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at: afghanistan instability

Too many alt causes to solve 

United Nations 10/14/08 US Fed News, “Build on Positive Trends to Reverse Deteriorating Situation in Afghanistan,” Lexis, 10/14/08
ZALMAY KHALILZAD (United States) said that, in order for UNAMA to implement its revised mandate and face the new challenges, his country supported an immediate surge in the Mission's capabilities based on the proposals made by the Special Representative. The United States was gravely concerned about humanitarian conditions as many lives were in jeopardy, both from food shortages and cold weather. Planning for winter should aim to help Afghans deal with both, and the United States, as the largest donor, was prepared to do more.  He said the security situation had become more challenging as the Taliban and their allies continued to wage deadly attacks on military and civilian targets. Success in the fight against them could be achieved, despite recent doom-and-gloom talk. Success required that the Government implement its National Development Strategy and improve local governance, combat corruption, reform its police forces and increase its counter-narcotics efforts, among other things. The United States welcomed the fact that Afghan security forces were taking on increasing responsibility for protecting the people. The 2009 elections were very important and it was therefore imperative that the international community redouble efforts to ensure they were credible. The United States called on the Afghan Government to hold the elections as scheduled.  Underscoring the importance of the role of neighbouring countries, he said the new Government in Pakistan offered an opportunity to battle regional terrorism. That should mean, among other things, an end to sanctuaries for hostile forces, the use of terrorism for national interests, and increased intelligence sharing and reconciliation, all of which were necessities for stability and development. Both Afghans and Pakistanis needed international support to resist terrorist efforts, and the United States urged the Secretariat to ensure that the Special Representative had the support and means needed to carry out his mission.  Expressing his deep regret for the accidental loss of civilian lives, he said he shared the Secretary-General's grave concern about civilian casualties. The United States would do everything in its power to ensure that ISAF and Operation Enduring Freedom prevented civilian casualties and acknowledged them when they occurred. However, the fundamental cause of the casualties was the fight waged by the Taliban, who used civilians as shields and were increasingly resorting to asymmetric attacks against population centres. There was a need for better coordination, and the United States chain of command had been streamlined. More forces would be sent to Afghanistan. 
No escalation --- Afghan Neighbors have power to contain war
BBC Monitoring South Asia, 2009, bbc is a credible news network, BBC Monitoring South Asia, “Paper says neighbors can end Afghanistan War,” December 19 2009, lexis.

One of the issues related to the war in Afghanistan has been the role of Afghanistan's neighbours in this war and effects of their policies on war and political processes related to war in Afghanistan. It has been believed that if Afghanistan's neighbours do not support the war, it cannot last long. Taking this belief into consideration, it has been argued on many occasions that Afghanistan's neighbours especially Pakistan have not had a genuine interest in ending this war. Although Pakistan has constantly spoken about its cooperation with the government of Afghanistan and the international community for peace and stability in Afghanistan, Pakistani claims have not been believed. US Commander in the Middle East and Central Asia, General David Petraeus, recently asked Pakistan to put pressure on Taleban on the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan. This demonstrates that the international community is not convinced that Pakistan has changed its policy on extremist groups in the region. Although Pakistan is at war with local Taleban in that country, it has a different policy on Afghan Taleban and does not want pressure on this group. Another country that can play an important role in the war in Afghanistan is Russia. NATO secretary general recently asked [Dmitry] Medvedev Wednesday last week to play a bigger role in supporting NATO troops in Afghanistan by dedicating more helicopters to these forces. It was reported some time ago that NATO forces have shown interest in using Russian made helicopters in their war in Afghanistan. Reports explained that NATO forces want to use Russian helicopters in Afghanistan because they are more suitable to Afghan terrain and climate and can be more effective in peace operations. Meanwhile, there are reports that Taleban are receiving Iranian weapons. According to Commander of US forces in Middle East and Central Asia, General David Petraeus, that these weapons are supplied to Taleban mainly in Western border areas between Afghanistan and Iran. Previously, such reports were unofficially discussed and even the Taleban were quoted as confirming these reports about their access to Iranian weapons. The Iranian government, however, has repeatedly rejected these reports and claims. Taking the negative relations between Iran and the United States into consideration, a number of political analysts believe that American military presence in Afghanistan has raised serious concerns for Iran. Therefore, Iran will do favours to the Taleban. These reports demonstrate that the negative role of Afghanistan's neighbours in the war in Afghanistan and their lack of support political process for peace and development in Afghanistan have resulted in the failure to achieve the desired results in this country despite spending heavy sums of money and investing human capital in Afghanistan for eight years. Efforts should therefore be made to ensure that these countries change their policies on Afghanistan and play a positive role in the political processes initiated by the government in this country. Experts believe that this can be possible only when Afghanistan's government is able to establish close relations with countries neighbouring Afghanistan and close to Afghanistan and if Afghanistan can convince them that a strong central government in Afghanistan will not pose any problems to those countries.

at: afghanistan secession

No Risk of Pashtun secession- they’re too weak
NightWatch, 2010, a member of the Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association (AFCEA), NightWatch, “NightWatch for June 21,” June 21, 2010, http://www.kforcegov.com/NightWatch/NightWatch_10000182.aspx
Internal instability, however, always is centripetal. Since the Pashtuns are not fighting to secede, they must capture Kabul if they hope to return to government for all Afghanistan. Otherwise they fail, remaining a chronic, but not terminal, security problem. At this point, they are unable to capture Kabul or to hold territory against NATO. The scale of violence has increased but control of the land has not changed much, based on open source reporting.
at: afghanistan terrorism

Al Qaeda doesn’t need Afghanistan – it’s based on Pakistan

Dreazen 2009 – writer for the Wall Street Journal (Yochi J, “Al Qaeda’s global Base is Pakistan Says Petraeus,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124182556238902393.html)

WASHINGTON -- Senior leaders of al Qaeda are using sanctuaries in Pakistan's lawless frontier regions to plan new terror attacks and funnel money, manpower and guidance to affiliates around the world, according to a top American military commander.

Gen. David Petraeus, who oversees the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, said in an interview that Pakistan has become the nerve center of al Qaeda's global operations, allowing the terror group to re-establish its organizational structure and build stronger ties to al Qaeda offshoots in Iraq, Yemen, Somalia, North Africa and parts of Europe.

at: central asian war
No Central Asian war – the SCO checks conflict

Maksutov in ‘6 (Ruslan, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, “The Shanghai Cooperation Organization: A Central Asian Perspective”, August, http://www.sipri.org/contents/worldsec/Ruslan.SCO.pdf/download)
As a starting point, it is fair to say that all Central Asian countries—as well as China and Russia—are interested in security cooperation within a multilateral framework, such as the SCO provides. For Central Asia this issue ranks in importance with that of economic development, given the explosive environment created locally by a mixture of external and internal threats. Central Asia is encircled by four of the world’s eight known nuclear weapon states (China, India, Russia and Pakistan), of which Pakistan has a poor nuclear non-proliferation profile and Afghanistan is a haven for terrorism and extremism. Socio-economic degradation in Central Asian states adds to the reasons for concern and makes obvious the interdependence between progress in security and in development. Some scholars argue that currently concealed tendencies evolving in various states of Central Asia—such as the wide-ranging social discontent with oppressive regimes in the region, and the growing risks of state collapse and economic decline—all conducive to the quick growth of radical religious movements, could have far-reaching implications for regional stability once they come more into the light. 41 At first sight, the instruments established by the SCO to fulfil its declared security- building objectives seem to match the needs that Central Asian states have defined against this background. While the existence of the SCO further reduces the already remote threat of conventional interstate war in the region, 42 it allows for a major and direct focus on the non-state, non-traditional and transnational threats that now loom so large by comparison.
No escalation—no vital interests for great power war in Central Asia. 
Richard Weitz, senior fellow and associate director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, Summer 2006. The Washington Quarterly, lexis.

Central Asian security affairs have become much more complex than during the original nineteenth-century great game between czarist Russia and the United Kingdom. At that time, these two governments could largely dominate local affairs, but today a variety of influential actors are involved in the region. The early 1990s witnessed a vigorous competition between Turkey and Iran for influence in Central Asia. More recently, India and Pakistan have pursued a mixture of cooperative and competitive policies in the region that have influenced and been affected by their broader relationship. The now independent Central Asian countries also invariably affect the region's international relations as they seek to maneuver among the major powers without compromising their newfound autonomy. Although Russia, China, and the United States substantially affect regional security issues, they cannot dictate outcomes the way imperial governments frequently did a century ago. Concerns about a renewed great game are thus exaggerated. The contest for influence in the region does not directly challenge the vital national interests of China, Russia, or the United States, the most important extraregional countries in Central Asian security affairs. Unless restrained, however, competitive pressures risk impeding opportunities for beneficial cooperation among these countries. The three external great powers have incentives to compete for local allies, energy resources, and military advantage, but they also share substantial interests, especially in reducing terrorism and drug trafficking. If properly aligned, the major multilateral security organizations active in Central Asia could provide opportunities for cooperative diplomacy in a region where bilateral ties traditionally have predominated.
xt: no escalation

Central Asian War won’t Escalate- NWFZ’s prevent it
Thalif Deen, 2010, U.N. Bureau Chief and Regional Director, Inter Press Service (IPS) news agency, Thalif Deen, “U.N.: Will Mideast Tug-of-War Wreck Anti-Nuke Meeting?,” May 5 2010

Currently, there are several treaties establishing NWFZs in Africa, Central Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as in Mongolia.

These include the Treaty of Tlatelolco for Latin America and the Caribbean; the Treaty of Rarotonga for the South Pacific; the Treaty of Bangkok for South East Asia; the Treaty of Pelindaba for Africa; the Treaty of Semipalatinsk for Central Asia; and the Antarctic treaty which covers the uninhabited area of Antarctica.

But two of the regions not covered so far include the Middle East (Israel being the nuclear power) and South Asia (India and Pakistan being nuclear powers).

Clinton also announced that the Obama administration will submit protocols to the U.S. Senate to ratify participation in the nuclear-weapon-free zones that have been established in Africa and the South Pacific.

Upon ratification, parties to those agreements will have a legally binding assurance that the United States will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against them, and will fully respect the nuclear-weapons-free status of the zones, she declared.

"And we are prepared to consult with the parties to the nuclear-weapons-free zones in Central and Southeast Asia, in an effort to reach agreement that would allow us to sign those protocols as well," Clinton said.

at: democracy

Democracy doesn’t solve war – plenty of jerks get in power too

Shah 2008 – editor of globalissues.org (Anup, 11/30. “Democracy.” http://www.globalissues.org/article/761/democracy)

Democracy (“rule by the people” when translated from its Greek meaning) is seen as one of the ultimate ideals that modern civilizations strive to create, or preserve. Democracy as a system of governance is supposed to allow extensive representation and inclusiveness of as many people and views as possible to feed into the functioning of a fair and just society. Democratic principles run in line with the ideals of universal freedoms such as the right to free speech.

Importantly, democracy supposedly serves to check unaccountable power and manipulation by the few at the expense of the many, because fundamentally democracy is seen as a form of governance by the people, for the people. This is often implemented through elected representatives, which therefore requires free, transparent, and fair elections, in order to achieve legitimacy.

The ideals of democracy are so appealing to citizens around the world, that many have sacrificed their livelihoods, even their lives, to fight for it. Indeed, our era of “civilization” is characterized as much by war and conflict as it is by peace and democracy. The twentieth century alone has often been called “the century of war.”
In a way, the amount of propaganda and repression some non-democratic states set up against their own people is a testament to the people’s desire for more open and democratic forms of government. That is, the more people are perceived to want it, the more extreme a non-democratic state apparatus has to be to hold on to power.

However, even in established democracies, there are pressures that threaten various democratic foundations. A democratic system’s openness also allows it to attract those with vested interests to use the democratic process as a means to attain power and influence, even if they do not hold democratic principles dear. This may also signal a weakness in the way some democracies are set up. In principle, there may be various ways to address this, but in reality once power is attained by those who are not genuinely support democracy, rarely is it easily given up.

Global Democracy Impossible

Dixon 10 [Dr. Patrick Dixon, PhD Foreign Policy, “The Truth About the War With Iraq”, http://www.globalchange.com/iraqwar.htm]
And so we find an interesting fact: those who live in democratic nations, who uphold democracy as the only honourable form of government, are not really true democrats after all. They have little or no interest in global democracy, in a nation of nations, in seeking the common good of the whole of humanity.

