The article follows another KCNA report in July 2009 that described North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's inspection of a semiconductor materials plant, saying he stressed the importance of producing more rare earth metals. Until now, North Korea's official media have mostly reported on the use of rare earth minerals in medicine and fertilizers. But its new focus on developing and using the materials appears to stem from the country's interest in selling the metals for a high price on the international market, according to experts. Rare earth elements are becoming increasingly expensive, as China, the world's largest rare earth supplier, puts limits on its output and exports. "It appears that North Korea only recently started taking an interest in rare earth materials," said Choi Gyeong-su, head of the North Korea Resources Institute in Seoul. "The country does not have the technology to even determine the exact amount of its reserves, so it doesn't seem likely anytime soon that the rare earth materials will be used to produce goods for the high-tech industry."

***Environment***
Warming

    No Extinction

Warming wont cause total extinction 

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

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

Total extinction is much worse than a 99% extinction

Muehlhauser 11 (Luke, “Potential Causes of Total Human Extinction in the Next 200 Years”, March 20, http://commonsenseatheism.com/?p=14936//umich-mp)

Many share the view that total human extinction would be far worse than the loss of 99.999% of all humans, after which enough humans would survive that they could eventually repopulate Earth and perhaps the galaxy.  Moreover, total human extinction is, perhaps for the first time in recorded history, quite plausible. Experts who have voiced this concern include Martin Rees (Our Final Hour), John Leslie (The End of the World), and others (Global Catastrohpic Risks, from which most of the data below comes).  Perhaps we ought to take a moment of our time to assess these risks.  What disasters could cause total human extinction?  Well. The heat death of the universe definitely will. But that’s a long way off. Let’s be more precise.  What disasters could cause total human extinction in the next 200 years?  There is another reason for framing the question this way. If we can survive the next 200 years, we may by then be able to upload our minds into computers, make copies, and send them off in probes to thousands or millions of destinations in the galaxy.  Thus, it may be that these next 200 years are the most critical: when total human extinction is most plausible. This may even be the most critical time (for intelligent life) in the history of the galaxy. We haven’t received signals – or probes – from any other intelligent life in the galaxy (the Fermi paradox). Maybe they never existed because intelligent life so rarely evolves, or maybe all other advanced civilizations destroyed themselves before they got to the stage of uploading themselves to computers and sending out masses of probes.  So: what could cause total human extinction in the next 200 years? Non-Prospects for Total Human Extinction  A volcanic super-eruption (VEI 8) happens on average every 50,000 years, the most recent being the Oruanui eruption in New Zealand 25,000 years ago. But even if a super-eruption occurred, humans are now such an adaptive species that even the largest super-eruption in Earth’s history would probably not kill off all humans. There would probably be hundreds of thousands – or millions – of us left to repopulate the globe.  Solar flares are never large enough to destroy our entire atmosphere, and thus our species.  A nearby supernova explosion might strip the Earth of its ozone layer, allowing penetration of UV rays. This would wipe out most of our species, but we are adaptable enough that we would (barely) survive underground. Likewise, a gamma ray burst aimed directly at Earth would kill most of us, but would spare some of those who happen to be underground at the time.  The Earth’s magnetic sphere disappears every few hundred thousand years as it reverses itself. But these events do not correlate with mass extinction events, and won’t wipe out humanity.  Climate change won’t happen quickly enough to kill more than a couple billion people in the next two centuries, even at worst. 
Warming wont lead to complete extinction 

Green 11 (Roedy, PHD from British Colombia, “Extinction of Man”, http://mindprod.com/environment/extinction.html//umich-mp)

Mankind is embarking on a strange ecological experiment. Over a couple of centuries, man is burning the carbon accumulated over millions of years by plants. The CO₂ levels are now at the level of the Permian extinction. There have been two mass extinctions in earth history, the Permian, 230 million years ago, was the worst. 70% of all species were lost. It was caused by natural global warming when volcanoes released greenhouse gases. (The other extinction event more familiar to most people was the more recent KT Cretaceous-Tertiary Mass Extinction event, 65 million years ago. It was caused when an asteroid plunged into the earth at Chicxulub Mexico wiping out the dinosaurs and half of earth’s species.) We are re-experiencing the same global warming conditions that triggered the more devastating Permian extinction, only this time it is man made. When it gets too hot, plants die. When it gets too hot and dry, massive fires ravage huge areas. When plants die, insects and herbivores die. When insects die, even heat-resistant plant’s don’t get pollinated and die. Birds die without insects to eat. Carnivores die without herbivores to eat, all triggered by what seems so innocuous — heat. Similarly, in the oceans, when they get just a few degrees too warm, corals expel their symbiotic algae and die soon thereafter. When coral reefs die, the fish that live on them die, triggering extinction chains. Satellites can chart the loss of vegetation over the planet. We are losing 4 species per hour, a rate on the same scale as the Permian and KT extinction events. Man has no ability to live without the support of other species. We are committing suicide and killing the family of life on earth along with us. The question is, will we wipe ourselves out along with the rest of the planet’s ecology? Man is very adaptable. He will destroy his food supply on land and in the oceans as a result, but some people will survive. That is not complete extinction.
Global warming wont lead to extinction 

AS. Com11 (International web forum, “Global Warming”, http://www.apocalypse-soon.com/global_warming.htm//umich-mp)

Although the discussion of global warming often focuses on temperature, global warming or any climate change may cause changes in other geographical elements as well, including changes in sea level, amount and pattern of precipitation, climate patterns and various other forms of climate change. By the end of this century it is likely that greenhouse gases will have doubled and the average global temperature will have risen by at least 2C.   In the worst case scenario it could completely alter the climate in many regions of the world. Such changes can trigger various detrimental effects by causing floods, droughts, heat waves, reduction of agricultural yields which could lead in turn to global food insecurity and the widespread collapse of existing social systems, causing mass migration and conflict over resources as some parts of the world become much less habitable. This won’t result in mass extinction of human race but significant casualties may occur.     Facts  Temperatures in the lower troposphere have increased at somewhere between 0.12 and 0.22 °C per decade since 1979. Over the past 1-2 thousand years before 1850 the temperature has been relatively stable, with various (possibly local) fluctuations, such as the Medieval Warm Period or the Little Ice Age. Over the past century or so the global (land and sea) temperature has increased by approximately 0.6 ± 0.2°C . At the same time, atmospheric carbon dioxide has increased from around 280 parts per million in 1800 to around 315 in 1958 and 367 in 2000. Other greenhouse gas emissions have also increased.  Climate models, driven by estimates of increasing carbon dioxide and to a lesser extent by generally decreasing sulfate aerosols, predict that temperatures will increase (with a range of 1.4°C to 5.8°C for change between 1990 and 2100). Much of this uncertainty results from not knowing future CO2 emissions, but there is also uncertainty about the accuracy of climate models. Climate commitment studies predict that even if levels of greenhouse gases and solar activity were to remain constant, the global climate is committed to 0.5°C of warming over the next one hundred years due to the lag in warming caused by the oceans.  Sudden release of methane clathrate (a greenhouse gas) has been hypothesized as a cause of past global warming. Two events possibly linked in this way are the Permian-Triassic extinction event and the Paleocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum. However, warming at the end of the last ice age is thought to not be due to clathrate release.        Causes  The climate system varies both through natural, "internal" processes as well as in response to variations in external "forcing" from both human and non-human causes, including changes in the Earth's orbit around the Sun (Milankovitch cycles), solar activity, and volcanic emissions as well as greenhouse gases.  The scientific consensus is that a significant proportion of this past rise, particularly in the last 25-50 years, is due to humanity's emission of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide (CO2). This consensus is summarized by the findings of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). In the Third Assessment Report, the IPCC concluded that "most of the warming observed over the last 50 years is attributable to human activities".  Although the scientific consensus is clear on the general conclusions - enough to persuade the governments of more than 140 countries to ratify the Kyoto Protocol - there are issues about just how much greenhouse gas emissions warm the planet. The uncertainties have in the past been exploited by politicians, corporations, and others with vested interests in opposing the activities needed to mitigate global warming; however, business opinion is increasingly changing to accept global warming as real and that action is needed. The scientific consensus is otherwise opposed by only a small minority of scientists.  Carbon dioxide during the last 400,000 years and the rapid rise since the Industrial Revolution.  Coal-burning power plants, automobile exhausts, factory smokestacks, and other waste vents of the human environment contribute about 22 billion tons of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases into the earth's atmosphere each year. About half of human emissions has remained in the atmosphere.  The atmospheric concentration of CO2 has increased by 31% above pre-industrial levels since 1750. This is considerably higher than at any time during the last 420,000 years, the period for which reliable data has been extracted from ice cores. From less direct geological evidence it is believed that CO2 values this high were last attained 40 million years ago.  About three-quarters of the anthropogenic emissions of CO2 to the atmosphere during the past 20 years is due to fossil fuel burning. The rest is predominantly due to land-use change, especially deforestation. In particular, the change in climate forcing from greenhouse gases since 1750 was estimated to be 8 times larger than the change in forcing due to increasing solar activity over the same period.        Effects  The predicted effects of global warming are many and various, both for the environment and for human life. The primary effect (indeed, the primary symptom) of global warming is increasing carbon dioxide and increasing global average temperature. From this flow a variety of secondary effects, including sea level rise, impacts on agriculture, reductions in the ozone layer (see below), increased extreme weather, and the spread of disease. In some cases, the effects may already be being experienced, although it is generally difficult to attribute specific natural phenomena to long-term global warming.     Oceans  Sea level rise  With increasing average global temperature, the water in the oceans expands in volume, and additional water enters them which had previously been locked up on land in glaciers and the polar ice caps. Although no definite predictions exist as to the exact magnitude, timing and distribution of sea level rise, most estimates foresee that an increase of 1.5-4.5°C will lead to an increase of 15 – 95cm (IPCC 2001).  The sea level has risen more than 120 metres since the peak of the last ice age about 18,000 years ago. The bulk of that occurred before 6000 years ago. From 3000 years ago to the start of the 19th century sea level was almost constant, rising at 0.1-0.2 mm/y; since 1900 the level has risen at 1-3 mm/y ; since 1992 satellite altimetry from TOPEX/Poseidon indicates a rate of about 3 mm/y.. If ice caps in Greenland and Antarctica melt, the Greenland ice sheet would raise sea levels by more than 20ft, the West Antarctic ice sheet by another 15ft.   Some countries will be more affected than others - low-lying countries such as Bangladesh and the Netherlands will be worst hit by any sea level rise, in terms of floods or the cost of preventing them.  Temperature rise  The temperature of the Antarctic Southern Ocean rose by 0.17°C between the 1950s and the 1980s, nearly twice the rate for the world's oceans as a whole. As well as effects on ecosystems (eg by melting sea ice, affecting algae that grow on its underside), warming could reduce the ocean's ability to absorb CO2.  Acidification  The world’s oceans soak up much of the carbon dioxide produced by living organisms, either as dissolved gas, or in the skeletons of tiny marine creatures that fall to the bottom to become chalk or limestone.  But in water, carbon dioxide becomes a weak carbonic acid, and "the increase in the greenhouse gas since the industrial revolution has already altered the average pH - the laboratory measure of acidity - significantly and will go on doing so for at least 100 years."  There are concerns that increasing acidification could have a particularly detrimental effect on corals (16% of the world's coral reefs have died from bleaching since 1998) and other marine organisms with calcium carbonate shells. Increased acidity may also directly affect the growth and reproduction of fish as well as the plankton on which they rely on for food. Scientists warn that the chemistry of the oceans is changing in ways unprecedented for 20 million years. Some predict that the world's coral reefs will die within 35 years.  Destabilization of ocean currents  There is some speculation that global warming could trigger localized cooling in the North Atlantic and lead to cooling, or lesser warming, in that region, affecting in particular areas like Scandinavia and Britain that are warmed by the North Atlantic drift. Professor Mike Schlesinger, of the University of Illinois, reported that the shutdown of the Gulf Stream, once seen as a "low probability event", was now 45 per cent likely this century, and 70 per cent probable by 2200. If it comes sooner rather than later it will be catastrophic for Britain and northern Europe, giving us a climate like Labrador (which shares our latitude) even as the rest of the world heats up: if it comes later it could be beneficial, moderating the worst of the warming.  Heat is transported from the equator polewards mostly by the atmosphere but also by ocean currents, with warm water near the surface and cold water at deeper levels. The best known segment of this Thermohaline circulation (THC) is the Gulf Stream. Warm water from the Carribean is transported to the North Atlantic, where its effect in warming the atmosphere contributes to warming Europe. The evaporation of ocean water in the North Atlantic increases the salinity (relative saltiness) of the water as well as cooling it, both actions increasing the density of water at the surface. The formation of sea ice further increases the salinity. This dense water then sinks and the circulation stream continues in a southerly direction. Global warming could lead to an increase in freshwater in the northern oceans, by melting glaciers in Greenland and by increasing precipitation.  A recent movie describes such a scenario. The Gulf Stream is no longer transporting warm water to Europe, the tropics get hotter and hotter, and the poles colder and colder. In a series of massive thunderstorms, the atmosphere flips over, and increasingly cold stratospheric air is drawn down to the earth's surface, creating a low-pressure system that produces hundreds of feet of snow. Temperatures in Canada drop 100 degrees in an hour. Just about everyone north of Washington, D.C., dies. The following summer, the ice melts and a continental flood ensues. Hurricanes hit Belfast. San Francisco Bay freezes. Hailstones the size of canned hams bomb Tokyo.  More extreme weather  As the climate grows warmer, evaporation will increase. This will cause heavier rainfall and more erosion, and in more vulnerable tropical areas (especially in Africa), desertification. Many scientists think that it could result in more extreme weather as global warming progresses.  The IPCC Third Annual Report says: "...global average water vapour concentration and precipitation are projected to increase during the 21st century. By the second half of the 21st century, it is likely that precipitation will have increased over northern mid- to high latitudes and Antarctica in winter. At low latitudes there are both regional increases and decreases over land areas. Larger year to year variations in precipitation are very likely over most areas where an increase in mean precipitation is projected".  Water scarcity  Sea level rises threaten to contaminate groundwater, affecting drinking water and agriculture in coastal zones. Increased evaporation will reduce the effectiveness of reservoirs. Increased extreme weather means more water falls on hardened ground unable to absorb it - leading to flash floods instead of a replenishment of soil moisture or groundwater levels. In some areas, shrinking glaciers threaten the water supply.  Higher temperatures will also increase the demand for water for cooling purposes.  In the Sahel, there has been on average a 25 per cent decrease in annual rainfall over the past 30 years.  Natural catastrophes  According to one study, 35–40% of the worst catastrophes have been climate change related (ERM, 2002). Over the past three decades, the proportion of the global population affected by weather-related disasters has doubled in linear trend, rising from roughly 2% in 1975 to 4% in 2001.(ERM, 2002).  The total surface area of glaciers worldwide has decreased by 50% since the end of the 19th century. As of March 2005, the snow cap that has covered the top of Mount Kilimanjaro for the past 11,000 years since the last ice age has almost disappeared [18]. The loss of glaciers not only directly causes landslides, flash floods and glacial lake overflow, but also increases annual variation in water flows in rivers. Glaciers retain water on mountains in high precipitation years, since the snow cover accumulating on glaciers protects the ice from melting. In warmer and drier years, glaciers offset the lower precipitation amounts with a higher meltwater input.  Hurricanes were thought to be an entirely north Atlantic phenomenon. In April 2004, the first Atlantic hurricane to form south of the Equator hit Brazil with 90 mph winds; monitoring systems may have to be extended 1000 miles further south. Precipitation hitting the US from hurricanes increased by 7% over the twentieth century. Hurricanes, typhoons and violent storms proliferate, grow even fiercer, and hit new areas. The storms gather their energy from warm seas, and so, as oceans heat up, fiercer ones occur and threaten areas where at present the seas are too cool for such weather  Forests face an increased risk of forest fires which could release vast amounts of carbon dioxide to speed global warming. The 10-year average of boreal forest burned in North America, after several decades of around 2.5 million acres, has increased steadily since 1970 to more than 7 million acres annually. Britain's Met Office predicted in 1999 that much of the Amazon will dry out and die within 50 years, making it ready for sparks - from humans or lightning - to set it ablaze.    Reduced ozone layer  One of the lesser-known effects of global warming is a reduction in the thickness of the ozone layer, which protects life on Earth from harmful radiation. Global warming appears to be partially countering the improvements in the ozone layer caused by the reduction in the use of ozone-destroying chemicals achieved through the Montreal Protocol. "What appears to have caused the further loss of ozone is the increasing number of stratospheric clouds in the winter, 15 miles above the earth. These clouds, in the middle of the ozone layer, provide a platform which makes it easier for rapid chemical reactions which destroy ozone to take place."  The ecological impact may have further knock-on effects, as it reduces photosynthesis in plants (with potential impacts on agriculture) and damages the DNA of plankton, which play a significant role in the world's carbon cycle.  Environmental  Secondary evidence of global warming — lessened snow cover, rising sea levels, weather changes — provides examples of consequences of global warming that may influence not only human activities but also ecosystems. Increasing global temperature means that ecosystems may change; some species may be forced out of their habitats (possibly to extinction) because of changing conditions, while others may flourish. Few of the terrestrial ecoregions on Earth could expect to be unaffected.  Rising temperatures are beginning to impact on ecosystems. Butterflies have shifted their ranges northward by 200 km in Europe and North America. Plants lag behind, and larger animals' migration is slowed down by cities and highways. In the Arctic, the waters of Hudson Bay are ice-free for three weeks longer than they were thirty years ago, affecting polar bears, which do not hunt on land.  For some time it was hoped that a positive effect of global warming would be increased agricultural yields, because of the role of CO2 in photosynthesis.  Whilst local benefits may be felt in some regions (such as Siberia or Iceland), recent evidence is that global yields will be negatively affected. "Rising atmospheric temperatures, longer droughts and side-effects of both, such as higher levels of ground-level ozone gas, are likely to bring about a substantial reduction in crop yields in the coming decades. Moreover, a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens. That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic  Migration  Some Pacific Ocean island nations, such as Tuvalu, are concerned about the possibility of an eventual evacuation, as flood defense may become economically unviable for them. Tuvalu already has an ad hoc agreement with New Zealand to allow phased relocation.  In the 1990s a variety of estimates placed the number of environmental refugees at around 25 million. (Environmental refugees are not included in the official definition of refugees, which only includes migrants fleeing persecution.) The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which advises the world’s governments under the auspices of the UN, estimated that 150 million environmental refugees will exist in the year 2050, due mainly to the effects of coastal flooding, shoreline erosion and agricultural disruption. (150 million means 1.5 percent of 2050’s predicted 10 billion world population.  Health  Rising temperatures have two opposing direct effects on mortality: higher temperatures in winter reduce deaths from cold; higher temperatures in summer increase heat-related deaths.  In August 2003 a heatwave in Europe killed 22-35,000 people, based on normal mortality rates (Schär and Jendritzky, 2004). It can be said with 90% confidence that past human influence on climate was responsible for at least half the risk of the 2003 European summer heat-wave (Stott et al 2004).  If average temperatures increase by 1 degree C, there will be an estimated 24,000 additional murders in the US each year (as the additional heat stress leads to more frequent rage). (New Scientist 11/5/02, review of Body Heat by Mark Blumberg.)  It has been claimed that global warming will probably extend the favorable zones for vectors conveying infectious disease such as malaria. However, it has been pointed out that despite the disappearance of infectious disease most temperate regions, the indigenous mosquitoes that transmitted it were never eliminated and remain common in some areas. Thus, although temperature is important in the transmission dynamics of malaria, many other variables are of equal or greater importance.  In poorer countries, this may simply lead to higher incidence of such diseases. In richer countries, where such diseases have been eliminated or kept in check by vaccination, draining swamps and using pesticides, the consequences may be felt more in economic than health terms, if greater spending on preventative measures is required.  A reduced ozone layer has negative impacts on human health - notably skin cancer and eye problems such as cataracts. However, the net effect of the thinning of the ozone layer on human health may be positive. Research by Dr. Edward Giovannucci, a Harvard University professor of medicine and nutrition who gave a keynote lecture at a recent American Association for Cancer Research, suggests that vitamin D might help prevent 30 deaths for each one caused by skin cancer. Vitamin D is nicknamed the "sunshine vitamin" because the skin makes it from ultraviolet rays. 