And it is this single fact, more than any other, this inequality of wealth and privilege in our shrinking global village, that will make it more likely that our future is dominate by terror groups, freedom fighters, justice-seekers, hell-raisers, protestors and violent agitators.

xt: can’t solve democracy

Democracy requires sustained troop presence

Byman and Pollack  3 [Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack, 4/15/03, “Iraq’s Coming Democracy”, http://www.dlc.org/ndol_ci.cfm?kaid=124&subid=158&contentid=251480]

If democracy is to succeed, the international community -- particularly the United States -- must play midwife to the nascent Iraqi state. Even if all goes well, it will take years for the new government to gain the trust of the Iraqi people, demonstrate its ability to maintain order and broker compromises, and allow the institutions of a democratic society to mature.  Typically, the greatest problem for new democracies is the fear of civil strife, which can become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Because Saddam has nurtured communal hatred for more than 30 years, minor provocations could spiral out of control in the early days after his fall and spark internecine conflicts. Iraq's neighbors, including Iran, Turkey, and Syria, also have a history of meddling, and might seize on any perceived power vacuum to intervene in Iraq to advance their own interests.  The first and most important role for the United States is to ensure the safety of the Iraqi people by establishing a security presence throughout the country. At first, this will likely require a presence of as many as 200,000 troops. But within one or two years, that contingent should be replaced by a multinational force of 50,000 to 100,000 troops, including American and foreign forces, preferably acting under a U.N. mandate. The U.S.-led peacekeeping force should ensure that no group or individual can use violence for political advantage. It is a role for which U.S. and European troops are eminently well-qualified, and which they have played successfully in the past.  We should not delude ourselves: Building democracy in Iraq will be difficult and expensive and will take years. But there is no reason that Iraq cannot join the ranks of democratic nations if the United States is willing to take on the burdens of helping Iraq build a democracy, and to create a coalition of other nations willing to help. Moreover, we must remember that our goal in Iraq is not merely to rid the world of the menace of Saddam Hussein, but to bring stability to the Gulf region. If the United States is not committed to building good government in Iraq, we are liable to be simply substituting one set of problems for another. Democracy in Iraq is not just a nice bonus of a war, it is a necessary component of victory.

at: democracy solves terrorism

Democracy doesn’t solve terror
Nye, 05 – professor at Harvard University and author most recently of 'The Power Game: A Washington Novel [Joseph S, “Does Increasing Democracy Undercut Terrorists?” The Christian Science Monitor: http://www.csmoni tor.com/2005/0922/p09s02-coop.html]

According to President Bush, one of the reasons he went to war in Iraq was to transform the Middle East through democracy. The roots of terrorism in the Middle East were seen as growing out of the undemocratic nature of the regimes in the region. Removing Saddam Hussein's dictatorship and creating democracy in Iraq would address the root causes of terrorism. Does increasing democracy diminish terrorism? Some analysts are skeptical. Violent extremists exist in nearly all societies. After all, the terrorist attacks in London were carried out by British citizens in one of the world's oldest democracies. And Timothy McVeigh, an American citizen, carried out the Oklahoma City bombing. Moreover, skeptics argue that even if democracy might reduce terrorist recruitment, the Iraq war was the wrong means to promote democracy, and may have increased the recruitment of new terrorists.

at: asia war

Asian war is unlikely --- all potential conflicts are solved by regional stability initiatives throughout the region

Bitzinger & Desker, 08 – senior fellow and dean of S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies respectively (Richard A. Bitzinger, Barry Desker, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, December 2008, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com-/678328_731200556_906256449.pdf)

The Asia-Pacific region can be regarded as a zone of both relative insecurity and strategic stability. It contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen Glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of major war. It is replete with unresolved border issues; is a breeding ground for transnationa terrorism and the site of many terrorist activities (the Bali bombings, the Manila superferry bombing); and contains overlapping claims for maritime territories (the Spratly Islands, the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands) with considerable actual or potential wealth in resources such as oil, gas and fisheries. Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance with many key sea lines of communication and important chokepoints. Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, especially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast Asia, countries are united in a common eopolitical and economic organisation – the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) – which is dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia – while not inconceivable – is unlikely. 

at: biodiversity

Biodiversity loss isn’t that bad

Sagoff 97 – senior research fellow at the Institute for Philosophy and Public Policy at the University of Maryland at College Park (Mark, William and Mary Law Review. INSTITUTE OF BILL OF RIGHTS LAW SYMPOSIUM DEFINING TAKINGS: PRIVATE PROPERTY AND THE FUTURE OF GOVERNMENT REGULATION: MUDDLE OR MUDDLE THROUGH? TAKINGS JURISPRUDENCE MEETS THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT.” 38 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 825)

Although one may agree with ecologists such as Ehrlich and Raven that the earth stands on the brink of an episode of massive extinction, it may not follow from this grim fact that human beings will suffer as a result. On the contrary, skeptics such as science writer Colin Tudge have challenged biologists to explain why we need more than a tenth of the 10 to 100 million species that grace the earth. Noting that "cultivated systems often out-produce wild systems by 100-fold or more," Tudge declared that "the argument that humans need the variety of other species is, when you think about it, a theological one." n343 Tudge observed that "the elimination of all but a tiny minority of our fellow creatures does not affect the material well-being of humans one iota." n344 This skeptic challenged ecologists to list more than 10,000 species (other than unthreatened microbes) that are essential to ecosystem productivity or functioning. n345 "The human species could survive just as well if 99.9% of our fellow creatures went extinct, provided only that we retained the appropriate 0.1% that we need." n346   [*906]   The monumental Global Biodiversity Assessment ("the Assessment") identified two positions with respect to redundancy of species. "At one extreme is the idea that each species is unique and important, such that its removal or loss will have demonstrable consequences to the functioning of the community or ecosystem." n347 The authors of the Assessment, a panel of eminent ecologists, endorsed this position, saying it is "unlikely that there is much, if any, ecological redundancy in communities over time scales of decades to centuries, the time period over which environmental policy should operate." n348 These eminent ecologists rejected the opposing view, "the notion that species overlap in function to a sufficient degree that removal or loss of a species will be compensated by others, with negligible overall consequences to the community or ecosystem." n349  Other biologists believe, however, that species are so fabulously redundant in the ecological functions they perform that the life-support systems and processes of the planet and ecological processes in general will function perfectly well with fewer of them, certainly fewer than the millions and millions we can expect to remain even if every threatened organism becomes extinct. n350 Even the kind of sparse and miserable world depicted in the movie Blade Runner could provide a "sustainable" context for the human economy as long as people forgot their aesthetic and moral commitment to the glory and beauty of the natural world. n351 The Assessment makes this point. "Although any ecosystem contains hundreds to thousands of species interacting among themselves and their physical environment, the emerging consensus is that the system is driven by a small number of . . . biotic variables on whose interactions the balance of species are, in a sense, carried along." n352   [*907]   To make up your mind on the question of the functional redundancy of species, consider an endangered species of bird, plant, or insect and ask how the ecosystem would fare in its absence. The fact that the creature is endangered suggests an answer: it is already in limbo as far as ecosystem processes are concerned. What crucial ecological services does the black-capped vireo, for example, serve? Are any of the species threatened with extinction necessary to the provision of any ecosystem service on which humans depend? If so, which ones are they?  Ecosystems and the species that compose them have changed, dramatically, continually, and totally in virtually every part of the United States. There is little ecological similarity, for example, between New England today and the land where the Pilgrims died. n353 In view of the constant reconfiguration of the biota, one may wonder why Americans have not suffered more as a result of ecological catastrophes. The cast of species in nearly every environment changes constantly-local extinction is commonplace in nature-but the crops still grow. Somehow, it seems, property values keep going up on Martha's Vineyard in spite of the tragic disappearance of the heath hen.  One might argue that the sheer number and variety of creatures available to any ecosystem buffers that system against stress. Accordingly, we should be concerned if the "library" of creatures ready, willing, and able to colonize ecosystems gets too small. (Advances in genetic engineering may well permit us to write a large number of additions to that "library.") In the United States as in many other parts of the world, however, the number of species has been increasing dramatically, not decreasing, as a result of human activity. This is because the hordes of exotic species coming into ecosystems in the United States far exceed the number of species that are becoming extinct. Indeed, introductions may outnumber extinctions by more than ten to one, so that the United States is becoming more and more species-rich all the time largely as a result of human action. n354   [*908]   Peter Vitousek and colleagues estimate that over 1000 non-native plants grow in California alone; in Hawaii there are 861; in Florida, 1210. n355 In Florida more than 1000 non-native insects, 23 species of mammals, and about 11 exotic birds have established themselves. n356 Anyone who waters a lawn or hoes a garden knows how many weeds desire to grow there, how many birds and bugs visit the yard, and how many fungi, creepy-crawlies, and other odd life forms show forth when it rains. All belong to nature, from wherever they might hail, but not many homeowners would claim that there are too few of them.  Now, not all exotic species provide ecosystem services; indeed, some may be disruptive or have no instrumental value. n357 This also may be true, of course, of native species as well, especially because all exotics are native somewhere. Certain exotic species, however, such as Kentucky blue grass, establish an area's sense of identity and place; others, such as the green crabs showing up around Martha's Vineyard, are nuisances. n358 Consider an analogy   [*909]   with human migration. Everyone knows that after a generation or two, immigrants to this country are hard to distinguish from everyone else. The vast majority of Americans did not evolve here, as it were, from hominids; most of us "came over" at one time or another. This is true of many of our fellow species as well, and they may fit in here just as well as we do.  It is possible to distinguish exotic species from native ones for a period of time, just as we can distinguish immigrants from native-born Americans, but as the centuries roll by, species, like people, fit into the landscape or the society, changing and often enriching it. Shall we have a rule that a species had to come over on the Mayflower, as so many did, to count as "truly" American? Plainly not. When, then, is the cutoff date? Insofar as we are concerned with the absolute numbers of "rivets" holding ecosystems together, extinction seems not to pose a general problem because a far greater number of kinds of mammals, insects, fish, plants, and other creatures thrive on land and in water in America today than in prelapsarian times. n359  The Ecological Society of America has urged managers to maintain biological diversity as a critical component in strengthening ecosystems against disturbance. n360 Yet as Simon Levin observed, "much of the detail about species composition will be irrelevant in terms of influences on ecosystem properties." n361   [*910]   He added: "For net primary productivity, as is likely to be the case for any system property, biodiversity matters only up to a point; above a certain level, increasing biodiversity is likely to make little difference." n362  What about the use of plants and animals in agriculture? There is no scarcity foreseeable. "Of an estimated 80,000 types of plants [we] know to be edible," a U.S. Department of the Interior document says, "only about 150 are extensively cultivated." n363 About twenty species, not one of which is endangered, provide ninety percent of the food the world takes from plants. n364 Any new food has to take "shelf space" or "market share" from one that is now produced. Corporations also find it difficult to create demand for a new product; for example, people are not inclined to eat paw-paws, even though they are delicious. It is hard enough to get people to eat their broccoli and lima beans. It is harder still to develop consumer demand for new foods. This may be the reason the Kraft Corporation does not prospect in remote places for rare and unusual plants and animals to add to the world's diet.  Of the roughly 235,000 flowering plants and 325,000 nonflowering plants (including mosses, lichens, and seaweeds) available, farmers ignore virtually all of them in favor of a very few that are profitable. n365 To be sure, any of the more than 600,000 species of plants could have an application in agriculture, but would they be preferable to the species that are now dominant? Has anyone found any consumer demand for any of these half-million or more plants to replace rice or wheat in the human diet? There are reasons that farmers cultivate rice, wheat, and corn rather than, say, Furbish's lousewort. There are many kinds of louseworts, so named because these weeds were thought to cause lice in sheep. How many does agriculture really require?   [*911]   The species on which agriculture relies are domesticated, not naturally occurring; they are developed by artificial not natural selection; they might not be able to survive in the wild. n366  This argument is not intended to deny the religious, aesthetic, cultural, and moral reasons that command us to respect and protect the natural world. These spiritual and ethical values should evoke action, of course, but we should also recognize that they are spiritual and ethical values. We should recognize that ecosystems and all that dwell therein compel our moral respect, our aesthetic appreciation, and our spiritual veneration; we should clearly seek to achieve the goals of the ESA. There is no reason to assume, however, that these goals have anything to do with human well-being or welfare as economists understand that term. These are ethical goals, in other words, not economic ones. Protecting the marsh may be the right thing to do for moral, cultural, and spiritual reasons. We should do it-but someone will have to pay the costs.  In the narrow sense of promoting human welfare, protecting nature often represents a net "cost," not a net "benefit." It is largely for moral, not economic, reasons-ethical, not prudential, reasons- that we care about all our fellow creatures. They are valuable as objects of love not as objects of use. What is good for   [*912]   the marsh may be good in itself even if it is not, in the economic sense, good for mankind. The most valuable things are quite useless.

at: bioterror

No risk of bioterror – it’s too technically difficult

Washington Post 04 (12/30, “Technical Hurdles Separate Terrorists From Biowarfare.” John Mintz, staff writer. Lexis.)

In 2002, a panel of biowarfare experts concluded in a report co-published by the National Defense University (NDU) that while terrorists could mount some small-scale bioattacks, larger assaults would require them to overcome many technical hurdles. Some key biotechnologies would be achievable only three to four years from then, the panel found. "When we sent out the report for review to [hands-on] bench scientists, we got the response, 'What do you mean we can't do this? We're doing it now,' " said Raymond Zilinskas, a co-author of the report who heads biowarfare studies at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, a California think tank. "It shows how fast the field is moving." Those skeptical of the prospect of large-scale bioattacks cite the tiny number of biological strikes in recent decades. Members of the Rajneeshee cult sickened 750 people in 1984 when they contaminated salad bars in 10 Oregon restaurants with salmonella. Among the few others were the 2001 anthrax attacks through the U.S. mail that killed five people. One reason for the small number of attacks is that nearly every aspect of a bioterrorist's job is difficult. The best chance of acquiring the anthrax bacterium, Bacillus anthracis, is either from commercial culture collections in countries with lax security controls, or by digging in soil where livestock recently died of the disease -- a tactic Aum Shinrikyo tried unsuccessfully in the Australian Outback. Once virulent stocks of anthrax have been cultured, it is no trivial task to propagate pathogens with the required attributes for an aerosolized weapon: the hardiness to survive in an enclosed container and upon release into the atmosphere, the ability to lodge in the lungs, and the toxicity to kill. The particles' size is crucial: If they are too big, they fall to the ground, and if they are too small, they are exhaled from the body. If they are improperly made, static electricity can cause them to clump. Making a bug that defeats antibiotics, a desired goal for any bioweaponeer, is relatively simple but can require laborious trial and error, because conferring antibiotic resistance often reduces a bioweapon's killing power. Field-testing germ weapons is necessary even for experienced weapons makers, and that is likely to require open spaces where animals or even people can be experimentally infected. Each bioagent demands specific weather conditions and requires unforgiving specifications for the spraying device employed. "Dry" anthrax is harder to make -- it requires special equipment, and scientists must perform the dangerous job of milling particles to the right size. "Wet" anthrax is easier to produce but not as easily dispersed. Experts agree that anthrax is the potential mass-casualty agent most accessible to terrorists. The anthrax letter sent in 2001 to then-Senate Minority Leader Thomas A. Daschle (D-S.D.) contained one gram of anthrax, or 1 trillion spores.
Even if terrorists have bioweapons, there’s no way they can disperse them
Smithson 05 (Amy E., PhD, project director for biological weapons at the Henry L. Stimson Center. “Likelihood of Terrorists Acquiring and Using Chemical or Biological Weapons”. http://www.stimson.org/cbw/?SN=CB2001121259]
Terrorists cannot count on just filling the delivery system with agent, pointing the device, and flipping the switch to activate it. Facets that must be deciphered include the concentration of agent in the delivery system, the ways in which the delivery system degrades the potency of the agent, and the right dosage to incapacitate or kill human or animal targets. For open-air delivery, the meteorological conditions must be taken into account. Biological agents have extreme sensitivity to sunlight, humidity, pollutants in the atmosphere, temperature, and even exposure to oxygen, all of which can kill the microbes.  Biological agents can be dispersed in either dry or wet forms. Using a dry agent can boost effectiveness because drying and milling the agent can make the particles very fine, a key factor since particles must range between 1 to 10 ten microns, ideally to 1 to 5, to be breathed into the lungs. Drying an agent, however, is done through a complex and challenging process that requires a sophistication of equipment and know-how that terrorist organizations are unlikely to possess. The alternative is to develop a wet slurry, which is much easier to produce but a great deal harder to disperse effectively. Wet slurries can clog sprayers and undergo mechanical stresses that can kill 95 percent or more of the microorganisms.
at: ccp collapse

No CCP collapse—the government represses instability

Pei 09 (Minxin, Senior Associate in the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 3/12. “Will the Chinese Communist Party Survive the Crisis?” Foreign Affairs. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64862/minxin-pei/will-the-chinese-communist-party-survive-the-crisis)
It might seem reasonable to expect that challenges from the disaffected urban middle class, frustrated college graduates, and unemployed migrants will constitute the principal threat to the party's rule. If those groups were in fact to band together in a powerful coalition, then the world's longest-ruling party would indeed be in deep trouble. But that is not going to happen. Such a revolutionary scenario overlooks two critical forces blocking political change in China and similar authoritarian political systems: the regime's capacity for repression and the unity among the elite.   Economic crisis and social unrest may make it tougher for the CCP to govern, but they will not loosen the party's hold on power. A glance at countries such as Zimbabwe, North Korea, Cuba, and Burma shows that a relatively unified elite in control of the military and police can cling to power through brutal force, even in the face of abysmal economic failure. Disunity within the ruling elite, on the other hand, weakens the regime's repressive capacity and usually spells the rulers' doom. The CCP has already demonstrated its remarkable ability to contain and suppress chronic social protest and small-scale dissident movements. The regime maintains the People's Armed Police, a well-trained and well-equipped anti-riot force of 250,000. In addition, China's secret police are among the most capable in the world and are augmented by a vast network of informers. And although the Internet may have made control of information more difficult, Chinese censors can still react quickly and thoroughly to end the dissemination of dangerous news.   Since the Tiananmen crackdown, the Chinese government has greatly refined its repressive capabilities. Responding to tens of thousands of riots each year has made Chinese law enforcement the most experienced in the world at crowd control and dispersion. Chinese state security services have applied the tactic of "political decapitation" to great effect, quickly arresting protest leaders and leaving their followers disorganized, demoralized, and impotent. If worsening economic conditions lead to a potentially explosive political situation, the party will stick to these tried-and-true practices to ward off any organized movement against the regime.
No regime change in China

Sautman in ‘5 (Barry, Associate Prof. Social Science @ Hong Kong U. of Science, Asian Affairs: An American Review, “China’s Strategic Vulnerability to Minority Separatism in Tibet” 32:2, http://heldref-publications.metapress.com/media/m3tkvmuhmj6hd6l7tpq0/contributions/7/0/w/4/70w4n8148031g102.pdf)
When a breakup of the Soviet Union first seemed likely, a leading American journalist wrote, “If China ever crumbles, Tibet is likely to be the first piece to break off.”1 Talk of a “China collapse” continues: George Friedman, founder of the U.S. strategic forecasters Stratfor.com, said in 2000 that “China would break up in the next two to three years, not unlike the Soviet Union, but more violently, and would revert to a group of competing local warlords.” 2 Political scientist Ross Terrill writes of a “climactic moment still to come, when a Chinese Boris Yeltsin shouts a few truths and the machinery falls apart.”3 Few predictions by scholars have focused on ethnic minority separatism as a major cause of a breakup, however, and a bestselling book on China’s “coming collapse” devotes only a few anecdotal pages to Tibet.4 Yet the idea of China as vulnerable through Tibet has a purchase on the popular Western imagination, because the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) system is thought to be inherently self-destructive, while spiritually based Tibetan separatism is seen as inherently virtuous. This paper examines China’s levels of vulnerability to separatism in Tibet. It argues that most pronouncements on the question have focused on efforts to mobilize support for separation as opposed to how events are likely to unfold. Separatism in Tibet is unlikely to contribute to regime change in China, which would not in any case result in a “free” Tibet,5 nor is it apt to foster disintegration. As Yang Dali and Wei Houkai observe, “China will disintegrate only if the central government itself falls apart”6; that is, becomes so weak it cannot prevent local elites from detaching both minority and key Han Chinese areas. That scenario is unlikely: even China’s warlords, during and after World War I, wanted their regions to remain part of the country and proclaimed provinces independent only for negotiating purposes.7 Disintegration might occur if China lost a major war, had a sustained depression, or was wracked by violent factional struggle leading to massive elite disaffection, popular mobilization, and the conviction that no acceptable central regime can be formed. Absent sustained organizing by a national political force, however, the current combination of gross inequality, mismanagement, and corruption is unlikely to lead to a national breakup or even to regime change in China. Many countries subsist with worse problems, and many survive despite being weaker states than China. Moreover, protests in China are localized and not directed against national elites, who are instead often cast as potential allies against lower-level officials and bosses.8 The already low-order vulnerability to separatism in Tibet will probably diminish further, due mainly to separatism’s identification with the Dalai Lama, whose political vitality will likely ebb as he ages. This paper points out measures Beijing might adopt to reduce vulnerability to a “nuisance, not a threat,” while benefiting Tibetans and building the confidence needed to bring about negotiations with the Tibetan émigrés.

at: east asian war

No East Asian war --- informal processes secure and maintain East Asian peace

Weissmann, 09 --- senior fellow at the Swedish School of Advanced Asia Pacific Studies (Mikael Weissmann, “Understanding the East Asian Peace: Some Findings on the Role of Informal Processes,” Nordic Asia Research Community, November 2, 2009, http://barha.asiaportal.info/blogs/in-focus/2009/november/understanding-east-asian-peace-some-findings-role-informal-processes-mi) 
The findings concerning China’s role in keeping peace in the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, and on the Korean Peninsula confirm the underlying hypothesis that various informal processes and related mechanisms can help explain the relative peace. Virtually all of the identified processes and related mechanisms have been informal rather than formal. It should be noted that it is not necessarily the same types of processes that have been of importance in each and every case. In different ways these informal processes have demonstrated that the relative lack of formalised security structures and/or mechanisms have not prevented the region from moving towards a stable peace. Informal processes have been sufficient both to prevent tension and disputes from escalating into war and for moving East Asia towards a stable peace. 

No escalation --- economic interdependence checks

Weissmann, 09 --- senior fellow at the Swedish School of Advanced Asia Pacific Studies (Mikael Weissmann, “Understanding the East Asian Peace: Some Findings on the Role of Informal Processes,” Nordic Asia Research Community, November 2, 2009, http://barha.asiaportal.info/blogs/in-focus/2009/november/understanding-east-asian-peace-some-findings-role-informal-processes-mi) 
Economic integration and interdependence   (EII) and the interlinked functional cooperation have been important, as they have pushed positive relations towards a durable peace. This includes not only increasing cooperation and economic growth and development, but also developing a feeling of security as the economic integration and interdependence decreases the fear of others. EII and functional cooperation have also encouraged and created a need for diplomatic relations and intergovernmental communication and agreements. They have also been catalysts for all forms of cross-border contacts including being a driving force for regionalisation. This is clearly seen in Sino–ASEAN relations and the ASEAN+3 process, but also across the Taiwan Strait where it was part of the cause of the shift in power in the 2008 elections. Together with the Chinese acceptance of multilateralism and its shift from big-power oriented foreign policy to a focus on soft power and the building of good relations with China’s neighbours, EII has been essential for the medium to longer-term overarching peace-building process in East Asia. In this context, what has been of particular importance for peace is both the high degree of economic interdependence that has developed, as well as the forces of the pan-regional ‘economics first’ policy focus. Here, the general acceptance of the ASEAN Way as the norm for diplomacy, with its emphasis on conflict avoidance, has worked together with the economic incentives in preventing conflict escalations and building peace.
xt: no east asian war

No East Asian war --- elite interactions and mutual understanding prevents all conflicts

Weissmann, 09 --- senior fellow at the Swedish School of Advanced Asia Pacific Studies (Mikael Weissmann, “Understanding the East Asian Peace: Some Findings on the Role of Informal Processes,” Nordic Asia Research Community, November 2, 2009, http://barha.asiaportal.info/blogs/in-focus/2009/november/understanding-east-asian-peace-some-findings-role-informal-processes-mi) 
Elite interactions – i.e. personal networks, track-two diplomacy, and other forms of elite socialisation – have been essential both on the official and unofficial levels. Firstly, these interactions have been essential for trust and confidence building, which is of high importance in a region where trust and confidence building are not only key features of the accepted diplomatic norm, but are also deeply embedded in the regional cultures and societies. Elite interactions have been essential for peace in all three cases. They have also been important for the possibility to use back-channel negotiations, something that has been beneficial for conflict prevention across the cases. Elite interactions have also been important for the development of multilateralism and the building of peaceful relations. They have also been essential for enhancing the understanding of the other side(s). Understanding is important, because without an understanding of the others’ thinking, perceived interests and intentions it is very difficult to prevent conflict escalation, and virtually impossible to build a longer-term peace. Understanding is also important to be able to overcome the range of historical issues. 
No East Asian War --- US solves for regional stability and escalation 

Weissmann, 09 --- senior fellow at the Swedish School of Advanced Asia Pacific Studies (Mikael Weissmann, “Understanding the East Asian Peace: Some Findings on the Role of Informal Processes,” Nordic Asia Research Community, November 2, 2009, http://barha.asiaportal.info/blogs/in-focus/2009/november/understanding-east-asian-peace-some-findings-role-informal-processes-mi) 
Lastly, the USA has contributed to peace by working as a frame for acceptable behaviour, safeguarding against conflict escalation over the war threshold. It has helped to ensure that negative relations do not escalate into or beyond (temporary) crises. This is important, as little has been done to address and resolve underlying incompatibilities, tensions, and disputes. By its presence, the USA also gives space for the range of other processes beneficial for peace to develop in a positive direction. In short, as the USA is perceived as a safeguard against violent confrontations, the regional parties can focus on developing good relations and continue to increase cooperation in the economic and other spheres.
at: china rise

Chinese influence isn’t zero sum with the west --- shared regional values mitigate the risk of conflict 

Bitzinger & Desker, 08 – senior fellow and dean of S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies respectively (Richard A. Bitzinger, Barry Desker, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, December 2008, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com-/678328_731200556_906256449.pdf)

The argument that there is an emerging Beijing Consensus is not premised on the rise of the East and decline of the West, as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier Asian-values debate.7 However, like the earlier debate, the new one reflects alternative philosophical traditions. The issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This emerging debate will highlight the shared identity and values of China and the other states in the region, even if conventional realist analysts join John Mearsheimer to suggest that it will result in ‘intense security competition with considerable potential for war’ in which most of China’s neighbours ‘will join with the United States to contain China’s power’.8 These shared values are likely to reduce the risk of conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation of and engagement with an emerging China, rather than confrontation.

China isn’t a threat --- conservatives blow a hypothetical Chinese conflict way out of proportion 

Guardiano, 10 – Writer and analyst who focuses on political, military, and public-policy issues (John Guardiano, “Overstating the China Threat,” FrumForum, May 13th, 2010, http://www.frumforum.com/overstating-the-china-threat) 
Devore, in fact, has it exactly backwards: We have to prepare for the real enemy, and it’s not China. The real and immediate enemy is a network of Islamic radicals determined to destabilize the world and wreck havoc and destruction on America and the West. Yet, China is what preoccupies the Weekly Standard’s Noonan, Goldfarb and indeed, most conservative defense hawks. To be sure, China is a potential military threat. The United States certainly should maintain military superiority over China; and we certainly should guarantee the independence of Taiwan. But the Right’s obsession with a hypothetical and distant Chinese military threat is seriously misplaced and inappropriate — especially given the wartime exigencies of today. American Soldiers and Marines are being targeted and killed, after all, not by China, but by Islamic radicals in Iraq and Afghanistan. And it is this global war against the Islamists — and not a distant, hypothetical war with China — that is the future of warfare. It’s a future involving lots of messy asymmetric fights in which American troops are integral to stability, security, and gradual, long-term democratization. It is not, however, a future that conservatives like or wish to accept. Conservatives don’t like messy asymmetric fights which involve counterinsurgency and nation building: because to many on the Right, that’s not “real war.” That’s not the role and purpose of the U.S. military. The Right dreams or imagines, instead, of a conventional “big war” with China. Dream on, because it ain’t gonna happen, not in our lifetime anyhow. The Chinese are interested in making money, not war. Their increasing military prowess is a natural and inevitable reflection of their growing economic strength and vitality. Indeed, as a country modernizes and develops, so, too, does its military. Again, I’m not suggesting that we let our guard down with China. I’m simply saying that we view the potential Chinese military threat in context and with perspective and that we plan and budget accordingly. Unfortunately, the Right’s misplaced obsession with China has deleterious real-world consequences. It causes conservatives to too often give short shrift to the existential Jihadist threat that now confronts us, and too little attention to the war we are now fighting in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere. What’s more, because the Right has yet to come to terms with the nature of 21st irregular asymmetric warfare, it has been AWOL and ineffective in the defense budget battles of recent years. For example, when President Obama and Defense Secretary Robert Gates last year pushed dramatic defense budget cuts in the name of canceling “Cold War weapon systems,” most conservatives were flummoxed and stymied. They rightly sensed that eliminating some of our most advanced weapon systems was a bad idea. However, conservatives also realized that the world and warfare had changed, and that defense budget reform might well be necessary. Conventional set-piece battles, after all, are largely a thing of the past. Except that they’re not, because in the minds of conservative hawks, the Chinese military threat is always looming.  Thus, the Right fell back on old and dated Cold War modes of analysis, lamenting the loss of aircraft like the F-22 — even though the F-22 has not been used in either Iraq or Afghanistan, and even though modern-day conflicts are inherently land-based and ground-force intensive. My point is not that we don’t need any more F-22s, because we might. My point is that conservatives should focus their intellectual and rhetorical firepower on more relevant and urgent military priorities like the need for ground-force modernization, a new Army combat vehicle, and networking our Army and Marine Corps with state-of-the-art communication capabilities. But the sad reality is that most conservative defense hawks — and certainly most conservative politicians and elected officials — haven’t a clue about U.S. military requirements. And they are especially clueless about the needs of our ground-force Soldiers and Marines. That’s why conservatives last year lost the defense budget battle; and that’s why they’re still losing and losing badly: because they have yet to come to terms with new geostrategic and military realities. They’re stuck in a Cold War time warp and are mistakenly focused on China. But the Chinese are eager to sell us commercial goods; they are not eager to destroy our cities and our people. The same cannot be said, however, of the Jihadists who plan and plot for our destruction. You’d think that nine years after the terrorist attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center, and with wars still raging in Iraq and Afghanistan, conservatives would understand this. But alas, you would be wrong. The Right still doesn’t get it. But they should and they must. The fate of American national security, and the survival of our Soldiers and Marines, hangs in the balance. Time to modernize our thinking. Now.
at: china rise