No evidence to support extinction. 
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Of the twenty-four Tier 1 (T1) and Tier 2 (T2) studies analyzed by Root et al., five of them, according to our analyses, directly refute the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis. In response to regional warming, two of these studies (T1.4, T1.5) describe opportunistic poleward extensions of the cold-limited range boundaries of a number of species that were accompanied by no forced changes in their heat limited range boundaries, leading to actual range expansions, which should make extinction even less likely for the studied species than it was before the warming. Two other studies (T1.7, T1.8) describe upslope extensions of the cold-limited range boundaries of lower-elevation species that did not result in any loss of higher-elevation species. Another study (T2.4) demonstrated that certain species, when faced with a warming-induced impetus to migrate, dramatically changed both their behavior and physical characteristics in ways that no one had previously believed possible, allowing them to “cross habitat disjunctions that would have represented major or complete barriers to dispersal before the expansions started.” Over half of the T1 and T2 studies analyzed by Root et al. were simply examples of the opportunistic poleward or upward extensions of species’ cold-limited range boundaries in response to regional or global warming, a phenomenon that reveals absolutely nothing about the responses of their heat-limited range boundaries, knowledge of which is critical to an evaluation of the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis. Nine of these studies dealt with latitudinal range extensions (T1.2, T1.3, T1.10, T1.11, T2.1, T2.5, T2.9, T2.10, T2.11), three with elevational range extensions (T1.9, T2.6, T2.8), and one with some of each (T2.3). These studies demonstrate what should be almost prenatal knowledge: if the climate warms, species of both plants and animals will expand into areas where it was previously too cold for them to live, a phenomenon that suggests an ability to avoid extinction rather than succumb to it. The remaining six T1 and T2 studies analyzed by Root et al. were hybrids of sorts, which really did not address the subject of species’ range responses to global warming. The upslope migrations discussed in T1.1, for example, turned out to be due to environmental changes induced by local logging practices rather than regional warming. Likewise, the cold-limited boundary extension of T1.6 may also have been caused by something other than warming; and the results of T2.2 were so complex that the authors could not decide what caused the range expansions. Somewhat similarly, the authors of T2.13, although demonstrating a latitudinal shifting of species, were not able to conclude unequivocally that it was due to regional warming; while the latitudinal heat-limited boundary extensions discussed in T2.12 were due to cooling and increased precipitation. Finally, the range expansions described in T2.7 would not even have occurred if the exotic species involved had not been transported into the area of study from half-way around the world. In light of these observations, it is clear that the scientific articles studied by Root et al. that are most applicable to the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis fail to provide a single piece of evidence in support of it. In fact, most of the knowledge gleaned from them does not even address the subject; while that which is pertinent actually contradicts the hypothesis. 
No extinction
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XII. Conclusions The CO2-induced global warming extinction hypothesis claims that as the world warms in response to the ongoing rise in the air’s CO2 content, many species of plants and animals will not be able to migrate either poleward in latitude or upward in elevation fast enough to avoid extinction as they try to escape the stress imposed by the rising temperature. With respect to plants, however, we have shown that as long as the atmosphere’s CO2 concentration rises in tandem with its temperature, most of them will not “feel the heat,” as their physiology will change in ways that make them better adapted to warmer conditions. Hence, although earth’s plants will likely spread poleward and upward at the cold-limited boundaries of their ranges in response to a warming-induced opportunity to do so, their heat-limited boundaries will probably remain pretty much as they are now or shift only slightly. Consequently, in a world of rising atmospheric CO2 concentration, the ranges of most of earth’s plants will likely expand if the planet continues to warm, making plant extinctions even less likely than they are currently. Animals should react much the same way. In response to concurrent increases in atmospheric temperature and CO2 concentration, they will likely migrate poleward and upward, where cold temperatures prevented them from going in the past, as they follow earth’s plants. Also as with earth’s plants, the heat-limited boundaries of their ranges should in many cases be little affected, as has been observed in several of the real-world studies that have been wrongly cited as providing evidence for impending species extinctions, or their entire ranges may simply shift with the rising temperature, as has been observed in many real-world studies of marine ecosystems. To summarize, both theory and observation paint the same picture. A goodly portion of earth’s plants and animals should actually expand their ranges and gain a stronger foothold on the planet as the atmosphere’s temperature and CO2 concentration continue to rise. If the air’s CO2 content were suddenly to stop increasing, however, the biosphere could find itself facing a significant challenge, as the world’s plants would cease acquiring the extra physiological protection against heat stress that is afforded them by rising atmospheric CO2 concentrations. Consequently, the end result of curtailing anthropogenic CO2 emissions might well be just the opposite of what many people are hoping to accomplish by encouraging that policy, i.e., many species might actually be driven to extinction, rather than being saved from such a fate. 
Most extinction hypes are just media hype and skewed results. 
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III. More Climate-Alarmist Claims of Extinction Cowling is right on target with her assessment of the issue. Measures designed to slow the rate of rise of the air’s CO2 content would actually be counterproductive and detrimental to the biosphere, in that they would deprive earth’s vegetation (and its associated animal life) of much of its capacity to adequately acclimate to rising temperatures forced by phenomena unrelated to the air’s CO2 content, such as variations in solar activity. However, the political pressure to respond to the counterfeit ethics of the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis is so great that both logic and facts count for little in the debate over what to do — or not do! – about the ongoing rise in the air’s CO2 content. Thus, the media onslaught continues, with each new scientific study that can possibly be construed to support a doom-and-gloom scenario being heralded as another important piece of evidence for the validity of the contention that earth’s biosphere is already in process of being decimated by global warming. But we hear so many stories of plants and animals being forced to move to higher latitudes and elevations over the past century and a half of increasing atmospheric CO2 and temperature. Aren’t at least some of them true? And what about the recent studies of Parmesan and Yohe (2003) and Root et al. (2003), numerous press reports of which conjure up ghastly visions of an imminent mass extinction? Don’t they refute what we have just concluded? Before answering these questions, it is important to note that the blame for the oft repeated but false contention that global warming will decimate earth’s biosphere cannot be laid solely at the feet of the popular press. Many of the scientists involved in the studies that have been construed to imply the validity of the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis have themselves been the sources of much of the rampant speculation. Root herself, for example, was quoted in one article describing her team’s work (post-gazette.com Health & Science, 2 January 2003) as saying “animals and plants are being strongly affected by warming of the globe” and “in my opinion, we’re sitting at the edge of a mass extinction,” while in another article from the New York Times (“Global Warming Found to Displace Species,” authored by Andrew C. Revkin, 2 January 2003), she was quoted as saying “it’s really pretty frightening to think what we might see in the next 100 years.” Other scientists are also quick to promote the unholy vision of an impending biological apocalypse. In a related story (CNN.com, 2 January 2003), for example, it was reported that Alastair Fitter, a professor of biology at the University of York, said “the studies’ conclusions that the ranges of hundreds of species are shifting northward in response to warming temperatures are disconcerting,” adding that if temperatures rise as predicted, “it may drive some plant and animal species to extinction as their ranges shrink.” Still other reports put the “bad news” right up front in their titles. An Environment News Service report of 2 January 2003 declared “Hundreds of Species Pressured by Global Warming,” while Nature Science Update trumpeted on 6 January 2003 that “Huge studies analyze climate change’s toll on plants and animals across globe.” Likewise, a Rocky Mountain News headline of 2 January 2003 declared “Species at risk as global warming spurs climate change,” reporting in the body of the story that scientists said the studies “foretell the extinction of many species in the coming decades as rising temperatures force them to retreat from their historic ranges.” Although these reports may seem compelling, they do not live up to their dramatic billing when carefully analyzed. In fact, as we shall shortly demonstrate, the vast bulk of the scientific studies that prompted them actually do just the opposite of what climate alarmists claim they do. Rather than suggesting earth’s biosphere is about to suffer irreparable damage as a result of past natural warming and future predicted warming, they actually substantiate nearly everything we have deduced from what is known about the effects of atmospheric CO2 enrichment on plant physiology. Most importantly, they portray a biosphere of increased species richness almost everywhere on earth in response to the global warming and increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration of the past century and a half that has promoted a great expansion of species’ ranges throughout the entire world. 

     A2 Studies

Studies are wrong
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IV. Our Appraisal of the Root et al. (2003) Study Root et al. (2003), by their own admission, examined “thousands of articles” in reaching their conclusion that “a significant impact of global warming,” which they consider to be extremely negative, “is already discernible in animal and plant populations.” However, most of this mountain of evidence was rejected by them. Why? It was rejected because, as they openly admit, they chose to include only those studies that “(1) examined a span of at least 10 years, (2) found that a trait of at least one species shows change over time, and (3) found either a temporal change in temperature at the study site or a strong association between the species trait and sitespecific temperature.” Think about that. If a study did not indicate that “at least one species shows change over time” or that there was “a strong association between the species trait and sitespecific temperature,” the study was ignored. Talk about stacking the deck in favor of one’s hypothesis! If a study showed that a species’ population was stable over time or did not show a strong association between one of its traits and changing temperature patterns — such as we would predict for the heat-limited boundary of a species’ range, which consequence would tend to refute the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis — it was dropped from further consideration. So just how extensive was this stacking of the deck? Of the thousands of articles Root et al. examined, they selected a mere one hundred and forty-three for detailed scrutiny. Does this massive filtering of the data mean there could be hundreds upon hundreds — if not thousands — of studies that run counter to their hypothesis? There is a strong possibility that it does, especially in light of what we are about to learn about the studies they did use. From among the 143 “qualifying” articles that survived their unique filtering process, Root et al. created two categories of studies. Tier 1 studies, of which there were 85, were “those demonstrating a statistically significant trend for at least one species examined.” Tier 2 studies, of which there were 58, were “those in which statistical significance was not shown by the study’s authors,” which gives yet another indication of the paucity of pertinent data they employed in reaching their sweeping global conclusions. Within these two tiers of papers, Root et al. evaluated changes in four species traits: (1) species densities at given locations and species ranges, (2) the timing of significant species life-cycle events, (3) species morphology, and (4) species genetic frequencies. However, only the first of these traits provide data that are appropriate for evaluating the hypothesis that CO2 -induced global warming will force plants and animals to migrate to cooler regions of the planet. The impact of this last observation is such that of the 85 Tier 1 articles evaluated by Root et al. — again by their own admission — only eleven contain information on species range shifts; while of the 58 Tier 2 papers they evaluated, a mere thirteen deal with the subject. Hence, out of the thousands of articles they originally examined, only two dozen contain data that might be appropriate for evaluating the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis; and over half of them lay no claim to possessing any statistical significance, which truly speaks volumes about how underwhelming is the case their paper makes for Root’s contention that “we’re sitting at the edge of a mass extinction.” Nevertheless, to complete our analysis, we next evaluate each of the 24 potentially pertinent papers in the order in which Root et al. list them in their Supplemental Appendices 1 and 2, dealing first with their Tier 1 studies and then their Tier 2 studies. 

Studies fail- there is no evidence of warming. 
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This first of the eleven articles that are claimed by Root et al. to provide statistically significant evidence for the proposition that an impact of global warming “is already discernible in animal and plant populations” fails miserably, even in terms of their own “rules.” In their 2003 paper, for example, they said they “focused on temperature change and ignored other climatic changes, such as precipitation.” Yet the Pounds et al. study, which was conducted in highland forests at Monteverde, Costa Rica, dealt with biological changes that, in the authors’ own words, were “all associated with patterns of dry-season mist frequency.” Root et al. apparently justified the bending of their caused-by-temperature-change exclusivity rule on the basis of Pounds et al.’s claim that the patterns of dry-season mist frequency they identified were “negatively correlated with sea surface temperatures in the equatorial Pacific” and were therefore ultimately caused by a warming of that region of the globe. As everyone knows, however — or should know — correlation does not prove causation; and, in fact, it was subsequently demonstrated by Lawton et al. (2001) that the changes in dry-season mist frequency that Pounds et al. claimed were due to “the increase in air temperatures that followed a step-like warming of tropical oceans in 1976” were in reality caused by upwind deforestation of adjacent lowlands that increased convective and orographic cloud bases, which resulted in a reduced moisture supply to Pounds et al.’s study area. 