China’s rise is peaceful and nonthreatening

Minzer, 2007-International Affairs Fellow at the Council of Foreign Affairs. (Carl Minzer, “The Rise of China and the Interests of the U.S.” Council of Foreign Relations. April/May 2007. Volume 41. No.2, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13455/rise_of_china_and_the_interests_of_the_us.html?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fby_type%2Fjournal_article)

While the grinding Iraq war currently dominates the attention of the American public and government, China’s steady rise in economic and political influence is the single event that will reshape international politics in the 21st century.  Sooner or later, American officials will turn their attention to confronting this issue.  There are two key points to keep in mind. 
First, China’s rising influence is natural.  It is a country of 1.3 billion people.  Until 1800, it comprised a third of world economic output.  China’s rapid growth over the last 30 years reflects a return toward this long-term historical equilibrium.  China’s development, as well as that of the rest of Asia, will necessarily alter the preeminent geopolitical position that the United States has enjoyed since the end of the Cold War, and that Western nations have enjoyed since the 19th century.  The operational question is not whether we like it or not.  It is how we adapt. 
Second, China’s leaders are not seeking a worldwide confrontation with the United States.  Their key priorities are domestic.  The single issue that keeps them up late at night is the fear that the growing discontent of rural farmers and migrants could metastasize into a revolutionary force that topples them from power.  All of the formidable energies of the Chinese party-state — the tough police controls, the focus on rapid economic development, and the new emphasis on addressing the needs of the rural poor — are directed at warding off such an event.   
This is not to ignore the existence of real and important conflicts between the United States and China.  Tensions over Taiwan remain. Chinese officials continue to violate their own laws and treaty commitments granting citizens religious liberty and free speech, generating recriminations on the part of the American government and public.  But China today, unlike the Soviet Union of the 1950s, is not seeking to challenge the very foundations of the international political and economic order that have been established since World War II. 
So what does this mean for U.S. policy toward China? 
First, we need to view China not as a threat, but as a challenge. We should address Chinese competition, not through economic protectionism, but rather through sustained investment in the education of America’s children.  We should address increased Chinese political influence, not through bellicose unilateralism or timid isolationism, but rather through expanding existing institutions to give Chinese authorities a role in shaping the international order, and bear corresponding responsibilities in handling international crises such as North Korea and Sudan.   

China is committed to a peaceful rise 

Bijian 05 – Chair of the China Reform Forum 
(Zheng Bijian, Summary of the article: “China’s Peaceful Rise to Great Power Status.” Foreign Affairs, October/September 2005. Pg.1 , http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61015/zheng-bijian/chinas-peaceful-rise-to-great-power-status)

Despite widespread fears about China's growing economic clout and political stature, Beijing remains committed to a "peaceful rise": bringing its people out of poverty by embracing economic globalization and improving relations with the rest of the world. As it emerges as a great power, China knows that its continued development depends on world peace -- a peace that its development will in turn reinforce.

xt: chinese rise peaceful

The Chinese rise is peaceful – purely economic

Xinhua 10 (English.xinhuanet.com, “China’s Strong Economy Growth Assists World Economy Recovery”,  NewChinese News, July 1, 2010, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2010-07/01/c_13378933_2.htm)
BEIJING, July 1 (Xinhua) -- While steering its economy through the global financial crisis, China had been making important contributions to the recovery of the world economy, experts said on Wednesday."The fact that China cast off the economic crisis earlier than other major economies doesn't mean China benefited the most. The world as a whole has benefited no less from China's strong growth during the crisis," said Zhao Jinping, a senior researcher with the Development Research Center of the State Council, or the Cabinet. Like other major economies, China was also hard hit by the global downturn, suffering job losses and shrinking trade, especially in the second half of 2008, said Zhao. Because different countries had different economic fundamentals and varied policies to counter the crisis, it was only natural that some countries stepped out of the crisis earlier than others, Zhao said. In November 2008, China unveiled a four-trillion-yuan (589.67 billion U.S. dollars) stimulus package and shifted the fiscal policy from "prudent" to "proactive" and its monetary policy from "tight" to "moderately loose," becoming one of the first countries in the world to adopt large-scale economic stimulus plans."It is the Chinese government's timely and effective policies that have enabled China to shirk the crisis earlier than others," Zhao said.

China's gross domestic product (GDP) grew 8.7 percent in 2009, exceeding the official target of 8 percent. The growth accelerated to 11.9 percent during the first quarter this year, according to the national statistics authorities. While securing its own growth, China had also injected energy into the world economy through its stimulus measures, providing market for exports from its trading partners and boosting confidence in recovery, Zhao said. Robert Lawrence Kuhn, an international investment banker and the author of the book "How China's Leaders Think", said China had been and is now helping drive the world to recovery with its stimulus package and measures seeking to boost domestic consumption."At the beginning of the crisis, many people, including many in China, feared that China would suffer grievously, because so many jobs were dependent on exports," said Kuhn."Everyone now recognizes that China's rapid response has not only kept it stable and growing, but also helped prevent the world from falling into an even deeper recession," he said.

First, most emerging economies benefited from China's stable growth during the crisis, said Yao Shujie, a professor of economics at the University of Nottingham."Maintaining the fast growth of China's economy at 8.7 percent in 2009 implies that China imported large amounts of raw materials and intermediate industrial products, helping countries export these products to recover from the crisis quickly, such as Brazil, Australia, Russia and many countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America," said Yao, who is also head of the School of Contemporary Chinese Studies at the UK-based university. Furthermore, China's high level of imports from industrialized countries since the crisis broke out also helped them stabilize their domestic economies, Yao said. Echoing Yao, Zhao Jinping said that developed countries had resorted to export growth to achieve economic recovery during the financial crisis, especially since the beginning of this year, and China had been serving as a major market for them.

Data provided by the Development Research Center of the State Council showed that exports from the United States to China grew by 42 percent from January to April this year, while imports received from China increased 13 percent. China-Japan trade follows similar patterns over the same period, said Zhao. As a whole, China's import increased by 57.5 percent from January to May this year, a growing pace much faster than the 33.2 percent increase of its export to other countries, resulting in its trade surplus narrowed by 59.9 percent, national statistics authorities said. Zhao interpreted this as a sign, to some extent, that China was contributing more to the world economy than it benefited from it.

In addition, China's steady and fast growth also provides strong confidence to the world economy. In a crisis situation, confidence is the most important factor for economic stability and recovery, as agreed by economists and politicians around the world. While most of the economies elsewhere were stagnating or decreasing, China had secured fast growth during the crisis, and continually sent "a rare package of good news that served to give hope and encouragement across the globe at a time when all seemed doom and gloom," Kuhn said. 

at: chinese aggression

Even if China was aggressive, the impact is mitigated --- only wants to tweak and anything else would take too long

Jones, 07 – foreign affairs at University of St. Andrew (“China’s Rise and American Hegemony: Towards a Peaceful Co-Existence?” E-International Relations, 2007, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=149)
However, the degree to which a state attempts to change the status quo can vary. Thus, China does not currently demonstrate a fundamental revolutionary wish to overthrow the entire international system, but rather a minor tweaking. Indeed, China’s rise has come by playing by Western capitalist rules. Therefore, this essay cautions against sensationalism. In the regional sphere, China now appears unimpeded by either Japan or Russia for the first time in two centuries, and thus is beginning to project its influence in the region. Cooperation on North Korea illustrates that the United States is willing to collaborate with China to reach its regional security goals. Additionally, China has also used liberal institutionalism to increase political power and further engage with the region. The recent October 2006 ASEAN-China Commemorative Summit sought to deepen political, security and economic ties, and concluded that the strategic partnership had ‘boosted…development and brought tangible benefits to their peoples, [and] also contributed significantly to peace, stability and prosperity in the region.’ China’s gradual, natural progression of influence should not be feared. Alluding to soft power, liberal theorist Joseph Nye illustrates China’s slow shift by contending that ‘it will take much longer before [China] can make an impact close to what the U.S. enjoys now.’
No Chinese Aggression --- ASEAN checks

Weissmann, 09 --- senior fellow at the Swedish School of Advanced Asia Pacific Studies (Mikael Weissmann, “Understanding the East Asian Peace: Some Findings on the Role of Informal Processes,” Nordic Asia Research Community, November 2, 2009, http://barha.asiaportal.info/blogs/in-focus/2009/november/understanding-east-asian-peace-some-findings-role-informal-processes-mi) 
It has been important for ASEAN’s attempt to socialise China into becoming a responsible big power in the regional community, in order to ensure that the Chinese interests would gradually become integrated with the interests of East Asia as a whole. Over time, China has re-interpreted its role and interests as a rising power and has engaged in the ASEAN+3 process and embraced multilateralism and the ASEAN Way. This has been a reciprocal process between China’s ‘soft power diplomacy’ and ASEAN’s ‘constructive engagement’ policies. It is difficult to say what has caused what, i.e., to what extent China has been socialised by ASEAN to accept current practices and to become what seems to be a more benign power, and to what extent the Chinese policies have influenced ASEAN’s increased acceptance of China as a partner and a (relatively) benign, peacefully rising power. It is most likely that it is not an either–or question, but a transformation where there have been synergy effects between ‘soft-power diplomacy’ and “constructive engagement”. Regionalisation has also ensured that China (and others) adheres to an ‘economic first’ foreign policy focus, and that the overall peaceful relations in East Asia have developed and have been institutionalised. Although multilateralism and institutionalisation have only been identified in the South China Sea and Sino–ASEAN relations, they still have a spill over effect on Chinese behaviour in other conflicts. If China would behave badly in one case, it would risk losing its laboriously built trust towards ASEAN. 

at: chinese economy

No impact to the Chinese economy and the CCP solves econ collapse

Coonan 08 (10/25, Clifford, IrishTimes.com, “China's stalling boom has globe worried,” http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/opinion/2008/1025/1224838827729.html)
All of this downbeat news feeds into a growing suspicion that China has had its cake and eaten for way too long, and that there is simply no precedent for a country growing and growing without some kind of respite. Establishing what that pause will look like and what it means to the rest of the world is the latest challenge facing global analysts. A hangover is considered inevitable and the Olympics, while meaningless economically, are widely considered the psychological trigger for China to face a slowdown. Despite all this gloom, however, writing China off is premature. The Beijing government is well placed to help protect the economy from the worst ravages of a global downturn. It has spent the last two years trying to fight inflation and cool the overheating economy, so it's a lot easier for it to take the foot off the brakes than it is to put them on in the first place. The central bank has lowered its benchmark interest rate twice in the past two months, the first time in six years. The State Council is increasing spending on infrastructure, offering tax rebates for exporters and allowing state-controlled prices for agricultural products to rise. Expect significant measures to kick-start the property market to avoid house prices falling too drastically. China has a lot of plus points to help out. Chinese banks did not issue subprime loans as a rule, and the country's €1.43 trillion in hard-currency reserves is a useful war chest to call on in a downturn. The currency is stable and there are high liquidity levels, all of which give China the most flexibility in the world to fend off the impact of the global financial crisis, says JP Morgan economist Frank Gong. China is now a globalised economy, but its domestic market is still massively underexploited, and it is to this market that the government will most likely turn. While it is a globalised economy committed to the WTO, China is also a centralised economy run by the Communist Party, and it has no real political opposition at home to stop it acting however it sees fit to stop sliding growth. Should the economy start to worsen significantly, public anger will increase, but China has been so successful in keeping a tight leash on the internet and the media that it is difficult for opposition to organise itself in a meaningful way. Recent years of surging growth in China have certainly done a lot to keep global economic data looking rosy, but perhaps China's influence has been somewhat oversold. It is not a big enough economy by itself to keep the global economy ticking over, accounting for 5 per cent of the world economy, compared to the United States with a muscular 28 per cent. And whatever about slowing growth, 9 per cent is still an admirable rate, one that European leaders gathered this weekend in Beijing for the Asian-Europe Meeting would give their eye teeth to be able to present to their constituencies.

at: china-japan relations

Bilateral cooperation and strong Sino-Japanese relations solves for stability --- mitigates risk of impact
ISDP, 08 (Institute for Security and Defensive Policy, “Sino-Japanese Relations,” China Initiative, http://www.isdp.eu/programs-a-initiatives/china-initiative/sino-japanese-relations.html)
Throughout history, the relationship between China and Japan has more often than not been marked by mistrust and animosity, or even violent conflict. Despite three decades of normalized bilateral relations, several past and present issues serve to complicate the relation between the two states. Since a positive and functioning relationship between China and Japan, the two great powers in Northeast Asia, in many ways is a prerequisite for peace and stability in the region, a souring bilateral relationship is not only problematic for the states involved, but has implications for neighboring states and the international community at large. Against this background, it has become increasingly important to understand, identify and implement measures that can prevent and manage conflicts and disputes between these two states. This said, the Sino-Japanese relations have been on the mend since Shinzo Abe (安倍 晋三) assumed the Prime Minister's office in September 2006. His visit to China in October 2006 and the reciprocal visits of Chinese Prime Minister Wen Jiabao (温家宝) in April 2007 and President Hu Jintao in May 2008 facilitated the further thawing of bilateral relations under the framework of "mutually beneficial relationship based on common strategic relationship." A substantial number of additional events have indicated the continuation of the positive trend in the strengthening of the bilateral relations. As one example, in one attempt to initiate debate on the issue of historical perception on the 20th century Sino-Japanese relations, a joint committee of Chinese and Japanese historians was established in an effort to reach a certain understanding of each other´s perception of common history, mainly the atrocities from the Second World War. On the military side, the establishment of a hot-line in November 2007 and the port visits by the fleets represented important confidence building measures. Furthermore, China and Japan are in fact sustaining injured US dollar economy under current severe financial crisis. This may provide more opportunity for cooperation between the two countries. All of these bilateral efforts have been very positive.
at: china-taiwan war

No China-Taiwan war --- no one wants it

Pei ’06 (Minxin, senior associate and director of the China program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2/8. “Chen’s Gamble to Stay Relevant.” Straits Times, Carnegie Endowment online.)

Not too long ago, the nightmarish scenario of an armed conflict between mainland China and Taiwan captured the attention of East Asia. After winning his re-election to the presidency under controversial circumstances in March 2004, Taiwan's Chen Shui-bian began a high-stakes gamble to test China's bottom line. He not only escalated the rhetoric about making Taiwan a 'normal nation', but also backed up his words with a plan to hold an island-wide referendum on a new Constitution as a legal vehicle to solidify Taiwan's permanent separation from mainland China. Two years later, things could hardly be more different. The spectre of a war across the Taiwan Strait has receded. In the much improved Sino-American relationship, the contentious Taiwan issue no longer dominates the agenda. In fact, Taiwan was largely an afterthought in recent high-level exchanges between Chinese and American leaders. Topping the discussions between Washington and Beijing today are more pressing global and regional security issues: curbing North Korea's nuclear ambition, pressuring Iran to give up its plans for uranium enrichment and, more importantly, searching for a new framework for US-China relations. The reduction of tensions across the Taiwan Strait comes as welcome news to East Asia. In the past year, a combination of developments has turned the tide against the pro-independence Democratic Progressive Party (DPP). The political fortunes of the DPP, which rose to power in 2000 by championing a new Taiwanese identity and recklessly challenged the fragile status quo in the Taiwan Strait, has been waning. Its leadership has lost credibility, both with a majority of Taiwan's voters and with Washington. Indeed, two years before he moves out of the presidential palace in Taipei, Mr Chen is struggling to stay relevant. Broadly speaking, three seismic changes since President Chen's re-election victory two years ago have greatly altered the short- to medium-term political landscape both in Taiwan and across the Taiwan Strait. First, alarmed by Mr Chen's thinly disguised ploy to seek de jure independence through the passage of a new Constitution enacted by a plebiscite, Taiwan's voters decided to end the President's gambit by refusing to give the DPP a majority in the island's legislative chamber (a condition which would be necessary to give a new Constitution any realistic chance of passage) in the watershed election of December 2004. The DPP's electoral nemesis, the so-called pan-blue alliance, consisting of two opposition parties - the Kuomintang and the People First Party – that advocate a moderate approach to mainland China, managed to retain its slim legislative majority. This stunning rebuke by Taiwan's democratic process halted the momentum of the pro-independence movement almost overnight. Constrained by an opposition-controlled legislature and rising public discontent with his poor governing record, President Chen lost his ability to set Taiwan's policy agenda and direction. Of course, things went from bad to worse at the end of last year when the DPP suffered a massive defeat in local elections. Second, China's new leadership adjusted its Taiwan policy in two dramatic directions. On the one hand, Beijing's new leaders concluded that they must make their threat of military action credible. Consequently, the mainland accelerated military preparations for a conflict with Taiwan in light of Mr Chen's vow to pass a new Constitution. Chinese leaders also set in motion a legislative process to obtain pre-authorisation for the use of force - which culminated in the passage of an 'anti-secession law' in March last year. On the other hand, China's President Hu Jintao coupled the threat of the use of force with a charm offensive, inviting the leaders of Taiwan's main opposition parties to visit the mainland and offering a package of economic benefits and goodwill gestures (a pair of pandas) to Taiwan. While wooing the Taiwanese opposition and business community, Beijing also intensified the isolation of Mr Chen, refusing to deal with him unless he accepts the 'one China' principle, which stipulates that the mainland and Taiwan both belong to the same China. Caught offguard by Beijing's 'panda offensive', Mr Chen's government was unable to counter the mainland's new policy initiatives and could offer no reassuring message to a Taiwanese public that had grown increasingly weary of the DPP's divisive ethno-nationalist policies and was interested in returning the cross-strait relationship to a more stable footing. Third, President George W. Bush, perhaps the most pro-Taiwan American president in history, re-adjusted his policy in late 2004. Although the Bush administration approved the largest arms package for sale to Taiwan in 2001 and substantially upgraded ties with Taiwan in the past five years, Washington was greatly alarmed by Mr Chen's apparent strategy of taking advantage of US support and seeking a dangerous confrontation with mainland China. Obviously, the United States has no interest in fighting for Taiwan's de jure independence even though it continues to deter China from seeking reunification through military means. In addition, with its strategic attention focused on Iraq, the war on terrorism, Iran and North Korea, the Bush administration needs China's cooperation on a wide range of issues and wants to prevent a needless conflict between the mainland and Taiwan. Washington has also grown increasingly impatient with Mr Chen, who has surprised the Bush administration on numerous occasions with statements that were viewed as irresponsible, fickle and reckless. Consequently, Washington cooled its support for Taipei and became explicit in its opposition to the so-called 'unilateral change of the status quo', a veiled reference to Mr Chen's plans to alter Taiwan's constitutional and political status. The cumulative effects of these developments significantly undermined Mr Chen's effectiveness and increased his frustrations. Struggling to regain the political initiative after the DPP's disastrous performance in last December's local polls, Mr Chen recently reshuffled his government. He appointed two heavyweight loyalists, Mr Su Tseng-chang and Ms Tsai Ing-wen, as Premier and Vice-Premier respectively. Both are viewed as hardliners on China policy. Defying public expectations that, chastened by his party's electoral losses, he would adopt a more conciliatory tone towards the mainland, the Taiwanese President has apparently decided to escalate tensions with Beijing (and Washington) again. In the past month, Mr Chen has vowed to tighten cross-strait trade and investment, scrap the symbolic National Reunification Council, seek admission to the United Nations under the name 'Taiwan' (not the Republic of China) as well as enact a new Constitution through a plebiscite. All these steps, if carried out, would re-ignite tensions across the Taiwan Strait. Mr Chen conceivably could benefit from the tensions because these acts would energise his base and allow him to dominate Taiwan's policy agenda again. It is too early to tell whether Mr Chen's gamble will pay off. So far, Beijing has reacted coolly to his latest provocations, relying instead on Washington to restrain Taipei. The Bush administration, surprised again by Mr Chen's pronouncements, has made its irritation public and criticised Taipei for trying to change the status quo. But in Taiwan, Mr Chen's confrontational stance has failed to rally the public. For the short term, his gambit has got him enough public attention to show his political relevance.
No escalation – China won’t use nuclear weapons

Pike ’04 (John, Global Security, China’s Options in the Taiwan Confrontation, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/taiwan-prc.htm)
China would almost certainly not contemplate a nuclear strike against Taiwan, nor would Beijing embark on a course of action that posed significant risks of the use of nuclear weapons. The mainland's long term goal is to liberate Taiwan, not to obliterate it, and any use of nuclear weapons by China would run a substantial risk of the use of nuclear weapons by the United States. An inability to control escalation beyond "demonstrative" detonations would cause utterly disproportionate destruction.
at: competititveness

Alt causes --- education, retirement, immigration

Bartlett 06  president of the Global Economics Company in Minneapolis, Minnesota
[David L., 8/23. “Building A Competitive Workforce: Immigration And The US Manufacturing Sector,” http://www.ilw.com/articles/2006,0823-bartlett.shtm]

Shortages of skilled labor constitute the foremost challenge confronting U.S. manufacturers who face growing competition from manufacturers in Asia, Eastern Europe, and elsewhere. Demand for professionals with university degrees is rising as manufacturing becomes increasingly high tech. But the U.S. educational system is not producing enough highly educated native-born manufacturing workers to meet this growing demand. Moreover, the pending retirements of Baby Boom generation workers will further constrain the growth of the manufacturing labor force. Bridging this gap between the supply and demand for skilled workers requires new investments in the U.S. educational system and the formulation of immigration policies that respond to the labor needs of the U.S. economy. Yet current immigration policies, especially since 9/11, have made it more difficult for highly skilled professionals from abroad to enter the United States.  

Poor education makes competitiveness decline inevitable

Evers, 4/17/07 [Staff Writer, CNET News.com]

[Joris, Experts: Education key to U.S. competitiveness, http://news.cnet.com/Experts-Education-key-to-U.S.-competitiveness/2100-1022_3-6176967.html]

Innovation and U.S. competitiveness will suffer if kids don't get a better education, a panel of experts said Tuesday. In particular, science, technology, engineering and math education in kindergarten through 12th grade needs a boost, according to panelists speaking at an event here that's part of a National Governors Association initiative. K-through-12 education has traditionally been a focus of governors because much of a state's budget is spent there. "In technology and engineering we're really doing nothing. In math and science we're basically teaching the same things we taught when I was in school and we're teaching it the same way," said Arizona Gov. Janet Napolitano, a Democrat who turns 50 this year. Photo: An innovation initiative As current chair of the National Governors Association, Napolitano established the "Innovation America" initiative. The goal is to come up with a list of policies and strategies governors across the U.S. can use to enhance the innovative capacity of their states and their ability to compete in this global economy, she said. Calling for improvements to U.S. education isn't new. Others, including Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates, have made similar pleas to help the U.S. stay competitive. The Innovation America effort goes beyond lower education. It also aims to establish links with higher education and suggests incentives for entrepreneurship, such as tax credits for early investors and businesses that do research with universities, Napolitano said. "What is going to keep us competitive and what is going to help us in-source jobs? That is the investment in human capital and that is the investment in innovation," Napolitano said. The focus from governors is needed as countries including China and India increase their roles in the global marketplace. "The world is shrinking and now we're really competing for people all across the world," said Sean Walsh, special adviser to California Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger, a Republican. California has attracted smart people from across the globe, but that actually points to shortcomings in the U.S. education system, Walsh said. "In technology and engineering we're really doing nothing. In math and science we're basically teaching the same things we taught when I was in school and we're teaching it the same way." --Arizona Gov. Janet Napolitano "We are attracting the best and the brightest from all around the world, but that's making up for the fact that we're not necessarily producing some of the best and the brightest because our education is not up to snuff," he said. Silicon Valley in particular is at a crossroads, said Dennis Cima, vice president of education and policy at the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, which is made up of businesses in the area. "The crisis is really how America maintains its competitive edge and how Silicon Valley maintains its competitive edge...The availability of talent is a real huge issue," he said.  One possible solution to the talent problem is promoting math and science among groups that typically don't pick those subjects, said John Thompson, chief executive at Symantec, which hosted the event. "Science, technology, engineering and math (education) is such an important issue for our company and our country, more should be done by every single organization to convince young women and minorities to participate and pursue careers in math and science," Thompson said. "It does represent an opportunity for us to expand the talent pool quite rapidly." 
at: cyberterror

No risk of cyberterror – groups lack capabilities

Fisher 2009 – editor of threatpost.com [Dennis, 10/23. “Report: Cyber-Terror Not A Credible Threat.” ThreatPOST: http://threatpost.com/en_us/blogs/cyberte rror-not-credible-threat-102309]

A new report by a Washington policy think tank dismisses out of hand the idea that terrorist groups are currently launching cyber attacks and says that the recent attacks against U.S. and South Korean networks were not damaging enough to be considered serious incidents. The report, written by James Lewis of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, looks at cyber-war through the prism of the Korean attacks, which many commentators have speculated originated in North Korea. However, there has been little in the way of proof offered for this assessment, and Lewis doesn't go down that road. Instead, he focuses on whether the attacks constituted an act of war and whether they could have been the work of a terrorist group.
"The July event was not a serious attack. It was more like a noisy demonstration. The attackers used basic technologies and did no real damage. To date, we have not seen a serious cyber attack. That is only because the political circumstances that would justify such attacks by other militaries have not yet occurred and because most non-state actors have not yet acquired the necessary capabilities. As an aside, this last point undermines the notion of cyber terrorism. The alternative to the conclusion that terrorist groups currently lack the capabilities to launch a cyber attack is that they have these capabilities but have chosen not to use them. This alternative is nonsensical," Lewis writes.


Cyberterror is not a threat

McKeay 2005 - CISSP and QSA with over a decade's experience in security [Martin, 12/12. “Cyber-terror Not A Real Threat,” http://www.mckeay.net/2005/12/12/cyberterror-not-a-real-threat/]

Is there such a thing as a cyber-terror attack? If you believe what this article tells you, then the answer is no. And seeing as how people like Bruce Schneier have been saying the same thing for several years, I’m tempted to agree.

This isn’t to say it’s not possible to make a cyber-attack on any country, even America, but it such an attack won’t be based on terror. One of the things a terrorist attack needs is a visceral, heart-rending reality that cannot be attained by attacking data streams. Sure, people will be hurt by the secondary effects of a virtual war, but secondary effects don’t have the ability to affect emotions that pure physical destruction does.