Studies prove warming leads to an increase in bio diversity, not extinction. 
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The authors documented changes in the northern boundaries of 52 butterfly species over the past century in northern Europe, as well as concomitant changes in the southern boundaries of 40 butterfly species in southern Europe and northern Africa, over which period of time the majority of the studied region warmed by about 0.8°C. As to the range shifts they observed, the authors report that “nearly all northward shifts involved extensions at the northern boundary with the southern boundary remaining stable.” This finding is a direct refutation of the CO2 -induced global warming extinction hypothesis, in that it demonstrates that a significant increase in temperature allowed butterflies to expand their northern boundaries northward but did not force them to move their southern boundaries northward. Indeed, it is a strong vindication of our hypothesis, i.e., that heat-limited species’ boundaries will not change in a region of both increasing temperature and atmospheric CO2 concentration. Not only is this butterfly behavior not bad, as Root et al. would have the world believe, it is good. The authors note, for example, that because of their stable southern boundaries and the northward movement of their northern boundaries, “most species effectively expanded the size of their range,” which has helped to protect them against the possibility of extinction. The resultant range overlapping has also increased regional biodiversity by increasing regional butterfly species richness, which is precisely what we have predicted should occur in such situations. 
     Adaptation

Species are adapting- they are moving away from extinction. 
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XI. Discussion of Real-World Observations Are significant impacts of global warming “already discernable in animal and plant populations,” as Root et al. claim? Is climate change “already affecting living systems,” as Parmesan and Yohe contend? The answer to both of these questions in many but not all of the cases they cite is a definite yes. Much of the biosphere has indeed responded to the global warming of the past century and a half that has transformed what we have come to call the Little Ice Age into what can now be called the Modern Warm Period. But it has not — we repeat not — brought us to the verge of biospheric disintegration, as the world’s climate alarmists would have everyone believe. In fact, it has done just the opposite, aided in no small part by the concomitant rise in the air’s CO2 content. To substantiate this fact, ironically, we need look no further than to the very papers that are used by Root et al. and Parmesan and Yohe to suggest, as Root has claimed, that “we’re sitting at the edge of a mass extinction.” And when we do, we find that the studies they cite do not imply anything of the kind. It is true that some species of plants and animals have indeed moved poleward and upward in response to 19th and 20th century warming; but they have not been forced to do so. The poleward and upward extensions of the cold-limited boundaries of these species’ ranges have been opportunistic movements, movements that have enabled them to inhabit regions that previously were too cold for them. But where it has been predicted that species would either be compelled to move towards cooler regions or suffer death, i.e., at the heat-limited boundaries of their ranges, they have in many instances, if not most instances, succumbed to neither alternative. As a result, instead of suffering range contractions, indicative of advancement towards extinction, these species have experienced range expansions, indicative of a propensity to avoid extinction. We note also, with respect to latitudinal movements, that it is not necessary for the heat-limited boundary of a species’ range to remain totally stationary for the CO2- induced global warming extinction hypothesis to be found null and void. If the heat limited boundary merely moves slower than the cold-limited boundary in response to an increase in temperature, a range expansion will occur that makes extinction even less likely than it was before the warming occurred. What is more, the viability of species in a warming world can be maintained by relaxing even this condition; for if a species’ heat-limited boundary moves at the same speed as its cold-limited boundary, its range size will remain fairly constant (depending upon local geographical constraints, of course), which also precludes the possibility of extinction. In fact, if the cold-limited and heat-limited boundaries of a species’ range are widely separated, as in the case of the butterfly studied by Parmesan (1996), even if the heat-limited boundary were to move faster than the cold-limited boundary, the large temperature difference between the two boundaries would prevent the heat-limited boundary from ever merging with the cold-limited boundary for the degree of warming that would be likely to occur in the real world. Hence, there is currently not the slightest shred of evidence that what is “already discernable in animal and plant populations,” in the words of Root et al., and “already affecting living systems,” in the words of Parmesan and Yohe, portends the eminent or even far-distant extinction of a single species of plant or animal. 
Plants wont go extinct- they will adapt to any temperature changes

Lingle 4 (Christopher, professor of economics at Universidad Francisco Marroquin and a Scholar at the Centre for Civil society in New Delhi, “Higher CO2, More Global Warming, and Less Extinction”, Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/higher-co2-more-global-warming-and-less-extinction///umich-mp)

It is widely believed that humans exert a harmful impact on the natural environment, especially when it comes to releasing greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. And so there is some alarm that the amount of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere has risen by 25–30 percent in the last 200 years.  One viewpoint has become known as the “CO2-induced global warming extinction hypothesis,” which projects greater extinction of species. The combination of global warming and an increase in atmospheric CO2 will supposedly cause plants and animals that cannot escape the stress from rising temperatures to become extinct.  In January a study published in the journal Nature projected that 15–37 percent of species will become extinct by the middle of the century at current rates of global warming. The study came under immediate criticism. An earlier examination of this hypothesis was conducted by the Marshall Institute in partnership with the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change.  The study, “The Specter of Species Extinction: Will Global Warming Decimate Earth’s Biosphere?,” concluded that claims of mass extinctions arising out of climate change are unsupported by facts.1 The extinction hypothesis ignored the fact that CO2 enrichment tends to offset the negative effects of rising temperatures on vegetation.  The findings contradict claims that manmade climate change can cause significant increases in the rate of species extinction. First, they point out that there is a lack of definitive knowledge on how many species exist and what the rate of natural extinction might be. Further, it is not known how many species are becoming extinct because of other human or nonhuman causes.  If we accept the worst-case scenario that the earth is getting warmer and CO2 concentrations are increasing, most species would  respond by adapting, acclimatizing, or migrating. In the case of plant life, increasing the amount of CO2 will induce changes that make them better adapted to warmer conditions. Indeed, more CO2 allows them to grow better at almost all temperatures, especially at higher temperatures. And so, elevated CO2 content improves the ability of plants to resist heat stress and also raises the optimum temperature for growth.  In other words, a rise in atmospheric temperature combined with a higher CO2 concentration makes it easier for plants to adapt. Since the range of adaptation of most plants will likely expand if the planet warms, extinctions will become less likely than they are at present.  Additional evidence of this was reported in Science.2 According to climatic and satellite data gathered since 1982, global plant productivity has increased by 6 percent with the largest gains in tropical ecosystems. Part of the rise in plant growth was due to diminished cloud cover leading to a rise in solar radiation in the tropics.  Since rising plant productivity sucks in carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, “carbon sinks,” such as large forested areas, can offset the production of rising carbon gases. This means that increased concentrations of CO2 are more likely to cause temperatures to go down rather than go up.  Animals can be expected to react similarly to simultaneous increases in atmospheric temperature and CO2 concentration by migrating toward the poles or higher altitudes. By increasing the boundaries of their ranges, most species will increase the probability of survival.  If we succeed in curtailing manmade CO2 emissions, our actions might actually impose a greater challenge to life forms in the biosphere. This is because a sudden stop in the increase of CO2 content in the air would block the physiological transformation of plants that provides them with protection against heat stress. 
Warming is too slow- future generations could fix it. 

Kate 11 (Climatologist, “Extinction and Climate” Feb 17, Climatesight,  http://climatesight.org/2011/02/17/extinction-and-climate///umich-mp)

How bad will it get? Only time, and our decisions, will tell. A significant number of the world’s species will probably become extinct. It’s conceivable that we could cause anoxia in the oceans, if we are both irresponsible and unlucky. It wouldn’t be too hard to melt most of the world’s ice, committing ourselves to an eventual sea level rise in the tens of metres. These long-range consequences would take centuries to develop, so none of us has to worry about experiencing them. Instead, they would fall to those who come after us, who would have had no part in causing – and failing to solve – the problem.

     Irreversible Now

Extinction inevitable- we cant stop warming, we can only buy us time. 

Futurism 10 (Futurism Now: Political and Environmental News, “Human Extinction Possible in 100 Years, Says Scientist”, http://www.futurismnow.com/?p=5437//umich-mp)

Doomsday will be decided in 2014, not 2012, according to an Australian scientist who says that if we keep doing what we’re going, Drill-Baby-Drilling and having lots of babies, it’s the end of the human race in about 100 years.   Seriously, I wonder if we will last that long.  He also claims that attempts to stop climate change will not stop our extinction, only buy us time. Well he doesn’t have to worry about that, because the United States isn’t going to do anything about climate change, thanks to our obstructionist right-wing politicians.  Some of them are still busy denying climate change, like they deny evolution, and claim that dinosaurs lived with people.  In other words, they suffer from serious science-backwardness,  and the sheer force of it just might lead to our demise.   Here’s to “Livin’ la Vida Loca” while we still can. From the Daily Mail:  As the scientist who helped eradicate smallpox he certainly know a thing or two about extinction.  And now Professor Frank Fenner, emeritus professor of microbiology at the Australian National University, has predicted that the human race will be extinct within the next 100 years.  He has claimed that the human race will be unable to survive a population explosion and ‘unbridled consumption.’  Fenner told The Australian newspaper that ‘homo sapiens will become extinct, perhaps within 100 years.’  ‘A lot of other animals will, too,’ he added.  ‘It’s an irreversible situation. I think it’s too late. I try not to express that because people are trying to do something, but they keep putting it off.’ Since humans entered an unofficial scientific period known as the Anthropocene – the time since industrialisation – we have had an effect on the planet that rivals any ice age or comet impact, he said.  Fenner, 95, has won awards for his work in helping eradicate the variola virus that causes smallpox and has written or co-written 22 books.  He announced the eradication of the disease to the World Health Assembly in 1980 and it is still regarded as one of the World Health Organisation’s greatest achievements  He was also heavily involved in helping to control Australia’s myxomatosis problem in rabbits.  Last year official UN figures estimated that the world’s population is currently 6.8 billion. It is predicted to exceed seven billion by the end of 2011.  Fenner blames the onset of climate change for the human race’s imminent demise. He said: ‘We’ll undergo the same fate as the people on Easter Island. ‘Climate change is just at the very beginning. But we’re seeing remarkable changes in the weather already.’  ‘The Aborigines showed that without science and the production of carbon dioxide and global warming, they could survive for 40,000 or 50,000 years.  ‘But the world can’t. The human species is likely to go the same way as many of the species that we’ve seen disappear.’  Retired professor Stephen Boyden, a colleague of Professor Fenner, said that while there was deep pessimism among some ecologists, others had a more optimistic view.  Ocean trash  ‘Frank may well be right, but some of us still harbor the hope that there will come about an awareness of the situation and, as a result the revolutionary changes necessary to achieve ecological sustainability.’  Simon Ross, the vice-chairman of the Optimum Population Trust, said: ‘Mankind is facing real challenges including climate change, loss of bio-diversity and unprecedented growth in population.’  Professor Fenner’s chilling prediction echoes recent comments by Prince Charles who last week warned of ‘monumental problems’ if the world’s population continues to grow at such a rapid pace. And it comes after Professor Nicholas Boyle of Cambridge University said that a ‘Doomsday’ moment will take place in 2014 – and will determine whether the 21st century is full of violence and poverty or will be peaceful and prosperous.*  In the last 500 years there has been a cataclysmic ‘Great Event’ of international significance at the start of each century, he claimed. In 2006 another esteemed academic, Professor James Lovelock, warned that the world’s population may sink as low as 500 million over the next century due to global warming.  He claimed that any attempts to tackle climate change will not be able to solve the problem, merely buy us time.  Cue Ricky Martin . . . . . Revolutionary changes?  Not except by some outside force.  Governments can’t achieve “revolutionary changes” within themselves.   Capitalism and consumption are too lauded and too ingrained.  And don’t look to our lawmakers.  The U.S.  Congress is seemingly incapable of passing a law that puts a tax or price on carbon that is adequate to make the quick differences that are needed.   I know that some people still hold out hope that this can happen, but I don’t.  For the record, Professor Lovelock does not believe that climate change will cause human extinction, not completely.  But it will greatly reduce the herd.   My biggest hope is that these elderly scientists are suffering from some form of depressive dementia on this topic, but privately, I think they are right and it may be too late to stop climate change.  This makes me very, very  sad for all the people on the planet who are currently under the age of five.  Of course capitalism = consumption.  More capitalism, more business and corporation friendly aspects of our cultures, and the sooner we are all toast. 
We have hit the tipping point- warming is irreversible. 

Scotsman 6 (International news source, “Global Warming: Is it too late to save our planet?”, January 17, http://living.scotsman.com/index.cfm?id=76062006//umich-mp)

GLOBAL warming is irreversible and billions of people will die over the next century, one of the world's leading climate change scientists claimed yesterday. Professor James Lovelock, the scientist who developed the Gaia principle (that Earth is a self-regulating, interconnected system), claimed that by the year 2100 the only place where humans will be able to survive will be the Arctic. In a forthcoming book, The Revenge of Gaia, Lovelock warns that attempts to reduce levels of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere may already be too late. "Our planet has kept itself healthy and fit for life, just like an animal does, for most of the more than three billion years of its existence," he writes. "It was ill luck that we started polluting at a time when the sun was too hot for comfort. We have given Gaia a fever and soon her condition will worsen to a state like a coma. She has been there before and recovered, but it took more than 100,000 years." Lovelock, 86, who now lives in Cornwall, reckons temperatures will rise dramatically over the next 100 years: "We are responsible and will suffer the consequences: as the century progresses the temperature will rise eight degrees centigrade in temperate regions and five degrees in the tropics. "Much of the tropical land mass will become scrub and desert; before this century is over billions of us will die and the few breeding pairs that survive will be in the Arctic, where the climate remains tolerable." The scientist says he has been loathe to write such a depressing book: "I'm usually a cheerful sod, so I'm not happy about writing doom books. But I don't see any easy way out." He believes pollution in the northern hemisphere has actually helped reduce global warming by reflecting sunlight. However "this 'global dimming' is transient and could disappear in a few days like the smoke that it is, leaving us fully exposed to the heat of the global greenhouse". "We are in a fool's climate, accidentally kept cool by smoke," he says. Climate-change scientists have been warning about the rise in temperatures reaching a "tipping point" when carbon and methane locked up in the Amazon rainforest and Arctic ice would be released into the atmosphere as the climate becomes drier and warmer. Lovelock says: "We will do our best to survive, but, sadly, I can't see the US or the emerging economies of China and India cutting back in time and they are the main source of emissions. The worst will happen and survivors will have to adapt to a hell of a climate." 

     Co2

No greenhouse effect/tipping point

Mrose 6/17, 2011 Cornelia Mrose is a new US citizen and tea party activist who is passionate about promoting liberty “Is carbon dioxide a pollutant? What you need to know about CO2” http://www.deneenborelli.com/commentaries/is-carbon-dioxide-a-pollutant-what-you-need-to-know-about-co2/

Does more carbon dioxide in the atmosphere lead to a runaway greenhouse effect or tipping point? No, it does not lead to a runaway greenhouse effect. Why? Because there is only so much infrared radiation to be absorbed. Thomas J. Nelson puts it this way in “Cold Facts on Global Warming”: It is generally accepted that the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is already high enough to absorb virtually all the infrared radiation in the main carbon dioxide absorption bands over a distance of less than one km. Thus, even if the atmosphere were heavily laden with carbon dioxide, it would still only cause an incremental increase in the amount of infrared absorption over current levels. This is why in Earth’s past there have been times with levels of carbon dioxide as high as 6000 ppmv (compared to today’s 391 ppmv). There was no runaway greenhouse effect, no tipping point. In fact, the highest levels of atmospheric CO2 occurred during periods of glaciation. 

Humans make less than 3% of CO2

Mrose 6/17, 2011 Cornelia Mrose is a new US citizen and tea party activist who is passionate about promoting liberty “Is carbon dioxide a pollutant? What you need to know about CO2” http://www.deneenborelli.com/commentaries/is-carbon-dioxide-a-pollutant-what-you-need-to-know-about-co2/

The amount of carbon dioxide that is produced by human industrial production is very small. It is estimated at around 3%. The overwhelming amount of atmospheric carbon dioxide is released by nature: the oceans, soils, volcanoes and the biosphere. Oceans, soils and plants already absorb at least half of the human CO2 emissions and human emissions are dwarfed by the balanced natural system. For example, termite methane emissions are 20 times more potent than human CO2 emissions, and massive volcanic eruptions (e.g. Pinatubo) emit the equivalent of a year’s human CO2 emissions in a few days. (Ian Plimer) 

Volcanoes create climate change

Jeffrey 6/13/11 – teacher with a background in Climate Change Paradox – “Current CO2 Levels Are Not Of Anthropogenic Origins” WRITTEN BY COLE JEFFREY, GUEST POST | JUNE 13 2011 http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/home/9105-climate-change-paradox-current-co2-levels-are-not-of-anthropogenic-origins

The increase in atmospheric CO2 is attributed only slightly to anthropogenic emissions (about 3% or about 13 ppma) with the most predominate factor being volcanic venting. It all ties together and is confirmed with the recent thrust event in the Indian Ocean, Japan earthquakes, Pakistan earthquakes, and Iceland volcanic eruptions and earthquake activity to name only a few. Volcanic activity has increased in the last 500 years. There are two components of volcanoes that include venting and eruptions. Venting is venting of gasses, including CO2. Eruptions include CO2 and other gasses along with ash. The general rule is that eruptions release gasses and ash, which cause temperatures to drop. Volcanic activity, including increased venting before and after eruptions began to rise in about 934 AD, and much more activity has occurred since about the early to mid 1800’s – just before the industrial revolution. This is the year that it is presented that humans attributed to the increase of atmospheric Co2 levels, but volcanic activity is the source of CO2 atmospheric level rise. Volcanic activity also attributes to tectonic activity – an increase in earth quake frequency and severity, which have also increased recently. 