I only recognized a couple of the names from this article, but I think they hit the nail on the head. At some point another large country might take a shot at the United States through our infrastructure, but not some terrorist group. First, there’s still too much diversity to make such an attack feasible. Yes, I know I’ve backed the ‘monoculture argument before, but that was at the desktop level not the infrastructure level. Second, the resources necessary to make such an attack are beyond most countries, let alone a small group.

Bottom line: we will see attacks against the Internet infrastructure at some point, but it won’t be a terror-based attack. Those will stay in the real world.

at: disease

No impact to disease – they either burn out or don’t spread

Posner 05 (Richard A, judge on the U.S. Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit, and senior lecturer at the University of Chicago Law School, Winter. “Catastrophe: the dozen most significant catastrophic risks and what we can do about them.” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_kmske/is_3_11/ai_n29167514/pg_2?tag=content;col1)
Yet the fact that Homo sapiens has managed to survive every disease to assail it in the 200,000 years or so of its existence is a source of genuine comfort, at least if the focus is on extinction events. There have been enormously destructive plagues, such as the Black Death, smallpox, and now AIDS, but none has come close to destroying the entire human race. There is a biological reason. Natural selection favors germs of limited lethality; they are fitter in an evolutionary sense because their genes are more likely to be spread if the germs do not kill their hosts too quickly. The AIDS virus is an example of a lethal virus, wholly natural, that by lying dormant yet infectious in its host for years maximizes its spread. Yet there is no danger that AIDS will destroy the entire human race. The likelihood of a natural pandemic that would cause the extiinction of the human race is probably even less today than in the past (except in prehistoric times, when people lived in small, scattered bands, which would have limited the spread of disease), despite wider human contacts that make it more difficult to localize an infectious disease. The reason is improvements in medical science. But the comfort is a small one. Pandemics can still impose enormous losses and resist prevention and cure: the lesson of the AIDS pandemic. And there is always a lust time.
at: economic collapse

Economic decline won’t cause war

DEUDNEY  91 - Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies, Princeton [Daniel, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, april]

Poverty Wars.   In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil. then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are warprone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict. Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modein era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.”’” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930 increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem. Power Wars.  A third scenario is that environmental degradation might cause war by altering the relative power of states; that is, newly stronger states may be tempted to prey upon the newly weaker ones, or weakened states may attack and lock in their positions before their power ebbs firther. But such alterations might not lead to war as readily as the lessons of history suggest, because economic power and military power are not as tightly coupled as in the past. The economic power positions of Germany and Japan have changed greatly since World War 11, but these changes have not been accompanied by war or threat of war. In the contemporary world, whole industries rise, fall, and relocate, causing substantial fluctuations in the economic well-being of regions and peoples without producing wars. There is no reason to believe that changes in relative wealth and power caused by the uneven impact of environmental degradation would inevitably lead to war.    Even if environmental degradation were to destroy the basic social and economic fabric of a country or region, the impact on international order may not be very great. Among the first casualties in such country would be the capacity to wage war. The poor and wretched of the earth may be able to deny an outside aggressor an easy conquest, but they are themselves a minimal threat to other states. Contemporary offensive military operations require complex organizational skills, specialized industrial products and surplus wealth.

at: environmental collapse

The environment is resilient- it has withstood ridiculous amounts of destruction

Easterbrook 95,  Distinguished Fellow, Fullbright Foundation 

(Gregg, A Moment on Earth pg 25) 
IN THE AFTERMATH OF EVENTS SUCH AS LOVE CANAL OR THE Exxon Valdez oil spill, every reference to the environment is prefaced with the adjective "fragile." "Fragile environment" has become a welded phrase of the modern lexicon, like "aging hippie" or "fugitive financier." But the notion of a fragile environment is profoundly wrong. Individual animals, plants, and people are distressingly fragile. The environment that contains them is close to indestructible.   The living environment of Earth has survived ice ages; bombardments of cosmic radiation more deadly than atomic fallout; solar radiation more powerful than the worst-case projection for ozone depletion; thousand-year periods of intense volcanism releasing global air pollution far worse than that made by any factory; reversals of the planet's magnetic poles; the rearrangement of continents; transformation of plains into mountain ranges and of seas into plains; fluctuations of ocean currents and the jet stream; 300-foot vacillations in sea levels; shortening and lengthening of the seasons caused by shifts in the planetary axis; collisions of asteroids and comets bearing far more force than man's nuclear arsenals; and the years without summer that followed these impacts.   Yet hearts beat on, and petals unfold still. Were the environment 
fragile it would have expired many eons before the advent of the industrial affronts of the dreaming ape. Human assaults on the environment, though mischievous, are pinpricks compared to forces of the magnitude nature is accustomed to resisting. 

Environment impacts are exaggerated 

Gordon 95 - a professor of mineral economics at Pennsylvania State University

 [Gordon, Richard, “Ecorealism Exposed,” Regulation, 1995, http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv18n3/reg18n3-readings.html

Easterbrook's argument is that although environmental problems deserve attention, the environmental movement has exaggerated the threats and ignored evidence of improvement. His discontent causes him to adopt and incessantly employ the pejoratively intended (and irritating) shorthand "enviros" to describe the leading environmental organizations and their admirers. He proposes-and overuses-an equally infelicitous alternative phrase, "ecorealism," that seems to mean that most environmental initiatives can be justifited by more moderate arguments. Given the mass, range, and defects of the book, any review of reasonable length must be selective.  Easterbrook's critique begins with an overview of environmentalism from a global perspective. He then turns to a much longer (almost 500- page) survey of many specific environmental issues. The overview section is a shorter, more devastating criticism, but it is also more speculative than the survey of specific issues.  In essence, the overview argument is that human impacts on the environment are minor, easily correctable influences on a world affected by far more powerful forces. That is a more penetrating criticism than typically appears in works expressing skepticism about environmentalism. Easterbrook notes that mankind's effects on nature long predate industrialization or the white colonization of America, but still have had only minor impacts. We are then reminded of the vast, often highly destructive changes that occur naturally and the recuperative power of natural systems. 
at: failed states

Many countries empirically deny the impact

Impact Lab 10 (6/21, “The 2010 Failed States Index.” http://www.impactlab.com/2010/06/21/the-2010-failed-states-index/)
Given time and the right circumstances, countries do recover. Sierra Leone and Liberia, for instance, no longer rank among the top 20 failing states, and Colombia has become a stunning success story. Few remember today that the Dominican Republic once vied with its neighbor Haiti for the title of “worst Caribbean basket case.” But the overall story of the Failed States Index is one of wearying constancy, and 2010 is proving to be no different: Crises in Guatemala, Honduras, Iran, and Nigeria — among others — threaten to push those unstable countries to the breaking point.

at: global warming 

No Impact – warming is a myth
Ball 2007 “Dr. Tim Ball is a renowned environmental consultant and former climatology professor at the Univ. of Winnipeg. Dr. Ball employs his extensive background in climatology and other fields as an advisor to the International Climate Science Coalition, Friends of Science and the Frontier Centre for Public Policy” Ph. D in Climatology. Timothy Ball 2/5/07. http://www.canadafreepress.com/2007/global-warming020507.htm 

Global Warming, as we think we know it, doesn't exist. And I am not the only one trying to make people open up their eyes and see the truth. But few listen, despite the fact that I was one of the first Canadian Ph.Ds. in Climatology and I have an extensive background in climatology, especially the reconstruction of past climates and the impact of climate change on human history and the human condition. Few listen, even though I have a Ph.D, (Doctor of Science) from the University of London, England and was a climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg. For some reason (actually for many), the World is not listening. Here is why. What would happen if tomorrow we were told that, after all, the Earth is flat? It would probably be the most important piece of news in the media and would generate a lot of debate. So why is it that when scientists who have studied the Global Warming phenomenon for years say that humans are not the cause nobody listens? Why does no one acknowledge that the Emperor has no clothes on? Believe it or not, Global Warming is not due to human contribution of Carbon Dioxide (CO2). This in fact is the greatest deception in the history of science. We are wasting time, energy and trillions of dollars while creating unnecessary fear and consternation over an issue with no scientific justification. For example, Environment Canada brags about spending $3.7 billion in the last five years dealing with climate change almost all on propaganda trying to defend an indefensible scientific position while at the same time closing weather stations and failing to meet legislated pollution targets.  No sensible person seeks conflict, especially with governments, but if we don't pursue the truth, we are lost as individuals and as a society. That is why I insist on saying that there is no evidence that we are, or could ever cause global climate change. And, recently, Yuri A. Izrael, Vice President of the United Nations sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) confirmed this statement. So how has the world come to believe that something is wrong? Maybe for the same reason we believed, 30 years ago, that global cooling was the biggest threat: a matter of faith. "It is a cold fact: the Global Cooling presents humankind with the most important social, political, and adaptive challenge we have had to deal with for ten thousand years. Your stake in the decisions we make concerning it is of ultimate importance; the survival of ourselves, our children, our species," wrote Lowell Ponte in 1976. I was as opposed to the threats of impending doom global cooling engendered as I am to the threats made about Global Warming. Let me stress I am not denying the phenomenon has occurred. The world has warmed since 1680, the nadir of a cool period called the Little Ice Age (LIA) that has generally continued to the present. These climate changes are well within natural variability and explained quite easily by changes in the sun. But there is nothing unusual going on.  Since I obtained my doctorate in climatology from the University of London, Queen Mary College, England my career has spanned two climate cycles. Temperatures declined from 1940 to 1980 and in the early 1970's global cooling became the consensus. This proves that consensus is not a scientific fact. By the 1990's temperatures appeared to have reversed and Global Warming became the consensus. It appears I'll witness another cycle before retiring, as the major mechanisms and the global temperature trends now indicate a cooling.  No doubt passive acceptance yields less stress, fewer personal attacks and makes career progress easier. What I have experienced in my personal life during the last years makes me understand why most people choose not to speak out; job security and fear of reprisals. Even in University, where free speech and challenge to prevailing wisdoms are supposedly encouraged, academics remain silent.  I once received a three page letter that my lawyer defined as libellous, from an academic colleague, saying I had no right to say what I was saying, especially in public lectures. Sadly, my experience is that universities are the most dogmatic and oppressive places in our society. This becomes progressively worse as they receive more and more funding from governments that demand a particular viewpoint. In another instance, I was accused by Canadian environmentalist David Suzuki of being paid by oil companies. That is a lie. Apparently he thinks if the fossil fuel companies pay you have an agenda. So if Greenpeace, Sierra Club or governments pay there is no agenda and only truth and enlightenment?  Personal attacks are difficult and shouldn't occur in a debate in a civilized society. I can only consider them from what they imply. They usually indicate a person or group is losing the debate. In this case, they also indicate how political the entire Global Warming debate has become. Both underline the lack of or even contradictory nature of the evidence.  I am not alone in this journey against the prevalent myth. Several well-known names have also raised their voices. Michael Crichton, the scientist, writer and filmmaker is one of them. In his latest book, "State of Fear" he takes time to explain, often in surprising detail, the flawed science behind Global Warming and other imagined environmental crises. Another cry in the wilderness is Richard Lindzen's. He is an atmospheric physicist and a professor of meteorology at MIT, renowned for his research in dynamic meteorology - especially atmospheric waves. He is also a member of the National Academy of Sciences and has held positions at the University of Chicago, Harvard University and MIT. Linzen frequently speaks out against the notion that significant Global Warming is caused by humans. Yet nobody seems to listen. I think it may be because most people don't understand the scientific method which Thomas Kuhn so skilfully and briefly set out in his book "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions." A scientist makes certain assumptions and then produces a theory which is only as valid as the assumptions. The theory of Global Warming assumes that CO2 is an atmospheric greenhouse gas and as it increases temperatures rise. It was then theorized that since humans were producing more CO2 than before, the temperature would inevitably rise. The theory was accepted before testing had started, and effectively became a law.  As Lindzen said many years ago: "the consensus was reached before the research had even begun." Now, any scientist who dares to question the prevailing wisdom is marginalized and called a sceptic, when in fact they are simply being good scientists. This has reached frightening levels with these scientists now being called climate change denier with all the holocaust connotations of that word. The normal scientific method is effectively being thwarted.  Meanwhile, politicians are being listened to, even though most of them have no knowledge or understanding of science, especially the science of climate and climate change. Hence, they are in no position to question a policy on climate change when it threatens the entire planet. Moreover, using fear and creating hysteria makes it very difficult to make calm rational decisions about issues needing attention. Until you have challenged the prevailing wisdom you have no idea how nasty people can be. Until you have re-examined any issue in an attempt to find out all the information, you cannot know how much misinformation exists in the supposed age of information. I was greatly influenced several years ago by Aaron Wildavsky's book "Yes, but is it true?" The author taught political science at a New York University and realized how science was being influenced by and apparently misused by politics. He gave his graduate students an assignment to pursue the science behind a policy generated by a highly publicised environmental concern. To his and their surprise they found there was little scientific evidence, consensus and justification for the policy. You only realize the extent to which Wildavsky's findings occur when you ask the question he posed. Wildavsky's students did it in the safety of academia and with the excuse that it was an assignment. I have learned it is a difficult question to ask in the real world, however I firmly believe it is the most important question to ask if we are to advance in the right direction.
Warming will be small and at night

de Freitas ‘2 (C. R., Associate Prof. in Geography and Enivonmental Science @ U. Aukland, Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology, “Are observed changes in the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere really dangerous?” 50:2, GeoScienceWorld)

An understanding of global warming hinges on the answers to certain key questions. Is global climate warming? If so, what part of that warming is due to human activities? How good is the evidence? What are the risks? The task of answering these questions is hindered by widespread confusion regarding key facets of global warming science. The confusion has given rise to several fallacies or misconceptions. These myths and misconceptions, and how they relate to the above questions, are explained. Although the future state of global climate is uncertain, there is no reason to believe that catastrophic change is underway. The atmosphere may warm due to human activity, but if it does, the expected change is unlikely to be much more than 1 degree Celsius in the next 100 years. Even the climate models promoted by the IPCC do not suggest that catastrophic change is occurring. They suggest that increases in greenhouse gases are likely to give rise to a warmer and wetter climate in most places; in particular, warmer nights and warmer winters. Generally, higher latitudes would warm more than lower latitudes. This means milder winters and, coupled with increased atmospheric carbon dioxide, it means a more robust biosphere with greater availability of forest, crops and vegetative ground cover. This is hardly a major threat. A more likely threat is policies that endanger economic progress. The negative effect of such policies would be far greater than any change caused by global warming. Rather than try to reduce innocuous carbon dioxide emissions, we would do better to focus on air pollution, especially those aspects that are known to damage human health.

And, adaptation sovles the impact – empirically proven

Michaels ‘7

(Patrick, Senior Fellow in Environmental Studies @ Cato and Prof. Environmental Sciences @ UVA, Atlanta Journal-Constitution, “Global Warming: No Urgent Danger; No Quick Fix”, 8-21, http://cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8651)

We certainly adapted to 0.8 C temperature change quite well in the 20th century, as life expectancy doubled and some crop yields quintupled. And who knows what new and miraculously efficient power sources will develop in the next hundred years.    The stories about the ocean rising 20 feet as massive amounts of ice slide off of Greenland by 2100 are also fiction. For the entire half century from 1915 through 1965, Greenland was significantly warmer than it has been for the last decade. There was no disaster. More important, there's a large body of evidence that for much of the period from 3,000 to 9,000 years ago, at least the Eurasian Arctic was 2.5 C to 7 C warmer than now in the summer, when ice melts. Greenland's ice didn't disappear then, either.    Then there is the topic of interest this time of year — hurricanes. Will hurricanes become stronger or more frequent because of warming? My own work suggests that late in the 21st century there might be an increase in strong storms, but that it will be very hard to detect because of year-to-year variability.    Right now, after accounting for increasing coastal population and property values, there is no increase in damages caused by these killers. The biggest of them all was the Great Miami Hurricane of 1926. If it occurred today, it would easily cause twice as much damage as 2005's vaunted Hurricane Katrina.    So let's get real and give the politically incorrect answers to global warming's inconvenient questions. Global warming is real, but it does not portend immediate disaster, and there's currently no suite of technologies that can do much about it. The obvious solution is to forgo costs today on ineffective attempts to stop it, and to save our money for investment in future technologies and inevitable adaptation.
at: hegemony

Drones guarantee the resilience of United States hegemony
Drew 3/16/2010 [Drones are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda] The New York Times: http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html
A missile fired by an American drone killed at least four people late Sunday at the house of a militant commander in northwest Pakistan, the latest use of what intelligence officials have called their most effective weapon against Al Qaeda. And Pentagon officials say the remotely piloted planes, which can beam back live video for up to 22 hours, have done more than any other weapons system to track down insurgents and save American lives in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The planes have become one of the military’s favorite weapons despite many shortcomings resulting from the rush to get them into the field.  An explosion in demand for the drones is contributing to new thinking inside the Pentagon about how to develop and deploy new weapons systems. Since the height of the cold war, the military has tended to chase the boldest and most technologically advanced solution to every threat, leading to long delays and cost overruns that result in rarely used fighter jets that cost $143 million apiece, and plans for a $3 billion destroyer that the Navy says it can no longer afford. Now the Pentagon appears to be warming up to Voltaire’s saying, “The perfect is the enemy of the good.”  In speeches, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has urged his weapons buyers to rush out “75 percent solutions over a period of months” rather than waiting for “gold-plated” solutions. And as the Obama administration prepares its first budget, officials say they plan to free up more money for simpler systems like drones that can pay dividends now, especially as fighting intensifies in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Field commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan, where the Air Force is in charge of the Predators, say their ability to linger over an area for hours, streaming instant video warnings of insurgent activity, has been crucial to reducing threats from roadside bombs and identifying terrorist compounds. The C.I.A. is in charge of drone flights in Pakistan, where more than three dozen missiles strikes have been launched against Al Qaeda and Taliban leaders in recent months. Considered a novelty a few years ago, the Air Force’s fleet has grown to 195 Predators and 28 Reapers, a new and more heavily armed cousin of the Predator. Both models are made by General Atomics, a contractor based in San Diego. Including drones that the Army has used to counter roadside bombs and tiny hand-launched models that can help soldiers to peer past the next hill or building, the total number of military drones has soared to 5,500, from 167 in 2001. It is easier, of course, for the military to take more risks with unmanned planes.  Complaints about civilian casualties, particularly from strikes in Pakistan, have stirred some concerns among human rights advocates. Military officials say the ability of drones to observe targets for lengthy periods makes strikes more accurate. They also said they do not fire if they think civilians are nearby.  But it was only after the military turned to new counterinsurgency techniques in early 2007, that demand for drones became almost insatiable. Since then, Air Force Lt. Gen. Gary North, the air-component commander for the combined forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, said the service has gone to “amazing lengths” to increase their use.  The Predators and Reapers are now flying 34 surveillance patrols each day in Iraq and Afghanistan, up from 12 in 2006. They are also transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month, some of it directly to troops on the ground.

Omestad 08  Former Associate Editor of Foreign Policy, Winner of the Edwin M. Hood Award for Diplomatic Journalism

(Thomas, Is America Really on the Decline? US News and World Report, 10/29)
 

This time, however, might not turn out as well for America, some analysts worry, because the trends eroding America's pre-eminence run deeper. "It's not simply that we've run into a rough patch, shaking our self-confidence," warns Andrew Bacevich, an international affairs specialist at Boston University and author of this year's The Limits of Power: The End of American Exceptionalism. "It's different this time." That there is some sort of big change is widely accepted, even mainstream. Defense Secretary Robert Gates now speaks of a "multipolar world." In its 2007 annual survey, the International Institute for Strategic Studies referred to "the profound loss of authority suffered by the United States since its invasion of Iraq." Diminished dominance. Yet more troubling was the vista painted by Thomas Fingar, the U.S. intelligence community's top analyst. Foreshadowing a conclusion of a coming report called "Global Trends 2025," he said in September that "American dominance will be much diminished over this period of time" and "will erode at an accelerating pace with the partial exception of the military." In future competition, he added, the military will be "the least significant" factor. Fingar labeled U.S. pre-eminence since World War II a "truly anomalous situation." Indeed, shifts in economic and military power--played out slowly, over decades and centuries--are the norm, as Yale historian Paul Kennedy pointed out in his 1988 work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers. Some analysts conclude that if the reality of America's power position has changed, so must American attitudes. "We should disenthrall ourselves from the idea that the well-being and security of the United States can only be attained by seeking to maintain primacy," says Bacevich. In any case, the new financial shock is rattling a load-bearing pillar of American strength--its role as global financial superpower, including its privileged position as issuer of the world's favored reserve currency, the U.S. dollar. The dollar's special role has been critically important. It allows the federal government to affordably cover budget and current account deficits. The Feds are selling about half the new national debt to foreign investors, including governments like China's and sovereign wealth funds like those in Abu Dhabi and Kuwait. That has bridged the yawning U.S. fiscal gap, financing, in effect, global military activities and domestic spending without sparking inflation or driving up the interest cost of such monumental borrowing. It has also allowed Americans to maintain a notoriously low net savings rate. Critics point to the hazards inherent in racking up some $10 trillion in public debt--exacerbated now by fresh doubts over American solvency. Says historian Kennedy, "The crisis will confirm in the minds of Asians not to be so fiscally dependent on Uncle Sam." Those foreign investors, suggests Chas. W. Freeman Jr., a former U.S. diplomat in China and Saudi Arabia and president of the Middle East Policy Council, will conclude, "We're not going to finance your improvidence indefinitely." One other vulnerability also looms larger than in the past: energy imports. When Jimmy Carter was urging energy conservation in 1980, the United States imported 37 percent of oil consumed; last year, it was 58 percent. Something else is different about the current debate over U.S. decline. Without any contraction of its daunting military firepower or the size of its economy, other nations are bound to assume more influential positions. The world geopolitical map is being redrawn: Several powers are rising, some rapidly. China takes top billing on the list. Back when economic reforms began in 1978, China contributed but 1 percent of the world's GDP and its trade. Last year, it reached 5 percent of world GDP and 8 percent of trade. China's growth has hummed along at nearly 10 percent annually--for three decades. That is three times the global average. China's "peaceful rise," as officials call the strategy, aims to restore China to the status it had enjoyed for many centuries: the world's largest economy. A recent Goldman Sachs report has bumped up the time by which China's economy is expected to surpass America's in size to 2027. China's growth is fueling a rapid expansion of military capabilities and, in effect, promoting a model competing with that of the United States--authoritarian capitalism. At the same time, India, the world's most populous democratic state, has also found a surer path to prosperity that is broadening its influence and enabling a military buildup. Along with the economic recovery of Japan and the growth of what used to be called the "tigers" of South Korea and Southeast Asia, predictions of a "Pacific century" or an Asian one look more plausible. Asia is returning to its historical norms, Kishore Mahbubani, dean of the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of Singapore, argues in his book The New Asian Hemisphere. "The era of Western domination has run its course," he writes. There are shifts elsewhere, too. The once slumbering giant of South America, Brazil, is overcoming its past weaknesses. Russia is undergoing a resurgence of uncertain duration, courtesy of massive sales of oil and natural gas. Its invasion of neighboring Georgia and support for separatist regions there may mark a new period of strategic challenges to the West. Meanwhile, the European Union, in fits and starts, continues to evolve into a more coherent force in global affairs that, as a 27-nation collective, already presents the world's largest economy

Biggest loser. The world's energy suppliers--especially those along the Persian Gulf--are also gaining strength. Flynt Leverett, director of the New America Foundation's Geopolitics of Energy Initiative, calls the flood of money from oil consumers to producers "arguably the greatest transfer of wealth from one group of countries to another." The "big loser," he says, is the United States. The Gulf Arab states, as a group, may emerge as the world's most important investor. As well, Iran and its regional ambitions will get plenty of sustenance. But the rise of other powers doesn't tell the whole geopolitical story. They are forging connections without U.S. involvement and, in some cases, with the likely aim of blunting U.S. influence. The maneuvering reflects the sort of games nations have virtually always played. When one country's overweening power ignites concern, some of the others search for ways to counterbalance it. That can happen frontally, through political-military alliances or, more gingerly, in a nonconfrontational mode dubbed "soft balancing." For instance, Russia, China, and the four Central Asian states have formed the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, a group with a decidedly non-U.S. approach to world affairs--no hectoring about human rights and democracy there. And though the United States, with its tight alliances, is East Asia's leading protecting power, it is not part of a new regional grouping that is becoming more influential. China is reaching deeply into Africa, the Middle East, and even Latin America with trade deals, energy investments, and aid with few strings attached. Russia, too, is using arms sales and energy commerce to revive old connections in the developing world. Its outreach, especially in Latin America, appeals to left-leaning governments aloof from Washington. For the first time since the Cold War, a Russian naval fleet is heading into Latin American waters for exercises with Venezuela. Parag Khanna, an analyst with the New America Foundation, sees the unipolar moment giving way to a different global game. In The Second World: Empires and Influence in the New Global Order, he predicts a "geopolitical marketplace" in which developing countries are courted by and align flexibly with one of the new "Big Three": the United States, the European Union, and China. Others anticipate an even more complex diffusion of global power. Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations and a former Bush administration official, argues that the new era will devolve into "nonpolarity," in which nation-states lose influence and a fractious assortment of nonstate players wield more clout. These include a variety of regional and global organizations, nongovernmental groups, foundations, multinational corporations, and even unsavory militias, drug cartels, and terrorist networks. The erosion of U.S. global standing--at least in the eyes of the world--has been hastened by a foreign policy routinely portrayed overseas as one of arrogance and hubris. The charge of U.S. unilateralism--stoked above all by a costly and unresolved war of choice in Iraq--has fortified a troubling caricature of America as a militaristic and hypocritical behemoth that frittered away the outpouring of global goodwill after 9/11. The damage to America's reputation has weakened its "soft power"--the attractiveness abroad of its society and politics. Reports of prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib and Guantánamo and what many see as encroachments on America's civil liberties in the name of fighting terrorism have taken a toll. It was, seemingly, with some glee that the German magazine Der Spiegel ran a cover story this fall titled "The Price of Arrogance" and depicting the Statue of Liberty with its flame extinguished. The world supply of deference to the lone superpower is flagging--a likely drag on the next presidency. The go-it-alone instincts of the Bush administration--though tempered in its second term--came into play on issues from climate change to international justice to arms control. Old allies felt a cool wind from Washington. Grand ambitions for a democratic Middle East went unfulfilled. The Americans championed the war on terrorism with a "with us or against us" zeal. Fairly or not, friends and foes alike saw a lecturing, moralistic American style of leadership. It sat badly. "We exited the Cold War with amazing prestige and an automatic followership," says Freeman. "Nobody will charge a hill with us anymore." There have been other body blows to American prestige. The inability to bring closure to the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq (especially the lengthy bungling of the Iraq occupation), the initial feeble response to Hurricane Katrina, and the regulatory laxity and greed that underlie this year's financial crisis all served to cloud the picture of American pre-eminence. Chinese students are questioning whether they should study American-style business. Mahbubani, the Singaporean analyst and former diplomat, marvels at "a new level of incompetence in America that is puzzling the world."
at: indo-pak war

No Indo-Pak war- relations are getting better
Varadarajan, 2008, Strategic affairs editor for an Indian newspaper, Siddharth Varadarajan “No Danger of Indo-Pak War,”  December 9 2008, http://therealnews.com/t2/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=31&Itemid=74&jumival=2935

According to Pakistani officials, security forces over-ran a militant camp on the outskirts of Pakistani Kashmir's main city and seized the alleged mastermind of the attacks that shook Mumbai last month. Zaki-ur-Rehman Lakhvi was among at least 12 people in Sunday's raid on the camp run by the banned group Laskhar-e-Taiba the group reportedly responsible for the attacks. It remains unclear if Lakhvi will be extradited to India. These ongoing tensions between India and Pakistan took place amidst local Indian elections with certain Indian media stations speculating on potential Indian military action against Pakistan. Although the deputy editor of The Hindu, Siddharth Varadarajan states "that there is no danger of war between India and Pakistan" he believes that "this crisis is pregnant with implications for Indo-Pak relations and the future of Pakistan."
Indo-Pak war would be contained

Bostrom 02 PHD and in the faculty of Physiology at Oxford University, Nick Bostrom, “Existential Risks,” March 2002, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Alt cause – water conflicts guarantee Indo-Pak war

Ali, 2010, advisor to the prime minister of Pakistan on education, Sardar Seff Ali, “Unresolved water issues could trigger Indo-Pak war, says Gilani’s advisor,” 1/3/2010, http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/south-asia/unresolved-water-issue-could-trigger-indo-pak-war-says-gilanis-advisor_100298147.html

Lahore, Jan.3 (ANI): The impending issues over sharing river water between India and Pakistan could trigger a war between the two countries, Advisor to Pakistan Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani on education, Sardar Aseff Ali has said.
Talking to media persons on the sidelines of a seminar here, Ali said Pakistan could pull out of the Indus Water Treaty with India, if the latter does not stop violating the treaty by constructing new dams on the Indus River, a move which could greatly affect Pakistan’s water share.
xt: no war

No Indo-Pak War – relations are on the upswing
worldpress.org,  2006, a website that gathers info on worldly news,  worldpress.org, “India-Pakistan Relations: Guarded Optimism,”  April 6, 2006, http://www.worldpress.org/Asia/2310.cfm#down
Today the two countries are guardedly optimistic on the prospect of resolving their differences.