CO2 doesn’t link to warming – their findings are biased by environmental agencies 

Mrose 6/17, 2011 Cornelia Mrose is a new US citizen and tea party activist who is passionate about promoting liberty “Is carbon dioxide a pollutant? What you need to know about CO2” http://www.deneenborelli.com/commentaries/is-carbon-dioxide-a-pollutant-what-you-need-to-know-about-co2/

Yes, contrary to the predictions of global warming protagonists global temperature has somewhat decreased since 1998. Carbon dioxide levels, on the other hand, continue to rise. These two facts are irreconcilable with the claim that CO2 is the primary cause of increases in atmospheric temperature. According to the EPA, the endangerment and pollution findings “are based on careful consideration of the full weight of scientific evidence.” Clearly, this is not the case. CO2 at its current level is not a pollutant since it does not cause instability, disorder, harm or discomfort to the ecosystem. Nor does CO2 exceed natural levels. The EPA’s endangerment findings are politically motivated. They are inspired by politicians willing to use pseudo-scientific claims in order to reach ideologically motivated goals. 

CO2 is only .036% of climate change and natural checks mean it doesn’t cause warming 

Jeffrey 5/21/11 – teacher with a background in engineering “The Global Warming/Climate Change Paradox - Why CO2 has not, is not, nor will not be an issue” WRITTEN BY COLE JEFFREY, GUEST POST | MAY 21 2011 http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/home/9016-the-global-warmingclimate-change-paradox-why-co2-has-not-is-not-nor-will-not-be-an-issue
Above and beyond the ability for Earth to deal with atmospheric CO2 through photosynthesis and other means, there is more solar radiation (heat dissipated into space) through water vapor which is 78 to 82% of climate influence, when temperatures rise. CO2 is only currently 0.036% climatic influential, which translates into a rise of only 0.05 Degree C in average mean temperature if atmospheric CO2 levels are more than doubled to 800 PPMA, and the influence would only be experienced at night. Earth has natural checks and balances for regulating atmospheric CO2 levels and climate. Since 1 trillion tons of atmospheric CO2 is being presented to change climate average mean temperatures by 1 degree C, then the average mean temperatures should rise 1 degree C every year but does not, due to the fact that Earth is able to deal with much more than the 1 trillion tons of annual anthropogenic and natural CO2 emissions. 

Plants thrive with CO2

Mrose 6/17, 2011 Cornelia Mrose is a new US citizen and tea party activist who is passionate about promoting liberty “Is carbon dioxide a pollutant? What you need to know about CO2” http://www.deneenborelli.com/commentaries/is-carbon-dioxide-a-pollutant-what-you-need-to-know-about-co2/

Plants thrive at high levels of CO2. They flourish when levels of carbon dioxide are significantly higher than today’s 391 ppmv. This is why the level of carbon dioxide in commercial greenhouses is often tripled to about 1000 ppmv. At this level of CO2 plants grow significantly faster. Perhaps you have heard someone say that it is good for your plants when you talk to them: they love the CO2 you exhale. During the history of the planet, CO2 levels have continuously fluctuated. During periods of high CO2 in the air, life underwent massive expansion and diversification, whereas in periods of low CO2, like today, plant life is not as energetic… Early in the Earth’s history, the CO2 content of air was tens to hundreds of times higher than today and, over time, this CO2 has been stored as carbon compounds in rocks, oil, gas, coal and carbonate rocks. (Ian Plimer) 

Plants use of CO2 causes it to cycle

Jeffrey 5/21/11 – teacher with a background in engineering “The Global Warming/Climate Change Paradox - Why CO2 has not, is not, nor will not be an issue” WRITTEN BY COLE JEFFREY, GUEST POST | MAY 21 2011 http://www.climatechangedispatch.com/home/9016-the-global-warmingclimate-change-paradox-why-co2-has-not-is-not-nor-will-not-be-an-issue
CO2 and temperatures became cyclical due to the division of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, due to the 600 to 2400 year lag in CO2 rise after the temperature rises along with the other astro factors. With higher levels of atmospheric CO2, flora stromatolite and algae populations rise abundantly. Farmers are experiencing the highest crop yield per acre than ever in thousands of years of recorded history, partly due to farming techniques and fertilizer technologies, but more predominantly due to higher atmospheric CO2 levels. CO2 then falls below the 200 Parts Per Million Atmosphere (PPMA) threshold because when CO2 levels are above the 200 PPMA, along with other factors, photosynthesis life thrives more abundantly, causing the absorption rate of CO2 to exceed the CO2 emission rate. Then, at or slightly below 200 PPMA, growth of life that uses photosynthesis is stifled. When CO2 levels are at 180 PPMA photosynthesis flora begin to respire (exhale) CO2, and at levels of 150 PPMA all photosynthesis flora will die, including food crops that rely on photosynthesis. With a reduction in growth of photosynthesis life due to lower atmospheric CO2 levels (at or below 200 PPMA), atmospheric CO2 levels are able to rise again. As atmospheric CO2 levels rise, the photosynthesis organisms thrive and over populate, eventually causing atmospheric CO2 levels to drop to the levels that atmospheric CO2 cannot support the photosynthesis organisms (below the 200 PPMA threshold), causing an amount of photosynthesis organisms to stifle growth, allowing atmospheric CO2 levels to rise again. A lag in growth and reduction of photosynthetic life is a probable factor for the rise and fall of atmospheric CO2 levels. If growth and reduction were near the rise and fall of CO2 emissions, then atmospheric CO2 levels would remain near constant levels. This is a mechanism for why the atmospheric CO2 levels rise and fall cyclically, along with Earths orbit, gyroscopic progression of Earth’s rotation, Solar activity, ocean currents, and volcanic activity. 

     Ocean Acidification

Carbon Emissions boost Ocean Growth – Tests disprove Ocean Acidification

Middleton, 09 – Geoscientist and BS in Earth Sciences (11/13/09, Dave Middleton, Debunk House, “Ocean Acidification… Another Nail in a Junk Science Coffin,”  http://debunkhouse.wordpress.com/2009/11/13/ocean-acidification-another-nail-in-a-junk-science-coffin/)
In other words… Anthropogenic CO2 emissions help feed the critters that build coral reefs. Dissolved Inorganic Carbon (CO2, bicarbonate, etc.) are consumed by shell building organisms to build shells (bicarbonate) and photosynthesis in the photic zone (CO2). DIC constitute about 97% of the carbon in the oceans. Dissolved Organic Carbon (non-colloidal bits of carbohydrates, proteins, etc.) are the mostly the product of photosynthesis. DOC can come from land or, marine sources. This is consumed by sponges which secrete food for reef building organisms. Both DIC and DOC are part of the carbon cycle. Anthropogenic carbon emissions (primarily CO2) constitute about 3% of the Earth’s carbon budget (~6 Gt/yr). More CO2 in the atmosphere leads to something called “CO2 fertilization.” In an enriched CO2 environment, most plants end to grow more. The fatal flaw of the infamous “Hockey Stick” chart was in Mann’s misinterpretation of Bristlecone Pine tree ring chronologies as a proxy for temperature; when in fact the tree ring growth was actually indicating CO2 fertilization as in this example from Greek fir treesEnriched atmospheric CO2 “feeds” reefs in two ways: 1) Enhanced photosynthesis for the symbiotic algae; and 2) More DOC to feed the sponges that also feed reef builders as the result of enhanced photosynthesis of land and marine vegetation. Coral reefs can only grow in the photic zone of the oceans because zooxanthellae algae use sunlight, CO2, calcium and/or magnesium to make limestone. The calcification rate of Flinders Reef has increased along with atmospheric CO2 concentrations since 1700 Flinders Reef calcification rate has increased along with atmospheric CO2 since 1700. As the atmospheric CO2 concentration has grown since the 1700′s coral reef extension rates have also trended upwards. This is contrary to the theory that increased atmospheric CO2 should reduce the calcium carbonate saturation in the oceans, thus reducing reef calcification. It’s a similar enigma to the calcification rates of coccoliths and otoliths. In all three cases, the theory or model says that increasing atmospheric CO2 will make the oceans less basic by increasing the concentration of H+ ions and reducing calcium carbonate saturation. This is supposed to reduce the calcification rates of carbonate shell-building organisms. When, in fact, the opposite is occurring in nature with reefs and coccoliths – Calcification rates are generally increasing. And in empirical experiments under laboratory conditions, otoliths grew (rather than shrank) when subjected to high levels of simulated atmospheric CO2. In the cases of reefs and coccoliths, one answer is that the relatively minor increase in atmospheric CO2 over the last couple of hundred years has enhanced photosynthesis more than it has hampered marine carbonate geochemistry. However, the otoliths (fish ear bones) shouldn’t really benefit from enhanced photo-respiration. The fact that otoliths grew rather than shrank when subjected to high CO2 levels is a pretty good indication that the primary theory of ocean acidification has been tested and falsified. In the field of geology, when we falsify a hypothesis or a theory, we trend to start looking for a new hypothesis or theory. That’s why we rely very heavily on Chamberlain’s Method of Multiple Working Hypotheses. In the junk science of ocean acidification and anthropogenic global warming, it appears that the process is to simply discard any data that deviate from the ruling theory.
Natural adaptation and forces disprove Ocean Acidification Impacts

Anthony, 7 – Dr. J. Floor Anthoni the Director of Sea Friends (2007, Dr J Floor Anthoni, Seafriends, http://www.seafriends.org.nz/issues/global/acid.htm#conclusion CS)
It is an important message that I want you to take home and keep in the back of your mind whenever you read about marine science or planet science. It is a message for scientists too. Dead planet thinking: most oceanographers, physicists, chemists treat the planet as a dead planet, where every force, every process can be described and captured in an equation, and then simulated by a computer. But life frustrates every attempt, as it corrupts equations, while also adapting to changing circumstances. Of all these, the sea is the worst with its unimaginable scale, complexity and influence. We may never be able to unravel the secrets of the sea. Opening with these thoughts, the (bio)chemistry of the sea is so complicated and unknown that the scare for acidic oceans is entirely unjustified. It is true that humans should act from a position of humility and prudence, adjusting to nature while never exploiting more than 30% of the environment but we have gone far over that limit. Today nature is adjusting to us and we cannot change that without a much smaller human population and much less waste (CO2 is part of human waste). Well, that is not going to happen. So we have to accept that nature is now changing. An important part of that is an increase of the life-bringing gas carbondioxide. With higher CO2 levels, plants will produce more. Hopefully the world will become warmer too, and all this is welcome to the starving billions. As oceans become more acidic, they will become more productive too, adjusting to the new scenario. There will be no 'tipping points' but there could be some unexpected and unforeseen surprises. The world has been changing and adapting to major changes since it came out of the last ice age, and the changes caused by fossil fuel will be relatively small. As far as the science of ocean acidification goes, there are some major errors and conflicts, and the amount of missing knowledge is much larger than what we know. Scientists have uncritically accepted the findings of the IPCC with critically low 'pre-industrial' levels of CO2, but has anyone tried to grow plants and seedlings at 180ppmv CO2?

Ocean Acidification has no Impact, Myriad of Reasons

Monckton, 10-The Right Honourable The Viscount Monckton of Brenchley, Deputy Leader of the UK Independence Party, Served as the the secretary for the Centre for Policy Studies’ economic, forward strategy, health and employment study groups (1/5/10, Christopher Walter Monckton, 3rd Viscount Monckton of Brenchley, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

Our harmless emissions of trifling quantities of carbon dioxide cannot possibly acidify the oceans. Paper after paper after learned paper in the peer-reviewed literature makes that quite plain. Idso cites some 150 scientific sources, nearly all of them providing hard evidence, by measurement and experiment, that there is no basis for imagining that we can acidify the oceans to any extent large enough to be measured even by the most sensitive instruments. And, as Richard Feynman used to say, no matter how elegant your theory, no matter how smart you are, if experiment proves you wrong then you need another theory. Why can’t rising atmospheric CO2 acidify the oceans? First, because it has not done so before. During the Cambrian era, 550 million years ago, there was 20 times as much CO2 in the atmosphere as there is today: yet that is when the calcite corals first achieved algal symbiosis. During the Jurassic era, 175 million years ago, there was again 20 times as much CO2 as there is today: yet that is when the delicate aragonite corals first came into being. Secondly, ocean acidification, as a notion, suffers from the same problem of scale as “global warming”. Just as the doubling of CO2 concentration expected this century will scarcely change global mean surface temperature because there is so little CO2 in the atmosphere in the first place, so it will scarcely change the acid-base balance of the ocean, because there is already 70 times as much CO2 in solution in the oceans as there is in the atmosphere. Even if all of the additional CO2 we emit were to end up not in the atmosphere (where it might in theory cause a 3 very little warming) but in the ocean (where it would cause none), the quantity of CO2 in the oceans would rise by little more than 1%, a trivial and entirely harmless change. Thirdly, to imagine that CO2 causes “ocean acidification” is to ignore the elementary chemistry of bicarbonate ions. Quantitatively, CO2 is only the seventh-largest of the substances in the oceans that could in theory alter the acid-base balance, so that in any event its effect on that balance would be minuscule. Qualitatively, however, CO2 is different from all the other substances in that it acts as the buffering mechanism for all of them, so that it does not itself alter the acid-base balance of the oceans at all. Fourthly, as Professor Ian Plimer points out in his excellent book Heaven and Earth (Quartet, London, 2009), the oceans slosh around over vast acreages of rock, and rocks are pronouncedly alkaline. Seen in a geological perspective, therefore, acidification of the oceans is impossible. 

No harm from CO2 or Acidification – May be Beneficial

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science 

and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

The ocean chemistry aspect of this theory is rather straightforward; but it is not as solid as model projections or the NRDC make it out to be. In another evaluation of the consequences of atmospheric CO2 enrichment for seawater acidity, for example, Loaiciga (2006) found that a doubling of CO2 from 380 to 760 ppm would increase seawater acidity by lowering its pH by only 0.19 unit. Thus, Loaiciga concluded that on a global scale and over the time scale considered (hundreds of years), there should not be “accentuated changes in seawater acidity” as a result of projected increases in the air’s CO2 concentration. In addition, with more CO2 in the air, additional weathering of terrestrial carbonates is likely to occur, which would increase delivery of Ca2+ to the oceans and partly compensate for the CO2-induced decrease in oceanic calcium carbonate saturation state (Riding, 1996). And as with all phenomena involving livingorganisms, the introduction of life into the ocean acidification picture greatly complicates things. A number of interrelated biological phenomena, for example, must also be considered; and when they are, it becomes much more difficult to draw such sweeping negative conclusions as portrayed by the NRDC in their film. In fact, as demonstrated in the following paragraphs, these considerations even suggest that the rising CO2 content of Earth’s atmosphere may well be a positive phenomenon, enhancing the growth rates of corals and helping them to better withstand the many environmental stresses that truly are inimical to their well-being, such as storm damage, sea-level rise, extreme temperatures, human-induced damage resulting from mining, dredging, fishing and tourism, as well as intensified pollution due to an over-abundance of nutrients, pesticides, herbicides and particulates arising from agricultural and other enterprises.

CO2 absorption in Oceans increases Calcification and increases Growth

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science 

and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

Over sixty years ago, Kawaguti and Sakumoto (1948) illustrated the importance of photosynthesis in the construction of coral reefs. Specifically, they analyzed numerous data sets recorded in earlier publications, demonstrating that coral calcification rates are considerably higher in the daylight (when photosynthesis by coral symbionts occurs) than they are in the dark (when the symbionts lose carbon via respiration). A number of more modern studies have also demonstrated that symbiont photosynthesis enhances coral calcification (Barnes and Chalker, 1990; Yamashiro, 1995); and they have further demonstrated that long- term reef calcification rates generally rise in direct proportion to increases in rates of reef primary production (Frankignoulle et al., 1996; Gattuso et al., 1996, 1999). In fact, the work of Muscatine (1990) suggests that “the photosynthetic activity of zooxanthellae is the chief source of energy for the energetically expensive process of calcification” (Hoegh-Guldberg, 1999). Consequently, if an anthropogenic-induced increase in the transfer of CO2 from the atmosphere to the world’s oceans, i.e., hydrospheric CO2 enrichment, were to lead to increases in coral symbiont photosynthesis – as atmospheric CO2 enrichment does for essentially all terrestrial plants (Kimball, 1983; Idso, 1992; Idso and Idso, 1994) – it is likely that coral calcification rates would also increase. Another consequence of this phenomenon is that more robustly growing zooxanthellae may take up more of the metabolic waste products of the coral host, which, if present in too great quantities, can prove detrimental to the health of the host, as well as the health of the entire coral plant-animal assemblage (Yonge, 1968; Crossland and Barnes, 1974). There are also a number of other substances that are known to directly interfere with calcium carbonate precipitation; and they too can be actively removed from the water by coral symbionts in much the same way that symbionts remove host waste products (Simkiss, 1964). More importantly, perhaps, a greater amount of symbiont-produced photosynthates may provide more “fuel” for the active transport processes involved in coral calcification (Chalker and Taylor, 1975), as well as more raw materials for the synthesis of the coral organic matrix (Wainwright, 1963; Muscatine, 1967; Battey and Patton, 1984). Finally, the photosynthetic process helps to maintain a healthy aerobic or oxic environment for the optimal growth of the coral animals (Rinkevich and Loya, 1984; Rands et al., 1992); and greater CO2-induced rates of symbiont photosynthesis would enhance this important “environmental protection” activity. 7 In light of these several observations and their logical implications, with ever more CO2 going into the air, driving ever more CO2 into the oceans, increasingly greater rates of coral symbiont photosynthesis would be expected to be observed, all else being equal. And this phenomenon, in turn, should increasingly enhance all of the many positive photosynthetic-dependent phenomena described above and thereby increase coral calcification rates. Furthermore, it should increase these rates well beyond the point of overpowering the modest negative effect of the purely chemical consequences of elevated dissolved CO2 on ocean pH and calcium carbonate saturation state. However, arriving at these conclusions is not as simple as it sounds.

Coral Reefs not sensitive to Ocean Acidification

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science 

and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

According to one scientist appearing in the NRDC film, "coral reefs are particularly sensitive to ocean acidification," and in a dire prediction he further opines that we are presently in "the last decade in which we can do something about this problem." As ever more pertinent evidence accumulates, however, the true story appears to be just the opposite of this prediction. Herfort et al. (2008), for example, note that an increase in atmospheric CO2 will cause an increase in the abundance of HCO3- (bicarbonate) ions and dissolved CO2; and they report that several studies on marine plants have observed "increased photosynthesis with higher than ambient DIC [dissolved inorganic carbon] concentrations," citing the works of Gao et al. (1993), Weis (1993), Beer and Rehnberg (1997), Marubini and Thake (1998), Mercado et al. (2001, 2003), Herfort et al. (2002) and Zou et al. (2003). To further explore this subject, and to see what it might imply for coral calcification, the three researchers employed a wide range of bicarbonate concentrations "to monitor the kinetics of bicarbonate use in both photosynthesis and calcification in two reef-building corals, Porites porites and Acropora sp." This work revealed that additions of HCO3- to synthetic seawater continued to increase the calcification rate of Porites porites until the bicarbonate concentration exceeded three times that of seawater, while photosynthetic rates of the coral's symbiotic algae were stimulated by HCO3- addition until they became saturated at twice the normal HCO3- concentration of seawater.

Ocean Acidification has no effect on Corral 

Coral Reefs not sensitive to Ocean Acidification

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

Thus, contrary to claims that historical anthropogenic CO2 emissions have already resulted in a significant decline in ocean water pH and aragonite saturation state, Pelejero et al.'s 300-year record of these parameters (which, in their words, began "well before the start of the Industrial Revolution") provides no evidence of such a decline. What is more, and also contrary to claims of how sensitive coral calcification rate is to changes in pH and aragonite saturation state, they found that huge cyclical changes in these parameters had essentially no detectable effect on either coral calcification or skeletal extension rates.

Historical Rates disprove devastation of Calcification Decline

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

As an example of this fact, the two researchers report that "a decline in calcification equivalent to the recent decline occurred earlier this century and much greater declines occurred in the 18th and 19th centuries," long before anthropogenic CO2 emissions made much of an impact on the air's CO2 concentration. In fact, over the entire expanse of their data set, Lough and Barnes determined that "the 20th century has witnessed the second highest period of above average calcification in the past 237 years," which is not exactly what one would expect in light of (1) how dangerous high water temperatures are often said to be for corals, (2) the claim that earth is currently warmer than it has been at any other time during the entire past millennium, and (3) the fact that the air's CO2 content is currently much higher than it has been for a vastly longer time.

Increases in CO2 raise pH of water – This counters Ocean Acidification

Historical Rates disprove devastation of Calcification Decline

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

Another reason why the ongoing rise in the air's CO2 content may not lead to reduced oceanic pH and, therefore, lower calcification rates in the world's coral reefs, is that the same phenomenon that powers the twin processes of coral calcification and phytoplanktonic growth (photosynthesis) tends to increase the pH of marine waters (Gnaiger et al., 1978; Santhanam et al., 1994; Brussaard et al., 1996; Lindholm and Nummelin, 1999; Macedo et al., 2001; Hansen, 2002); and this phenomenon has been shown to have the ability to dramatically increase the pH of marine bays, lagoons and tidal pools (Gnaiger et al., 1978; Macedo et al., 2001; Hansen, 2002) as well as to significantly enhance the surface water pH of areas as large as the North Sea (Brussaard et al., 1996). In one example, Middelboe and Hansen (2007) studied the pH of a wave-exposed boulder reef in Aalsgaarde on the northern coast of Zealand, Denmark, and a sheltered shallow-water area in Kildebakkerne in the estuary Roskilde Fjord, Denmark, reporting that, in line with what one would expect if photosynthesis tends to increase surface-water pH, (1) "daytime pH was 14 significantly higher in spring, summer and autumn than in winter at both study sites," often reaching values of 9 or more during peak summer growth periods vs. 8 or less in winter, that (2) "diurnal measurements at the most exposed site showed significantly higher pH during the day than during the night," reaching values that sometimes exceeded 9 during daylight hours but that typically dipped below 8 at night, and (3) that "diurnal variations were largest in the shallow water and decreased with increasing water depth." In addition to their own findings, Middelboe and Hansen cite those of (1) Pearson et al. (1998), who found that pH averaged about 9 during the summer in populations of Fucus vesiculosus in the Baltic Sea, (2) Menendez et al. (2001), who found that maximum pH was 9 to 9.5 in dense floating macroalgae in a brackish coastal lagoon in the Ebro River Delta, and (3) Bjork et al. (2004), who found pH values as high as 9.8 to 10.1 in isolated rock pools in Sweden. Noting that "pH in the sea is usually considered to be stable at around 8 to 8.2," the two Danish researchers thus concluded that "pH is higher in natural shallow-water habitats than previously thought."

Acidification will not harm small Organisms

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

According to the NRDC, most shellfish, various plankton and other marine species are all vulnerable to CO2-induced ocean acidification. Yet, once again, a vast array of data suggests that most of these other marine organisms will also adapt quite well to any human-induced change in oceanic pH. Kurihara et al. (2007), for example, extracted sedimentary mud containing meiofauna – small benthic invertebrates that can pass through a 0.5 - 1 mm mesh but are retained by a 30 - 45 μm mesh – from the seafloor of Tanabe Bay on the Kii Peninsula of Japan and incubated it in marine 17 microcosms that were continuously aerated for 56 days with air of either 360 or 2,360 ppm CO2 -- the latter of which concentrations has been predicted by some to be characteristic of the Earth in the year 2300 -- while they periodically measured the abundance and biomass of different members of the meiobenthic community contained in the sediments. The researchers’ observations revealed "no significant differences in the abundance of total meiofauna, nematodes, harpacticoid copepods (including adults and copepodites) and nauplii by the end of the experiment." In addition, they say there "may have been successful recruitments under elevated CO2 conditions," and, therefore, that "elevated CO2 had not impacted the reproduction of nematodes and harpacticoid copepods." Thus, the three researchers concluded that their results suggest that “the projected atmospheric CO2 concentration in the year 2300 does not have acute effects on the meiofauna."

Higher CO2 dramatically increases primary productivity and species success

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

In a review of what is known about the effects of a CO2-enriched atmosphere on micro- and macro-algae living in the world’s oceans, Wu et al. (2008) write that “enriched CO2 up to several times the present atmospheric level has been shown to enhance photosynthesis and growth of both phytoplanktonic and macro-species that have less capacity of CCMs [CO2-concentrating mechanisms],” adding that “even for species that operate active CCMs and those whose photosynthesis is not limited by CO2 in seawater, increased CO2 levels can down-regulate their CCMs and therefore enhance their growth under light-limiting conditions,” because “at higher CO2 levels, less light energy is required to drive CCM.” In addition, they report that enhanced CO2 levels have been found to enhance the activity of nitrogen reductase in several marine plants, and that this phenomenon “would support enhanced growth rate by providing adequate nitrogen required for the metabolism under the high CO2 level.” Last of all, they say that “altered physiological performances under high-CO2 conditions may cause genetic alteration in view of adaptation over long time scales,” and that “marine algae may adapt to a high CO2 oceanic environment so that evolved communities in [the] future are likely to be genetically different from contemporary communities.” The findings described by the three researchers represent good news for the biosphere, since “marine phytoplankton contribute to about half of the global primary productivity,” and this phenomenon, in their words, “promotes the absorption of CO2 from the atmosphere.” Consequently, both the micro- and macro-algae of the world’s oceans should be able to do an even more robust job of performing these vital functions in a CO2-enriched world of the future.

Ocean Acidification will not effect fish 

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

Although this conclusion sounds dire indeed, it represents an egregious flight of the imagination in terms of what could realistically be expected to happen anytime in earth's future. Ishimatsu et al. report, for example, that "predicted future CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere are lower than the known lethal concentrations for fish," noting that "the expected peak value is about 1.4 torr [just under 1850 ppm] around the year 2300 according to Caldeira and Wickett (2003)." And with regard to just how far below the lethal CO2 concentration for fish 1.4 torr is, in the case of short-term exposures on the order of a few days, they cite a number of studies that yield median lethal concentrations ranging from 37 to 50 torr, which values are 26 and 36 times greater than the maximum CO2 concentration expected some 300 years from now! And in the case of long-term exposures, to cite just a few examples, Ishimatsu et al. report that Fivelstad et al. (1999) observed only 5 and 8% mortality at the end of 62 days of exposure to CO2 concentrations of 5 and 9 torr, respectively, for freshwater Atlantic salmon smolts, while mere 1 and 5% mortalities were found for seawater postsmolts of the same species at 12 and 20 torr after 43 days (Fivelstad et al., 1998). In addition, they say that Smart et al. (1979) found little difference in mortality for freshwater rainbow trout reared for 275 days at 4 to 17 torr, and that no mortality occurred by the tenth week of exposure of juvenile spotted wolf fish to 20 torr (Foss et al., 2003). Fish embryos and larvae, however, are often more vulnerable to environmental stresses than are adult fish. Yet even here, the authors report that the 24-hour median lethal concentration of CO2 on both eggs and larvae of several marine fish studied by Kikkawa et al. (2003) "ranged widely from 10 torr to 70 torr among species," with the smaller of these two values being over seven times greater than the CO2 concentration expected 300 years from now. Lastly, Ishimatsu et al.'s review reveals growth reductions of 24 to 48%; but, again, the CO2 concentrations needed to induce these growth reductions ranged from 17 to 20 torr, or 12 to 14 times more than the CO2 concentration expected 300 years from now. Clearly, therefore, the scientific literature review of Ishimatsu et al. suggests that earth's fish, both freshwater and marine, will likely never experience any discomfort or ill effects from the direct consequences of the elevated atmospheric CO2 concentrations caused by human activities.

Regulation prevents allows fish to survive Climate Change

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

At the conclusion of the study, the six German scientists reported that “motor activity in adult Atlantic Cod is not compromised by long-term exposure to water PCO2 levels of 0.3-0.6 kPa,” which are “scenarios exceeding the 0.2 kPa value predicted for surface ocean waters around 25 the year 2300 (Calderia and Wickett, 2003).” In light of what they learned from their study, therefore, Melzner et al. concluded that “adults of active fish species with a high ion regulatory capacity [which is employed to eliminate metabolic CO2] are well equipped to cope with prospected scenarios of global climate change,” even those far beyond what could likely be produced by the burning of all fossil fuels in the crust of the earth.

Calcifying Life is incredibly resilient – Will adapt to pH drops

Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

These several findings, according to Tunnicliffe et al., attest to "the extent to which long-term adaptation can develop tolerance to extreme conditions." And just how extreme were the conditions in which the mussels lived? Referring back to the study of Caldeira and Wickett (2003) who calculated a 0.7 unit pH decline from 8.1 to 7.4 by the year 2300, and considering the much lower pH range in which the mussels studied by Tunnicliffe et al. and the many species studied by Limen and Juniper were living (5.36 to 7.29), There is ample reason to believe that even the worst case atmospheric CO2-induced acidification scenario that can possibly be conceived would not prove a major detriment to most calcifying sea life. 29 

*** Science proves no basis for Ocean Acidification Impacts

 Idso, 10 - the founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change, PhD in Geography from ASU (1/5/2010, Dr. Craig D. Idso, Science and Public Policy Institute, “’ACID TEST: The Global Challenge Of Ocean Acidification’ – A New Propaganda Film By The National Resources Defense Council Fails The Acid Test Of Real World Data,” Science and Public Policy Institute and the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change. CS)

In conclusion, based on the many real-world observations and laboratory experiments described above, it is clear that recent theoretical claims of impending marine species extinctions, due to increases in the atmosphere’s CO2 concentration, have no basis in empirical reality. In fact, these unsupportable contentions are typically refuted by demonstrable facts. As such, the NRDC's portrayal of CO2-induced ocean acidification as a megadisaster-in-the-making is seen, at best, to be a one-sided distortion of the truth or, at worst, a blatant attempt to deceive the public. Surely, the NRDC and the scientists portrayed in their film should have been aware of at least one of the numerous peer-reviewed scientific journal articles that do not support a catastrophic – or even a problematic – view of the effect of ocean acidification on calcifying marine organisms; and they should have shared that information with the public. If by some slim chance they were not aware, shame on them for not investing the time, energy, and resources needed to fully investigate an issue that has profound significance for the biosphere. And if they did know the results of the studies we have discussed, no one should ever believe a single word they may utter or write in the future. Finally, if there is a lesson to be learned from the materials presented in this document, it is that far too many predictions of CO2-induced catastrophes are looked upon as sure-to-occur, when real-world observations show such doomsday scenarios to be highly unlikely or even virtual impossibilities. The phenomenon of CO2-induced ocean acidification is no different. Rising atmospheric CO2 concentrations are not the bane of the biosphere; they are an invaluable boon to the planet’s many life forms.

Biodiversity

De-forresting trends lead to Biodiversity destruction

Cardillo, 6 – Dr. Marcel Cadillo Proffesor in the Biology Divison at Imperial College London (2006, Dr. Marcel Cadillo, “Disapearing Forests and Biodiversity Loss: Which areas should we protect?,” International Forestry Review, Vol. 8, pp. 251-255, CS)   
Forests are the most biodiverse terrestrial habitats on earth. Despite a growing awareness that biodiversity and properly- functioning natural ecosystems make a crucial contribution to human wellbeing (Rashid et al. 2003), deforestation is proceeding at a rapid pace throughout much of the world. In Brazil, for example, more forest was lost in the 16 years up to 2004 than in all the preceding centuries. With massive investmentsinroads,damsandothereconomicinfrastructure International Forestry Review Vol.8(2), 2006 251252 M. Cardillo on the drawing board, it is predicted that 40% of remaining forest in the Amazon basin will be lost by 2050 (Soares- Filho et al. 2006). In other heavily-forested countries, such as Indonesia and Papua New Guinea, deforestation rates are also at historically high levels (FAO 2006). 

Deforestation and Species Extinction make the impact inevitable

Cardillo, 6 – Dr. Marcel Cadillo Proffesor in the Biology Divison at Imperial College London (2006, Dr. Marcel Cadillo, “Disapearing Forests and Biodiversity Loss: Which areas should we protect?” International Forestry Review, Vol. 8, pp. 251-255 CS)   
Using this method it has been predicted, for example, that endemic mammal species richness in the Brazilian Amazon could be reduced by 5- 18% under different modelled scenarios of forest loss to 2020 (Grelle 2005). The principal aims of global prioritisation schemes such as these are firstly, to conserve as much biodiversity as possible, and secondly, to conserve a sample of biodiversity that represents the broadest possible range of species and ecosystem types. The emphasis is largely on those parts of the world deemed to have the most biodiversity to lose, or where species are perceived to be under the most immediate threat of extinction. These aims are a natural response to a crisis situation of rapid habitat loss and species declines, combined with limited funding available for conservation. But relatively little attention has been paid to systematic forward planning for extinctions. Many parts of the world still retain large areas of intact habitat. In these areas, what is the most effective way to avoid a future rerun of the widespread extinctions that have already occurred in more heavily-modified regions? One way is to identify and prioritise areas where species appear to be especially sensitive to human disturbance. In terms of protecting biodiversity, there are two basic responses to the current situation. The first is to attempt to mitigate the underlying causes of deforestation by addressing the social, political and economic factors that allow forest destruction to prevail over sustainable management (Geist and Lambin 2002). The second is to accept that deforestation will continue at high rates for the foreseeable future, and concentrate on conserving the species and habitats that remain. These are of course not mutually exclusive alternatives, but in this article, I focus on the second of these responses. Because of limited resources, planning for conservation is largely an exercise in prioritisation. I examine some of the approaches that have been taken to global conservation prioritisation, and describe a new approach based on the identification of areas where many species appear particularly extinction-prone.

Current Climate trends make Biodiversity loss inevitable

The European Commision, 8 (7/17/08, The European Commisson, “Planning for the inevitable: the impact of climate change on biodiversity,” The European Commission DG ENV, News Alert Issue 116 CS)
Climate change is already having an impact on habitats and species in Europe, for example a decrease in plant species has been recorded in some areas. According to recent research, spatial planning is a key concept in making European ecosystems more resilient to climate change, as it takes into account all factors that affect a habitat, including economic development, transport, environmental protection, health and culture. Many scientific reports suggest that unavoidable changes in climate will happen over the next 40-50 years as a result of past emissions. Areas seen as most vulnerable to climate change include the Mediterranean and southern Europe, mountain and sub-arctic areas, and densely occupied floodplains and coastal zones. Annual temperatures could increase by 2.0-6.3 degrees centigrade by 2100. Rainfall could also increase by 1-2 per cent per decade for northern Europe and decrease by 1 per cent in southern Europe. Events affecting habitats and biodiversity will include heat waves, droughts, storms and rising sea levels. The impact may cause species to move towards the north and an increase in extinction rates. Mitigation remains the key focus of climate change policy, with less attention given to understanding how to adapt to inevitable rising temperatures. The pressures of climate change present a major challenge, not just for biodiversity policy, but also for land use policy, which affects biodiversity. The EU’s 2006 Biodiversity Communication and its Action Plan set an agenda for action to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010, as agreed in the Gothenburg summit, 2001. However, biodiversity continues to decline under pressure from land use change and development. For example, as water supplies for urban populations shrink, building new infrastructures may place stress on existing ground and surface water systems and the flora and fauna that rely on it. The research1 reviewed land use plans and policy in three countries: France, the Netherlands and the UK. It looked at their use of natural resources, management of water and coastal zones, plans for designated sites and case studies on urban, rural, inland and coastal sites. The policies were examined for their ability to account for biodiversity adaptation to climate change and to identify ways of integrating ‘spatial planning’ and biodiversity policy. Spatial planning has a broader sense than ‘land use’, in that it accounts for all activities and interests that concern a particular area. The authors found that although dynamic biodiversity is becoming more fully realised in spatial planning policy, existing EU directives such as the Birds Directive (CEC 1979), the Habitats Directive (CEC 1992), and the Natura 2000 network set up to create a network of protected sites, by themselves cannot fully protect landscape features necessary to support biodiversity under a period of prolonged climate change. They recommend ‘climate-proofing’ plans through the use of Environmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment. Land use plans should be integrated with the adoption of common objectives, time horizons and boundaries. The study also highlighted the need for more flexible responses to climate change, with stakeholders safeguarding habitats in between protected areas. This would result in more robust conservation planning across whole landscapes, reducing fragmentation of sites and creating corridors and networks for wildlife. International cooperation was also found to be critical, as wildlife moves across national boundaries. Integration with agriculture, transport and water sectors would also lead to a better capacity to adapt to climate change. Barriers to putting a fully effective policy in place include: planning time-scales that are too short, a lack of consensus on intervention measures, uncertainty on the actual impact of climate change impacts, conflicts of interest and public opinion which is sensitive to change, especially in treasured landscapes.
Impact to Biodiversity is a myth

NPR, 7 (5/30/2007, Donald J. Dodds M.S. P.E., President of the North Pacific Research, “The Myth of Biodiversity,” northpacificresearch.com/downloads/The_myth_of_biodiversity.doc CS)
Biodiversity is a corner stone of the environmental movement. But there is no proof that biodiversity is important to the environment. Something without basis in scientific fact is called a Myth. Lets examine biodiversity through out the history of the earth. The earth has been a around for about 4 billion years. Life did not develop until about 500 million years later. Thus for the first 500 million years bio diversity was zero. The planet somehow survived this lack of biodiversity. For the next 3 billion years, the only life on the planet was microbial and not diverse. Thus, the first unexplainable fact is that the earth existed for 3.5 billion years, 87.5% of its existence, without biodiversity. Somewhere around 500 million years ago life began to diversify and multiple celled species appeared. Because these species were partially composed of sold material they left better geologic records, and the number of species and genera could be cataloged and counted. The number of genera on the planet is a indication of the biodiversity of the planet. Figure 1 is a plot of the number of genera on the planet over the last 550 million years. The little black line outside of the left edge of the graph is 10 million years. Notice the left end of this graph. Biodiversity has never been higher than it is today. 
Biodiversity collapsed don’t cause extinction

NPR, 7 (5/30/2007, Donald J. Dodds M.S. P.E., President of the North Pacific Research, “The Myth of Biodiversity,” northpacificresearch.com/downloads/The_myth_of_biodiversity.doc CS)
Notice next that at least ten times biodiversity fell rapidly; none of these extreme reductions in biodiversity were caused by humans. Around 250 million years ago the number of genera was reduce 85 percent from about 1200 to around 200, by any definition a significant reduction in biodiversity. Now notice that after this extinction a steep and rapid rise of biodiversity. In fact, if you look closely at the curve, you will find that every mass-extinction was followed by a massive increase in biodiversity. Why was that? Do you suppose it had anything to do with the number environmental niches available for exploitation? If you do, you are right. Extinctions are necessary for creation. Each time a mass extinction occurs the world is filled with new and better-adapted species. That is the way evolution works, its called survival of the fittest. Those species that could not adapted to the changing world conditions simply disappeared and better species evolved. How efficient is that? Those that could adapt to change continued to thrive. For example, the cockroach and the shark have been around well over 300 million years. There is a pair to draw to, two successful species that any creator would be proud to produce. To date these creatures have successful survived six extinctions, without the aid of humans or the EPA. 
Mammals can survive Biodiversity collapse

NPR, 7 (5/30/2007, Donald J. Dodds M.S. P.E., President of the North Pacific Research, “The Myth of Biodiversity,” northpacificresearch.com/downloads/The_myth_of_biodiversity.doc CS)
A closer look at the KT extinction 65 million years ago reveals at least three things.  First the 1500 genera that remained had passed the test of environmental compatibility and remained on the planet.  This was not an accident.  Second, these extinctions freed niches for occupation by better-adapted species.  The remaining genera now faced an environment with hundreds of thousands of vacant niches.  Third, it only took about 15 million years to refill all of those niches and completely replaced the dinosaurs, with new and better species.  In this context, a better species is by definition one that is more successful in dealing with a changing environment. Many of those genera that survived the KT extinction were early mammals, a more sophisticated class of life that had developed new and better ways of facing the environment.  These genera were now free to expand and diversify without the presences of the life dominating dinosaurs.  Thus, as a direct result of this mass extinction humans are around to discuss the consequences of change.  If the EPA had prevented the dinosaur extinction, neither the human race, nor the EPA would have existed.  The unfortunate truth is that the all-powerful human species does not yet have the intelligence or the knowledge to regulate evolution.  It is even questionable that they have the skills to prevent their own extinction.  

Biodiversity is impossible to regulate

NPR, 7 (5/30/2007, Donald J. Dodds M.S. P.E., President of the North Pacific Research, “The Myth of Biodiversity,” northpacificresearch.com/downloads/The_myth_of_biodiversity.doc CS)
Humans are working against nature when they try to prevent extinctions and freeze biodiversity. Examine the curve in figure one, at no time since the origin of life has biodiversity been constant. If this principal has worked for 550 million years on this planet, and science is supposed to find truth in nature, by what twisted reasoning can fixing biodiversity be considered science? Let alone good for the environment. Environmentalists are now killing species that they arbitrarily term invasive, which are in reality simply better adapted to the current environment. Consider the Barred Owl, a superior species is being killed in the name of biodiversity because the Barred Owl is trying to replace a less environmentally adapted species the Spotted Owl. This is more harmful to the ecosystem because it impedes the normal flow of evolution based on the idea that biodiversity must remain constant. Human scientists have decided to take evolution out of the hands of Mother Nature and give it to the EPA. Now there is a good example of brilliance. We all know what is wrong with lawyers and politicians, but scientists are supposed to be trustworthy. Unfortunately, they are all to often, only people who think they know more than anybody else. Abraham Lincoln said, “Those who know not, and know not that the know not, are fools shun them.” Civilization has fallen into the hands of fools. What is suggested by geologic history is that the world has more biodiversity than it ever had and that it maybe overdue for another major extinction. Unfortunately, today many scientists have too narrow a view. They are highly specialized. They have no time for geologic history. This appears to be a problem of inadequate education not ignorance. What is abundantly clear is that artificially enforcing rigid biodiversity works against the laws of nature, and will cause irreparable damage to the evolution of life on this planet and maybe beyond. The world and the human species may be better served if we stop trying to prevent change, and begin trying to understand change and positioning the human species to that it survives the inevitable change of evolution. If history is to be believed, the planet has 3 times more biodiversity than it had 65 million years ago. Trying to sustain that level is futile and may be dangerous. The next major extinction, change in biodiversity, is as inevitable as climate change. We cannot stop either from occurring, but we can position the human species to survive those changes. 

GE Technology solves Biodiversity

Carpenter, 11-Consultant for ISB (June 2011, Information Systems For Biotechnology, “Impacts of GE Crops on Biodiversity” www.isb.vt.edu/news/2011/Jun/Impacts-GE-Crops-Biodiversity.pdf CS)
Knowledge gained over the past 15 years that GE crops have been grown commercially indicates that the impacts on biodiversity are positive on balance. By increasing yields, decreasing insecticide use, increasing use of more environmentally friendly herbicides, and facilitating adoption of conservation tillage, GE crops have contributed to increasing agricultural sustainability. Previous reviews have also reached the general conclusion that GE crops have had little to no negative impact on the environment. Most recently, the U.S. National Research Council released a comprehensive assessment of the effect of GE crop adoption on farm sustainability in the U.S. that concluded, “[g]enerally, [GE] crops have had fewer adverse effects on the environment than non-[GE] crops produced conventionally”7. GE crops can continue to decrease pressure on biodiversity as global agricultural systems expand to feed a world population that is expected to continue to increase for the next 30 to 40 years. Due to higher income elas- ticities of demand and population growth, these pressures will be greater in developing countries. Both current and pipeline technology hold great potential in this regard. The potential of currently commercialized GE crops to increase yields, decrease pesticide use, and facilitate the adoption of conservation tillage has yet to be realized, as there continue to be countries where there is a good technological fit, but they have not yet approved these technolo- gies for commercialization. In addition to the potential benefits of expanded adoption of current technology, several pipeline technologies offer additional promise of alleviating the impacts of agriculture on biodiversity. Continued yield improvements in crops such as rice and wheat are expected with insect resistant and herbicide tolerant traits that are already com- mercialized in other crops. Technologies such as drought tolerance and salinity tolerance would alleviate the pressure to convert high bio- diversity areas into agricultural use by enabling crop production on suboptimal soils. Drought tolerance technology, which allows crops to withstand prolonged periods of low soil moisture, is anticipated to be commercialized within five years. The technology has particular relevance for areas like sub-Saharan Africa, where drought is a common occurrence and access to irrigation is limited. Salt tolerance addresses the increasing problem of saltwater encroach- ment on freshwater resources. Nitrogen use efficiency technology is also under development, which can reduce run-off of nitrogen fertilizer into surface waters. The technology promises to decrease the use of fertilizers while maintaining yields, or increase yields achievable with reduced fertilizer rates where access to fertilizer inputs is limited. The technology is slated to be commercialized within the next 10 years.

Major failures in assessing species biodiversity loss

Haber, 8 - head of the Institute for Landscape Management at the TU Munich in Freising-Weihenstephan. Federal Minister for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety. And President of the International Association of Ecology (2008, Wolfgang Haber, “Biological Diversity – a Concept Going Astray?,” GAIA 17/51 (2008), pp. 91-95 CS)
The species approach to biodiversity hits upon several funda- mental obstacles. About two thirds of all species concern tiny animals, algae and fungi that only a few specialists can identify. Many other groups of organisms, in particular the numerous, ecologically indispensable fungi and microorganisms, even defy a distinction of species. Still worse: the biological subdisciplines of systematics and taxonomy, the only ones capable to investigate, identify and classify the huge diversity of organisms – they have, since Linnaeus’ times, never received sufficient personal and fi- nancial means to comply with these necessities (Glaubrecht 2007), and today suffer from further reductions and even closures. How many species have existed and still exist on earth will never be known; there are only speculative estimates. Their number, however, depends on the species concept – a mental construct with which scientists are always grappling. Liv- ing nature consists of innumerable individual organisms that taxonomists compare with each other for similarity of essential properties in order to assign them to “species”. Rather easy as this may be with most higher plants and animals, it becomes ev- er more difficult with lower and smaller organisms like flies or mites. Depending on choice and weight of criteria for assigning an individual to a species, taxonomists may create from 10 000 individuals of flies or mites between, for example, 50 and 1800 species. This alone is reason enough to reject species numbers as measures of biodiversity. You often read or hear that between 30 and 200 species (the numbers vary considerably) become extinct every day. I always ask the authors of such statements to give me the names of at least five to ten of those species, and to explain their importance for the ecosystems where they live – I never got an answer. But such unsound and erroneous argumentation for biodiversity continues in spite of serious warnings of scientists!

Dominant Species control ecosystem stability, not diversity

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
Thus, our findings showed that temporal stability in communities was largely controlled for nearly a decade by dominant species rather than by diversity itself, support- ing Grime’s (1998) mass ratio hypothesis. The generality of diversity–stability relationships might be restricted by the dynamics of a dominant species (Leps 2004; Polley et al. 2007), especially when the species has features that distinguish it from others that would contribute to stability in highly stochastic systems. The results were robust when we based the analyses on the subset data from 2002 to 2006 (Fig. S1 of the Electronic supplementary material), suggesting that the confounding effects of directional responses of vegetation to the removal treatment on the results were small. However, our results do not necessarily suggest that diversity is unimportant to community sta- bility. In particular, minor vegetation components such as subdominant and rare species might regulate stability in the longer term by influencing the recruitment of dominant species (Grime 1998). A clear implication from this study is that community dominance hierarchies and their changes might be among the important ecological components that need to be considered when managing communities to maintain ecosystem functioning (Smith and Knapp 2003; Hillebrand et al. 2008; Grman et al. 2010).

Dominant Species stabilize ecosystem – not diversity

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
In contrast, we found a significant positive relationship between temporal stability and the relative abundance of dominant species (Fig. 2f). This suggests that the dominant C4 grasses, B. gracilis and B. dactyloides, rather than diversity itself, regulate community stability. Indeed, the value for the relative abundance of dominant species in our case corresponded exactly to the mean trait value (Garnier et al. 2004) for photosynthetic pathway (C3 or C4). The fact that temporal stability increased significantly with the relative abundance of dominant species—not functional diversity, which incorporates species’ dissimilarities as defined by various traits—also supported the importance of dominant species in stabilizing communities, as suggested by Mokany et al. (2008). The relationships between sum- med variances, covariances, and abundance and the relative abundance of dominant species were all negative (Fig. 3c, g, k). Because C4 plant species generally are tolerant to drought stresses (Sage 2001), the fluctuations in their population abundance under high interannual variability in rainfall are small. In addition, Fair et al. (1999) reported that B. gracilis produces long-lived genets and can there- fore maintain its population in the community because its occupation of resource space for long periods prevents the recruitment of other species. Thus, the population stability of B. gracilis was probably reflected in the negative rela- tionships between summed variances and covariances and the relative abundance of dominant species. However, increased abundance of dominant species did not contrib- ute to increased community abundance (Fig. 3k). Although an increase in summed abundances also makes it less likely that environmental stochasticity will result in low temporal stability (Tilman 1999; Hughes and Roughgarden 2000), the stabilizing effect underpinned by the negative rela- tionships between summed variances and covariances and the abundance of dominant species was sufficiently strong to stabilize communities.
Biodiversity does not lead to stability

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
We found a significant negative relationship between temporal stability and species richness, number of rare species, and relative abundance of rare species (Fig. 2a, d, h). This is counter to the growing body of empirical evidence that suggests that the temporal stability of communities increases with diversity (Tilman 1999; Cottingham et al. 2001; Valone and Hoffman 2003; Tilman et al. 2006). Many theoretical studies have focused on the portfolio and covariance effects (see ‘‘Materials and methods’’) in demonstrating how increased diversity can confer increased temporal stability (Tilman 1999; Yachi and Loreau 1999; Hughes and Roughgarden 2000). However, we found no significant relationships between summed variances and species richness and number of rare species (Fig. 3a, b), and we found significant positive relationships between summed covariances and species richness and number of rare spe- cies (Fig. 3e, f). Neither the portfolio nor the covariance effect contributed significantly to temporal stability in our communities. Rare species that generally exhibit greater temporal fluctuations than common species should more often exhibit years of zero abundance than common species because of their small population sizes (Lande 1993; Valone and Schutzenhofer 2007), resulting in synchrony in response to high interannual variability in rainfall. This probably dampened the expected stabilizing effect of species richness on temporal stability (Yachi and Loreau 1999). Valone and Barber (2008) also showed that covariances between most pairs of species in natural communities were more often positive than negative, potentially because of shared responses of coexisting species to fluctuations in a common resource base, pos- sibly driven by climatic fluctuations. Moreover, the rela- tionship between summed abundance and species richness was not significant (Fig. 3i), suggesting that overyielding was not important in our communities. A previous study has indicated that functional diversity is a good predictor of the overyielding effect of species richness (Griffin et al. 2009). Our findings suggest that, although we do not know the explicit mechanism, the lack of change in functional diversity, despite the increase in species rich- ness resulting from the removal of dominant species, might explain the absence of an overyielding effect. Thus, there were no operational stabilizing effects of greater diversity; rather, greater species richness supported by an increase in the number of rare species destabilized the communities.
Dominant Species control ecosystem stability, not diversity

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
Thus, our findings showed that temporal stability in communities was largely controlled for nearly a decade by dominant species rather than by diversity itself, support- ing Grime’s (1998) mass ratio hypothesis. The generality of diversity–stability relationships might be restricted by the dynamics of a dominant species (Leps 2004; Polley et al. 2007), especially when the species has features that distinguish it from others that would contribute to stability in highly stochastic systems. The results were robust when we based the analyses on the subset data from 2002 to 2006 (Fig. S1 of the Electronic supplementary material), suggesting that the confounding effects of directional responses of vegetation to the removal treatment on the results were small. However, our results do not necessarily suggest that diversity is unimportant to community sta- bility. In particular, minor vegetation components such as subdominant and rare species might regulate stability in the longer term by influencing the recruitment of dominant species (Grime 1998). A clear implication from this study is that community dominance hierarchies and their changes might be among the important ecological components that need to be considered when managing communities to maintain ecosystem functioning (Smith and Knapp 2003; Hillebrand et al. 2008; Grman et al. 2010).

Dominant Species stabilize ecosystem – not diversity

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
In contrast, we found a significant positive relationship between temporal stability and the relative abundance of dominant species (Fig. 2f). This suggests that the dominant C4 grasses, B. gracilis and B. dactyloides, rather than diversity itself, regulate community stability. Indeed, the value for the relative abundance of dominant species in our case corresponded exactly to the mean trait value (Garnier et al. 2004) for photosynthetic pathway (C3 or C4). The fact that temporal stability increased significantly with the relative abundance of dominant species—not functional diversity, which incorporates species’ dissimilarities as defined by various traits—also supported the importance of dominant species in stabilizing communities, as suggested by Mokany et al. (2008). The relationships between sum- med variances, covariances, and abundance and the relative abundance of dominant species were all negative (Fig. 3c, g, k). Because C4 plant species generally are tolerant to drought stresses (Sage 2001), the fluctuations in their population abundance under high interannual variability in rainfall are small. In addition, Fair et al. (1999) reported that B. gracilis produces long-lived genets and can there- fore maintain its population in the community because its occupation of resource space for long periods prevents the recruitment of other species. Thus, the population stability of B. gracilis was probably reflected in the negative rela- tionships between summed variances and covariances and the relative abundance of dominant species. However, increased abundance of dominant species did not contrib- ute to increased community abundance (Fig. 3k). Although an increase in summed abundances also makes it less likely that environmental stochasticity will result in low temporal stability (Tilman 1999; Hughes and Roughgarden 2000), the stabilizing effect underpinned by the negative rela- tionships between summed variances and covariances and the abundance of dominant species was sufficiently strong to stabilize communities.
Biodiversity does not lead to stability

Sasaki and Lauenroth, 11 - * Graduate School of Life Sciences, Tohoku University. PhD from the Graduate School of Agricultural and Life Sciences, The University of Tokyo. Member of the Ecological Society of Japan, and Winner of the Best Poster Prize in 2007 and 2008 at the Annual Meeting of Ecological Society of Japan (section: Plant Community and Species Diversity) – AND ** Professor at the Department of Botany at the University of Wyoming. PhD in Range Science from the University of Colorado (1/11/11, Dr. Takehiro Sasaki and Dr. William K. Lauenroth, “Dominant species, rather than diversity, regulates temporal stability of plant communities,” Oecologia, 166(3):761-8 CS)
We found a significant negative relationship between temporal stability and species richness, number of rare species, and relative abundance of rare species (Fig. 2a, d, h). This is counter to the growing body of empirical evidence that suggests that the temporal stability of communities increases with diversity (Tilman 1999; Cottingham et al. 2001; Valone and Hoffman 2003; Tilman et al. 2006). Many theoretical studies have focused on the portfolio and covariance effects (see ‘‘Materials and methods’’) in demonstrating how increased diversity can confer increased temporal stability (Tilman 1999; Yachi and Loreau 1999; Hughes and Roughgarden 2000). However, we found no significant relationships between summed variances and species richness and number of rare species (Fig. 3a, b), and we found significant positive relationships between summed covariances and species richness and number of rare spe- cies (Fig. 3e, f). Neither the portfolio nor the covariance effect contributed significantly to temporal stability in our communities. Rare species that generally exhibit greater temporal fluctuations than common species should more often exhibit years of zero abundance than common species because of their small population sizes (Lande 1993; Valone and Schutzenhofer 2007), resulting in synchrony in response to high interannual variability in rainfall. This probably dampened the expected stabilizing effect of species richness on temporal stability (Yachi and Loreau 1999). Valone and Barber (2008) also showed that covariances between most pairs of species in natural communities were more often positive than negative, potentially because of shared responses of coexisting species to fluctuations in a common resource base, pos- sibly driven by climatic fluctuations. Moreover, the rela- tionship between summed abundance and species richness was not significant (Fig. 3i), suggesting that overyielding was not important in our communities. A previous study has indicated that functional diversity is a good predictor of the overyielding effect of species richness (Griffin et al. 2009). Our findings suggest that, although we do not know the explicit mechanism, the lack of change in functional diversity, despite the increase in species rich- ness resulting from the removal of dominant species, might explain the absence of an overyielding effect. Thus, there were no operational stabilizing effects of greater diversity; rather, greater species richness supported by an increase in the number of rare species destabilized the communities.
Traits determine Ecosystem stability, not Diversity

Mokani, 08-School of Botany and Zoology, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 0200, Australia (2008, Karel Mokany, Julian Ash and Stephen Roxburgh, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology 2008, 96, 884–893 - British Ecological Society CS)

Our results indicate that the mass ratio hypothesis (Grime 1998) provides a more appropriate framework for explaining how the biota influences key ecosystem processes in comparison to the diversity hypothesis, for the native grassland studied. Mean trait values best explained variation in five of the eight ecosystem processes (Table 2a,b; Fig. 1), supporting Grime’s (1998) hypothesis that it is the traits of the most abundant species which largely determine ecosystem processes. Our results correspond with previous research demonstrating the power of mean trait values to explain variation in key ecosystem processes (Garnier et al. 2004; Vile et al. 2006).
The trait-based functional diversity indices (especially FD, FDQ and FDvar) also performed well, often approaching and occasionally exceeding mean trait values in their explanatory power (Table 2a,b). Most notable of the functional diversity indices was FDvar (Mason et al. 2003), which explained more variation than any other diversity measure for seven of the eight ecosystem processes, and had the highest r2 values of all the diversity/trait indices for three of the ecosystem processes (green shoot biomass, root biomass, soil moisture) (Table 2a,b). Functional diversity indices which weigh the traits of species by the abundances of those species (namely FRO, FDQ and FDvar) are essentially fusing elements of both the diversity hypothesis and the mass ratio hypothesis. Implicit in these indices is the assumption that the diversity of traits is important, but is relative to the abundances of the species possessing those traits (Ricotta 2005). The fact that these diversity measures (FRO, FDQ, FDvar) tend to perform intermediately between the pure diversity indices (e.g. species richness) and mean trait values supports our suggestion that it is the traits of the abundant species that are most important in influencing ecosystem processes.
Diversity has minimal effect on ecosystems

Mokani et al., 08-School of Botany and Zoology, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 0200, Australia (2008, Karel Mokany, Julian Ash and Stephen Roxburgh, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology 2008, 96, 884–893 - British Ecological Society CS)

In contrast, traditional measures of community diversity (i.e. richness, evenness, Simpson’s diversity) generally explained very little variation in ecosystem processes (Fig. 1; Table 2a,b). Of particular interest are the weak relationships between species richness and ecosystem processes. Species richness has been a core focus of most early studies examining the interaction between biodiversity and ecosystem processes, with much empirical research and mechanistic theory devoted to understanding how the number of species in a community may influence ecosystem processes (Schmid 2002; Hooper et al. 2005). The weak relationships we observed between richness and ecosystem processes suggest that the number of species present in a community is likely to have little direct impact on ecosystem processes, and that changes in the identity and abundance of the most dominant species will be of far greater importance.
Diversity can harm ecosystem process

Mokani et al., 08-School of Botany and Zoology, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 0200, Australia (2008, Karel Mokany, Julian Ash and Stephen Roxburgh, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology 2008, 96, 884–893 - British Ecological Society CS)

Interestingly, many of the significant interactions between diversity/trait indices and ecosystem processes were negative relationships (Fig. 1; Table 2b). For mean trait values, negative relationships merely indicate that greater ecosystem processes are associated with the dominance of species with lower values for a trait. In contrast, negative relationships between functional diversity and ecosystem processes indicate that functional diversity of certain traits has a negative impact on ecosystem processes. A relevant example is for root biomass, which was negatively related to functional diversity (FDvar) of root : shoot ratios and RDMC (Table 2b). This result suggests that increasing diversity of these traits reduces root biomass, with high root biomass likely to be achieved by a less diverse community with most species possessing large root : shoot ratios and high RDMC. Negative relationships between functional diversity and ecosystem processes are often mechanistically sensible (Bengtsson 1998), yet they have been infrequently reported by previous studies (Balvanera et al. 2006). We suggest that the situations in which functional diversity (or complementarity) acts to increase ecosystem processes are likely to be highly dependent on the type of ecosystem process and the particular functional traits being considered. For some functional traits, an ecosystem process may increase with functional diversity, while for other traits, the greatest level of ecosystem process may be achieved by all species possessing a particular trait value. The importance of complementarity as a mechanism is therefore likely to be dependent on the situation being considered.
Dominant species are more important than Biodiversity 
Mokani, 08-School of Botany and Zoology, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 0200, Australia (2008, Karel Mokany, Julian Ash and Stephen Roxburgh, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology 2008, 96, 884–893 - British Ecological Society CS)

In conclusion, the results from our study suggest that the traits of the dominant species are of primary importance in determining the effect of the biota on ecosystem processes, supporting Grime’s (1998) mass ratio hypothesis. Functional diversity was also important in some instances, indicating that complementarity may influence ecosystem processes, but not always positively. In contrast, we found species richness to be relatively poor at explaining variation in ecosystem processes. The results we present suggest that changes in community dominance hierarchies deserve the greatest attention when managing communities for the maintenance of ecosystem processes.

Disease
Momentum changing – diseases can be eliminated.

Paulson, ’11 – senior writer for Humanosphere and NPR
[Tom Paulson, blogger for Humanosphere and senior writer for National Public Radio; “Which four diseases face total eradication? Bill Foege predicts extension of smallpox success;” published 6/28/2011; http://humanosphere.kplu.org/2011/06/bill-foege-on-disease-eradication-on-the-world/; Jay]

Smallpox was, until today, the only disease that had ever been eradicated from the planet. The United Nations today declared that rinderpest, a cattle disease that when prevalent had profound adverse impact on humanity, is now the second disease to have been eradicated. Bill Foege, one of our local boys made good, is a big fan of disease eradication. Foege is the world-renowned physician who figured out the strategy that succeeded in wiping out smallpox. He is featured in an interview on disease eradication on PRI’s The World today “How to Kill a KIller Disease.” Here’s a story I did almost a year ago about Foege on the 30th anniversary of the eradication of smallpox. You may notice that PRI used the same photo — a photo I took of Bill in Colville, Eastern Washington, where he grew up. Foege, a former chief of the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and now a senior adviser to the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, has written a fascinating book on the global campaign to eradicate smallpox called “House on Fire.” On PRI, he predicted that four more diseases will be eradicated soon. “I think maybe six diseases will be eradicated before I die,” said Foege, listing the next four as polio, guinea worm, measles and onchocerciasis (river blindness). What about malaria? “Malaria may take a little longer … but we need to try to eradicate malaria and I’m very optimistic about it,” he said.

Impacts of disease exaggerated – not enough momentum to kill humanity.

Lind, ’11 – policy director at the New America Foundation
[Michael Lind, policy director of the New America Foundation's Economic Growth Program; “So Long, Chicken Little;” published in Foreign Policy, March/April 2011; http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/02/22/so_long_chicken_little?page=0,8; Jay] 
There's nothing like a good plague to get journalists and pundits in a frenzy. Although the threat of global pandemics is real, it's all too often exaggerated. In the last few years, the world has experienced two such pandemics, the avian flu (H5N1) and swine flu (H1N1). Both fell far short of the apocalyptic vision of a new Black Death cutting huge swaths of mortality with its remorseless scythe. Out of a global population of more than 6 billion people, 8,768 are estimated to have died from swine flu, 306 from avian flu. And yet it was not just the BBC ominously informing us that "the deadly swine flu … cannot be contained." Like warnings about the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the good done by mobilizing people to address the problem must be weighed against the danger of apocalypse fatigue on the part of a public subjected to endless Chicken Little scares. 

Bodies can’t spread disease – infection will be limited.

Range IMD, ‘10

[Range IMD, “Dead Bodies Do Not Spread Disease;” 1/15/2010; http://rangelmd.com/2010/01/dead-bodies-do-not-spread-disease/; Jay]

You hear it after every natural disaster that causes large loss of life and the massive earthquake in Haiti this week has been no exception: Dead bodies spread disease. Well, no, not exactly. The short answer is that corpses are not an infection risk for diseases they didn’t already have. Part of the myth likely comes from mass deaths during epidemics such as the bubonic plague (caused by the bacteria Yersinia pestis) or Tuburculosis (TB). Infected bodies can remain a potential source of infection for a short time after death but as is the case with infected live patients, transmission requires direct contact with infectious tissue or body fluids. In general, this would only apply to those tasked with removal, storage, and burial of the bodies and universal precautions should be taken when ever handing corpses, tissue, or body fluids. TB is a particular problem as it can be transmitted via areosolized respiratory droplets either from opening the chest cavity (during autopsy or from initial severe trauma) or even from compression of the chest while moving the body. Precautions should be taken against airborne diseases such as TB if suspicion is high but even in the third world the prevalence of TB is only about 1% with far fewer having active pulmonary diseases at any given time. The likelihood that a cluster of bodies would have TB is extremely low unless something highly unusual happened such as a sanitarium collapsing or burning to the ground. Unless there is direct or extensive contact without proper precautions with a recently deceased and infected body, the odds of direct transmission are extremely low. In the famous case of early biological warfare that occurred in 1346 when the Tartars besieged the city of Kaffa and catapulted the bodies of plague victims across the walls, the transmission of plague was likely not the result of contact with these bodies but rather from contact with fleas or flea-infested rats on the bodies or through the usual spread of the plague through the population during this time. And the chances that any one corpse from a natural disaster has an active communicable disease is no greater than that of the general population. The other part of the myth likely comes from the decomposition of bodies over time. If not buried, cremated, or otherwise properly disposed of, bodies undergo putrefaction caused by common bacteria that usually reside in the bowel, on the skin, or in the environment. These bacteria assist and participate in the break down the tissues of the cadaver (putrefaction is prevented by embalming) and cause horrific changes. After several days the skin begins to turn a greenish color in large areas from the breakdown of iron containing blood cells. The break down of tissues and internal organs by bacterial metabolism creates large amounts of gas which is very foul smelling and causes the corpse to bloat and eventually rupture after which the tissue and internal organs liquefy. But as horrible as this process is, it is not a source either of the incubation or spread of disease and for all practical purposes, it is not harmful to others (two breakdown chemicals putrescine (1,4-diaminobutane) and cadaverine (1,5-pentanediamine) are responsible for the sickeningly sweet smell of decomposition and are toxic but only if swallowed in large doses and I’m not going there). 
Malaria vaccine to be in action in 3 years.

Carmiachel ’10 – columnist for Newsweek

[Mary Carmiachel, columnist for Newsweek; “Halting the World's Most Lethal Parasite: Immunizing Mosquitoes and Other "Crazy" Antimalaria Ideas;” published 11/3/2010; http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=halting-the-worlds-most-lethal-parasite; Jay]
Right now, somewhere in the world—in a petri dish in Baltimore, maybe, or in the salivary glands of a laboratory-bred mosquito in Seattle, or in the bloodstream of a villager in Ghana—resides a chemical compound that could help eradicate human history’s biggest killer. Scientists have many promising malaria vaccine candidates in the works, and for the first time one has reached advanced human trials. If it or another candidate is even partly effective in people, it could save the lives of millions of children and pregnant women. It would be the only vaccine yet developed against a human parasite, an achievement of Nobel caliber. And it could, in its first-generation form, be distributed in Africa as soon as 2015. “If all goes well, five years from today, a vaccine could start being implemented in a wide way in six- to 12-week-old children,” says Joe Cohen, a scientist who is leading some of the most promising research. “It is a fantastic achievement. We are all very proud of that.” This is an extraordinary moment for malaria vaccine research. So why isn’t Regina Rabinovich singing from the rooftops? In Brief: Vaccines against malaria have encountered repeated failures. New technolo​gical approaches have revived the push for an agent that would provide lifelong immunity. Late-stage clinical trials will finish this winter on a vaccine that has been under development since the 1980s. It could reduce cases of the most lethal form of malaria by half. Even as this work moves forward, researchers are proceeding with other strategies for new vaccines, such as a weakened form of the parasite that is cultured in mosquitoes. Because malaria has been so hard to fight in the past, researchers must moderate outsize expectations to keep hopes from being dashed yet another time if new vaccine candidates fail.

Nanotech will prevent extinction from disease.

CRN, ‘8 – Nanotech think tank
[Center for Responsible Nanotechnology; “Medical Benefits of Molecular Manufacturing;” published 2008 in CRN Research: Overview of Current Findings; http://www.crnano.org/medical.htm; Jay]
New diseases will be stopped quickly. New diseases continue to be a threat to the human race. Naturally occurring diseases could be far worse than SARS, and an engineered disease could conceivably wipe out most of the human race. It will be increasingly important to have a technology base that can detect new diseases even before symptoms appear, and create a cure in a matter of days. MM will enable just such a rapid response. With complete genomes and proteomes for humans and for all known pathogens, plus cheap, highly parallel DNA and protein analysis and sufficient computer resources, it will be possible to spot any new pathogen almost immediately. (There is already a project under way to sequence the DNA of every organism in the Sargasso Sea.) Curing a new infectious disease will require some method of detecting and stopping the pathogen. Robert Freitas has described over a dozen nanotechnological ways to disable or destroy pathogens. Diagnosis and treatment may be semi-automated. The practice of medicine today involves a lot of uncertainty. Doctors must guess what condition a patient has, and further guess how best to treat it without upsetting the rest of the body's systems. By contrast, when pathogens and chemical imbalances can be directly detected, many conditions will be treatable with no uncertainty, allowing the use of computer-selected treatment in common cases. This may further reduce the cost of medical care, although doctors, regulatory agencies, or the patients themselves may resist the practice initially. Health will improve and lifespans increase. Health improvement and life extension do not depend directly on molecular manufacturing, but it will certainly make them accessible to more people. Any treatment that can be automated can be applied to any number of people at low cost. Efficient research will speed the development of cures for complex problems such as cancer and aging. New therapeutic techniques will allow the treatment of more types of diseases. 
Asteroids
Statistics prove – you’re an idiot if you think asteroids will kill us.
Everitt ‘8

[James Everitt, energy and environment organizer for Pickens Plan; “If an asteroid hit the earth?” published 12/20/2008; http://push.pickensplan.com/video/2187034:Video:1691581; Jay]

A computer video circulating the internet has rekindled fears that an asteroid will hit Earth and send mankind the way of the brontosaurus. Based on NASA projections, there is indeed a chance that such an asteroid will impact Earth in the next year. It is 1 in 2,518,072 This number is derived from NASA calculations of the likelihood of a strike by any one of the six substantial Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) whose current course could intersect our planet's in 2009. The most likely of the bunch, an NEO named 2008 AO112, alone has a 1 in 4,000,000 chance of impacting Earth. In other words, there's a 99.999975% chance the thing will miss us. By comparison, in the new year, based on recent National Safety Council data, chances are less that you will be killed by an asteroid than by the following: Motor vehicle accident: 1 in 6,539 Exposure to noxious substances: 1 in 12,554 Assault by firearm: 1 in 24,005 Accidental drowning: 1 in 82,777 Exposure to smoke, fire or flames: 1 in 92,745 Exposure to forces of nature (lightning, flood, storms, etc.): 1 in 136,075 Falling out of bed or off other furniture: 1 in 329,819 Choking on food: 1 in 343,179 Air and space transport accidents: 1 in 502,554 Exposure to electric current, radiation, temperature, and pressure: 1 in 705,969 Being bitten, stung or crushed by another person or animal: 1 in 1,841,659 Chances You'll Be Killed by an Asteroid in 2009! Conclusion: It would be statistically unwise to sell your home (your chances of selling it aside) and use the proceeds for a pre-asteroid splurge in the tropics. Alternatively, if you are considering fleeing Earth, you are more likely to die by spacecraft accident than by asteroid. And if you do so anyway, given the chance of being bitten, stung or crushed by another person or animal, your chances are even worse if you bring company.
No threat to asteroids – none on course, and can be deflected in time.

NASA, ’99 – National Aeronautics and Space Administration
[National Aeronautics and Space Administration; “StarChild Question of the Month for July 1999;” http://starchild.gsfc.nasa.gov/docs/StarChild/questions/question11.html; Jay]

A number of recent movies have been about this subject. It is important to remember that they are just movies and often times do not represent good or true science. Sometimes, however, there is a tiny seed of truth behind a movie, although it may be hard to tell what is true and what is fiction. This is the case for the movies about asteroids hitting the Earth. Let us say right away that at this moment, we know of nothing currently on a collision course with Earth. Last year, it was announced in the news that an asteroid was on a collision course with Earth and would hit in the year 2028. We now know that the calculations were in error and that asteroid will miss the Earth completely. You can read more about this at http://impact.arc.nasa.gov/news_detail.cfm?ID=60. Keep in mind that the Earth has been hit before by asteroids and will be again someday. We don't know when, but we do know it is not in the immediate future. Why are the chances of us being hit small? Our solar system is very big compared to the size of the Earth, which means that the chance that the Earth will be hit by another solar system object such as an asteroid is very small. Once in awhile, it happens. But not very often. Think about this, most of the asteroids in our solar system are located in the asteroid belt. Yet we have been able to send spacecraft such as Voyager I and II, as well as others, through this belt without any problems. Why? There is more "empty space" in the belt than asteroids! How often do we expect the Earth to be hit? The asteroids capable of causing a global disaster if they hit the Earth are extremely rare. They probably would need to be about a kilometer or more in diameter. Such bodies impact the Earth only once every 100,000 years on average. Other objects of a similar size, such as comets, impact even less frequently, perhaps once every 500,000 years or so. If we discover an object that will collide with Earth's, what could be done about it? If astronomers find such an object, there would be plenty of time to track it, measure its orbit precisely, and plan a system for deflecting it from its current orbital path. There would be no great hurry and no great panic. It would be a project for all the world's nations to take part in. Because we will have found it long before it actually intersects the Earth's orbit, it probably would take only a small push (perhaps from chemical rockets we land on the surface of the asteroid) to divert it from a threatening path. 
Asteroids didn’t kill the dinosaurs.

Kluger ‘9 – senior writer and former NYU science professor

[Jeffrey Kluger, senior writer for Time Magazine, winner of the Overseas Press Club’s Award for best reporting on environmental issues, and former professor of science and journalism at NYU; “Maybe an Asteroid Didn’t Kill the Dinosaurs;” published 4/27/2009; http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1894225,00.html; Jay]

When a scientific principle is common knowledge even in grammar school, you know it has long since crossed the line from theory to established fact. That's the case with dinosaur extinction. Some 65 million years ago — as we've all come to know — an asteroid struck the earth, sending up a cloud that blocked the sun and cooled the planet. That, in turn, wiped out the dinosaurs and made way for the rise of mammals. The suddenness with which so many species vanished after that time always suggested a single cataclysmic event, and the 1978 discovery of a 112-mile, 65-million-year-old crater off the Yucatán Peninsula near the town of Chicxulub seemed to seal the deal. Now, however, a study in the Journal of the Geological Society throws all that into question. The asteroid impact and dinosaur extinction, say the authors, may not have been simultaneous, instead occurring 300,000 years apart. That's an eyeblink in geologic time, but it's a relevant eyeblink all the same — one that occurred at just the right moment in ancient history to send the extinction theory entirely awry. (See pictures of meteors striking the earth.) The controversial paper was written by geoscientists Gerta Keller of Princeton University and Thierry Addate of the University of Lausanne, in Switzerland. Both researchers knew that challenging the impact doctrine would not be easy. The asteroid charged with killing the dinosaurs, after all, left more than the Chicxulub crater as its calling card. At the same 65-million-year depth, the geologic record reveals that a thin layer of iridium was deposited pretty much everywhere in the world. Iridium is an element that's rare on Earth but common in asteroids, and a fine global dusting of the stuff is precisely what you'd expect to find if an asteroid struck the ground, vaporized on impact and eventually rained its remains back down. Below that iridium layer, the fossil record shows that a riot of species was thriving; above it, 65% of them went suddenly missing. (Read about China's dinosaur fossils.) But Keller and Addate worried that we were misreading both the geologic and fossil records. They conducted surveys at numerous sites in Mexico, including a spot called El Peñón, near the impact crater. They were especially interested in a 30-ft. layer of sediment just above the iridium layer. That sediment, they calculate, was laid down at a rate of about 0.8 in. to 1.2 in. per thousand years, meaning that all 30 feet took 300,000 years to settle into place. Analyzing the fossils at this small site, they counted 52 distinct species just below the iridium layer. Then they counted the species above it. The result: the same 52. It wasn't until they sampled 30 feet higher — and 300,000 years later — that they saw the die-offs. "The mass extinction level can be seen above this interval," Keller says. "Not a single species went extinct as a result of the Chicxulub impact." Keller's and Addate's species samplings are not, of course, conclusive, and plenty of other surveys since 1978 do tie the extinctions closely to the asteroid. But since the new digs were so close to ground zero, the immediate species loss ought to be have been — if anything — greater there than anywhere else in the world. Instead, the animals seemed to escape unharmed. Other paleontologists, however, believe that the very proximity of El Peñón to the impact site makes the results even less reliable. Earthquakes and tsunamis that resulted from the collision could have wrought havoc on the sedimentary record, causing discrete strata to swirl together and completely scrambling time lines. Keller disagrees, pointing out that the slow accretion of sediment that she and Addate recorded is completely inconsistent with a sudden event like a tsunami. (See pictures of animals in space.) "The sandstone complex was not deposited over hours or days," she says. "Deposition occurred over a very long time period." So if the Chicxulub asteroid didn't kill the dinosaurs, what did? Paleontologists have advanced all manner of other theories over the years, including the appearance of land bridges that allowed different species to migrate to different continents, bringing with them diseases to which native species hadn't developed immunity. Keller and Addate do not see any reason to stray so far from the prevailing model. Some kind of atmospheric haze might indeed have blocked the sun, making the planet too cold for the dinosaurs — it just didn't have to have come from an asteroid. Rather, they say, the source might have been massive volcanoes, like the ones that blew in the Deccan Traps in what is now India at just the right point in history. For the dinosaurs that perished 65 million years ago, extinction was extinction and the precise cause was immaterial. But for the bipedal mammals who were allowed to rise once the big lizards were finally gone, it is a matter of enduring fascination.
NASA’s asteroid research is biased to earn more funding and ignores key science.

David ‘7 – former Director of Research for the National Commission on Space 
[Leonard David, research associate for Secure World Foundation, former consultant to NASA, former Director of Research for the National Commission on Space, and Aerospace Journalist of the Year; “Fair Warning, Deadly Response;” published in Ad Astra (official journal of the National Space Society), Vol. 19, Number 3, 2007; http://www.nss.org/adastra/volume19/david2.html; Jay]

Fact-Finding Appraisal. Last year NASA began a congressionally mandated, fact-finding appraisal of how best to detect, track, catalog and characterize near-Earth asteroids and comets. Furthermore, U.S. lawmakers asked the civilian space agency to identify what could be done to deflect an object found on course to strike our planet. Back in late June 2006, leading experts from a variety of fields met in Vail, Colorado, brought together under the banner of the NASA workshop Near-Earth Object Detection, Characterization and Threat Mitigation. The meeting was a unique, idea-gathering event—meant to provide lawmakers with an executable program. Congress had asked NASA, in part, to use its "unique competence" to deal with the potential hazard faced by Earth from NEOs and help establish a warning and mitigation strategy. Last March the NASA report titled "Near-Earth Object Survey and Deflection Analysis of Alternatives"—a 27-page data dump taken from a more than 270-page evaluation—landed upon the desks of lawmakers. One key suggestion from the report was a way to divert a potentially hazardous object—labeled PHO: namely, that nuclear standoff explosions were 10 to 100 times more effective than the non-nuclear alternatives analyzed. Non-nuclear kinetic impactors, the report noted, are the most mature approach and could be used in some deflection/mitigation scenarios, especially for NEOs that consist of a single small, solid body. Wrong, Wrong, Wrong One early responder to the report is not too pleased, calling the document replete with errors of both omission and commission. "NASA did a terrible technical analysis," complained Russell "Rusty" Schweickart, a former Apollo astronaut. "It's wrong, wrong, wrong," he told attendees of this year's International Space Development Conference (ISDC) meeting in Dallas. Schweickart is chairman of the B612 Foundation board of directors, a confab of scientists, technologists, astronomers, astronauts and other specialists dedicated to significantly altering the orbit of an asteroid in a controlled manner by 2015. "Right now, I put NASA in the same category of technical accuracy as Hollywood with Deep Impact and Armageddon," Schweickart noted, referring to those two less-than-factual movies about dealing with NEOs on a deadly course with Earth. "The report as it stands is not valid. The recommendations that they made are based on an exceptional set of asteroids that they picked rather than what is most likely to be needed to be deflected," Schweickart said. "It's a flawed report." Taking a pro-nuke approach is wrongheaded, Schweickart said at the ISDC. Rather, using existing robot impactor technology as well as a gravity-tractor method of altering the asteroid's trajectory ever so slightly would give you both the oomph and the precision that you need to redirect an NEO from an impact with Earth. "In terms of responding to Congress regarding what possible alternatives there are, NASA picked ridiculously improbable events...and you end up with something incredibly big, like a nuclear blast. That's not a reasonable answer. When you are looking at a supply of something, you've got to first look at the demand to say what's required. And if you look at the demand side, the most likely things to happen are much smaller than that...and that's not a way to answer responsibly to Congress, in my view," Schweickart told Ad Astra. Another Schweickart gripe about the NASA NEO study is that the space agency's analysis makes the assumption that deflecting an approaching NEO consists only of causing it to miss the planet at the time of the nominal impact. The analysis does not account for the fact that there are hundreds of resonant return points and associated impact "keyholes" located along the path of deflection. If a deflection fails to account for these keyholes, the NEO may miss the Earth at the time of impact only to return in a year or two for another impact. NASA's analysis assumes that the stronger the deflection, the better. 

Asteroids won’t hit earth, and even if they do they won’t kill us.

Britt ‘5 – science writer for LiveScience

[Robert Roy Britt, science writer for LiveScience; “The Odds of Dying;” published 1/6/2005; http://www.livescience.com/3780-odds-dying.html ; Jay]

Perceptions of risk factors can change over time simply because more is learned. The chances of an Earth-impacting asteroid killing you have dropped dramatically, for example, from about 1-in-20,000 in 1994 to something like 1-in-200,000 or 1-in-500,000 today. The new numbers -- their range reflecting the need for further research -- were offered up last week by Clark Chapman of the Southwest Research Institute and David Morrison at NASA's Ames Research Center. Why such a dramatic downgrade? Active intervention. "A significant part of it is that we have now discovered, in the last dozen years, a good fraction of the largest, most deadly asteroids and found that they won't hit the Earth," Chapman told LiveScience. Also, projections of the destruction a large space rock would cause have been revised downward a bit. Finally, since Earth is two-thirds water, asteroid risks include the possibility of an impact-induced tsunami. And Chapman says asteroid-generated tsunamis may not be as deadly as once presumed. 