As reported in India's The Hindu (April 2): "Sounding upbeat about the current pace of Indo-Pak peace process, Indian High Commissioner to Pakistan Shivshankar Menon has said the third round of the Composite Dialog talks may result in 'tangible' progress on some key issues. Menon also said that more than the pace of the talks, it was important that the dialog process should be sustainable in the long run."

More comments from Menon appeared in Qatar's The Penninsula (April 2): "The Pakistan-India talks are going in the right direction and have reached a point where they will gather momentum, Indian High Commissioner in Islamabad Shevshankar Menon has said. … 'We feel that the time has come when India and Pakistan, while working on our differing political and security perspectives, should focus attention on economic cooperation, building upon our strengths, complementaries and affinities,' said the Indian diplomat."

xt: no escalation

Indo-Pak war will be limited – self interest guarantees
Samad, 2006, blogger, Abu Abdul Samad, “Nature Of Future Indo Pak War”, Chronicles of Abu Abdul Samad, April 30, 2006, http://mbik14.blogspot.com/2006/04/nature-of-future-indo-pak-_114641029254694160.html

War will remain confined to Kashmir and LOC (line of control) and both sides will not let it escalate to international boarder because any action on international boarder will increase the chances of nuclear war which both countries will avoid as both states are nuclear states with capability to hit any where in the entire subcontinent and both have re-strike capability and maintains minimum credible deterrence.
This war will be classic example of mobility and maneuverability because American presence will not allow attrition war their fore classic panzer and blitzkrieg actions will be the main characteristics of this war.
In south some classical and intense t Armour battles will seen where as in northern and central Kashmir actions will be confined to infiltrations, ambusher and raids.
Although India is very strong in Kashmir, where they maintain ten soldiers to face one Pakistani soldier but the presence of mujahedeen will be of great advantage to Pakistan army. These mujahedeen will not only give us vital intelligence but will also create friction for Indian movement and offences.

at: iran aggression 

Iranian military confrontation with other nations highly unlikely -- no confidence

Presstv 10 [presstv.ir, “Us Attack on Iran highly unlikely”, Presstv.ir, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=126519&sectionid=351020101]

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has described the potential of a military confrontation between the Islamic Republic and the US as highly unlikely.   In an exclusive interview conducted by the Al Jazeera network on Friday, Ahmadinejad stated that no country has the power to confront Iran, and added that Tehran advocates diplomacy as the ideal way to deal with international issues, the Fars news agency reported.   Ahmadinejad said Iran does not even take Israel into account and noted that Tel Aviv is not able to wage a war against the Islamic Republic.   He went on to say that Western countries occupied Iraq and Afghanistan in an effort to protect the "Zionist regime" and asked how a regime that itself needs protection could wage a war on Iran.   On the deteriorating relations between Tehran and the West, Ahmadinejad said Western countries don't have problems only with Iran but actually have problems with every country.   The Iranian president also asked if any government or people is at peace with them.   Not only are the Islamic and Middle Eastern countries dissatisfied with Western governments but even the people of Europe are dissatisfied with them, he added.   The Iranian president noted that the same is true in the US and the main reason is the West's greed.   Governments and peoples around the globe no longer tolerate discrimination and hegemonistic policies, he stated.   "Relations must be based on mutual respect. This is not just the word of Iran but the word of all nations,"
at: iran prolif

No Iranian nukes – NIE proves

MacAskill 7 [Ewen MacAskill, Guardian's Washington DC bureau chief. He was diplomatic editor from 1999-2006, chief political correspondent from 1996-99 and political editor of the Scotsman from 1990-96, “US spies give shock verdict on Iran threat”, 12/3/2007, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2007/dec/03/iran.usa]
US intelligence agencies undercut the White House today by disclosing for the first time that Iran has not been pursuing a nuclear weapons development programme for the last four years.  The disclosure makes it harder for President George Bush and the vice-president, Dick Cheney, to make a case for a military strike against Iran next year.  It also makes it more difficult to persuade countries such as Russia and China to join the US, Britain and France in imposing a new round of sanctions on Tehran.  The national security estimate which pulls together the work of the 16 US intelligence agencies, today published a declassified report revising previous assessments of Iran's weapons programme.  "Tehran's decision to halt its nuclear weapons programme suggests it is less determined to develop nuclear weapons than we have been judging since 2005," it said.  Bush and Cheney have been claiming that Tehran is bent on achieving a nuclear weapon. The British government, which is planning to discuss the report with its US counterparts over the next few days, has also repeatedly said it suspects Iran of seeking a nuclear weapons capability.  The Iranian government insists it is only pursuing a civilian nuclear programme.  The US national security estimate disclosed that Tehran had halted its nuclear weapons programme in 2003 and had not restarted it.

No Iran nukes-it just wants energy, and Obama ensures it’s isolated
Reuters 10 [Reuters, “U.S. to pursue ‘aggressive’ Iran sanctions, Obama vows”,3/18/10, http://www.haaretz.com/news/u-s-to-pursue-aggressive-iran-sanctions-obama-vows-1.264915] 
Obama, who had made the goal of pursuing dialogue with Iran a cornerstone of his administration's foreign policy at the beginning of his presidency, said he had been successful in getting the international community to isolate Tehran.  "As we've seen, the Iranian government has been more concerned about preventing their people from exercising their democratic and human rights than trying to solve this problem diplomatically," Obama said in an interview with Fox News.  "That's why we're going to go after aggressive sanctions. We haven't taken any options off the table. We are going to keep on pushing," Obama said.  Iran denies it is seeking to build a nuclear bomb and says its nuclear program is aimed at generating electricity.  Obama said preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon was one of his administration's highest priorities. 
No Iranian nukes – it’s against the laws of Islam

Munayyer 4/21/10 – executive director of the Jerusalem Fund for Education and Community Development, former policy analyst with the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee [Yousef, April 21, 10, “Why Iran Won’t Attack Israel” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/apr/21/opinion/la-oew-0421-munayyer-20100421]

Palestinians are in Israel today because they managed to survive the depopulation of 1948, the year the Jewish state was founded (Arabs constitute about 20% of Israel's population). Ironically, while Benny Morris' scholarship suggests that the mere existence of these Palestinians in Israel -- and millions more in the occupied territories -- irks him, Israel's substantial Arab population also blows a hole in his argument about the need to deal with the supposed Iranian nuclear threat. Morris is part of an increasingly vociferous chorus warning of an impending apocalypse for Israel at the hands of a nuclear Iran eager to rid the Middle East of its Jews. Yet Iran's religious leaders have repeatedly stated that such weapons are "un-Islamic" or "forbidden under Islam."

at: israel strikes

No chance that Israel attacks Iran

Simon 9 [Steven Simon, adjunct senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “An Isreal Strike on Iran”, Overview, http://www.cfr.org/publication/20637/israeli_strike_on_iran.html?gclid=CLTSv8bqyqICFU8J2godPQqLwQ]
Israel would regard any expansion of nuclear weapons capability within its region as an intolerable threat to its survival. As such, Iran’s developing nuclear program has triggered serious concern in Israel and speculation that the Israeli government may choose to attack Iran’s nuclear installations in an effort to delay its acquisition of nuclear weapons capability. This Center for Preventive Action Contingency Planning Memorandum by Steven Simon assesses the likelihood of an Israeli strike on Iran, the policy options available to diminish that likelihood, the implications should it take place, and measures that can be taken to mitigate the consequences should it occur. The memo concludes that Israel is not eager to start a war with Iran, or disrupt its relations with the United States.

at: iraq instability

No Spillover – other countries won’t get drawn in 

Maloney et al. 07 –Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy. Suzanne 2007. “Why the Iraq War Won’t Engulf the Mideast”. http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0628iraq_maloney.aspx
Long before the Bush administration began selling "the surge" in Iraq as a way to avert a general war in the Middle East, observers both inside and outside the government were growing concerned about the potential for armed conflict among the regional powers.

Underlying this anxiety was a scenario in which Iraq's sectarian and ethnic violence spills over into neighboring countries, producing conflicts between the major Arab states and Iran as well as Turkey and the Kurdistan Regional Government. These wars then destabilize the entire region well beyond the current conflict zone, involving heavyweights like Egypt. 

This is scary stuff indeed, but with the exception of the conflict between Turkey and the Kurds, the scenario is far from an accurate reflection of the way Middle Eastern leaders view the situation in Iraq and calculate their interests there.

It is abundantly clear that major outside powers like Saudi Arabia, Iran and Turkey are heavily involved in Iraq. These countries have so much at stake in the future of Iraq that it is natural they would seek to influence political developments in the country.

Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq.

The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq. 

Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict.

Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries.

In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom.

Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight.

Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight.

As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary.

So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq.

The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.

Iraq's civil war is the latest tragedy of this hapless region, but still a tragedy whose consequences are likely to be less severe than both supporters and opponents of Bush's war profess. 

Iraq war won’t spill over – security agreements solve

BBC 9 [BBC, “Turkey-Iraq agree to security pact”, September 28, 2009, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/7017919.stm]

Iraq and Turkey have signed a security agreement aimed at curbing the activities of the Turkish Kurdish separatist group, the PKK. The agreement has been signed is broad ranging: a pledge to prevent finance, logistical support and propaganda for the PKK.  A co-ordination committee will meet every six months to review the agreement's implementation.  Ankara has warned Baghdad to crack down on Kurdish rebels in Iraq or face a possible incursion by Turkish troops. 

Tens of thousands of people in Turkey have died in the insurgency, including at least 80 Turkish troops this year. 

The rebels from the PKK have been fighting for autonomy in south-eastern Turkey since the 1980s. 

Turkey says about 4,000 PKK fighters are in Iraq's north. 

In August, the two countries signed a memorandum of understanding on security, agreeing to "expend all efforts" to oust the fighters from Iraqi Kurdistan. 

The PKK has been labelled a terrorist organisation by Turkey, the US and the EU. 

at: iraq – democracy 

No chance of Iraqi Democracy – corruption kills it
Brinkley 10 [Joel Brinkley, Joel Brinkley, a professor of journalism at Stanford University, is a former foreign correspondent for the New York Times, “Iraqi democracy crippled by widespread corruption”, The San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/06/26/IN0D1E0R29.DTL]

As American troops withdraw from Iraq this summer, expect the democratic freedoms Iraqis have enjoyed in recent years to recede as well. Already, the Iraqi government is restricting freedom of the press, expression and assembly. It's toying with Web censorship, torturing political prisoners and killing political opponents.  Even with all of that, Iraq remains freer than every other Arab state except Lebanon. The United States wrote democratic freedoms into Iraq's constitution, including protections for women and minorities, offering as a tacit guarantee the active presence of 150,000 American troops. But now the guarantors are leaving. A large part of the problem is corruption. Under American stewardship, Iraq has become one of the half-dozen most corrupt nations on earth. "Significant widespread corruption" afflicts "all levels of government," the State Department says. Nothing can so quickly cripple a democracy as the need by the nation's leaders to protect their cash flow and hide all evidence of their thefts. That leads, at least, to electoral fraud and press censorship. How can corrupt officials survive if the press is free to rep

at: iraq – terrorism 

Iraq a declining hotspot for terrorism

Council on Foreign Relations 10 [The Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) is an independent, nonpartisan membership organization, think tank, and publisher., “Iraq: Iraqi Ties to Terrorism”, Issue 7702, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7702/iraq.html#p1]
Was Iraq the world's most active state sponsor of terrorism?

No, according to the State Department, which gives that title to neighboring Iran. The State Department has listed Iraq as one of seven states that sponsor terrorism, but experts say Iran, Syria, and, at least in the past, Pakistan, all surpassed Iraq in support for terrorists.

Iraq not a hotspot for terrorism

Telegraph 9 [Telegraph.co.uk, 3/12/2009, “Iraqi PM says country is safe from terrorists”

"There is no doubt that was a lapse to a good period of calm in Iraq," Mr al-Maliki said through an interpreter, in his first comments on the bombings. He was speaking during a trip to Australia for talks with prime minister kevin Rudd. 

But Mr al-Maliki said "al-Qaeda, extremists and terrorists in Iraq have lost their capabilities of confronting and challenging the security forces in Iraq." 

at: japanese economy

Japan’s economy is resilient – no external shocks 

New York Times, 08 (“Bank Chief Says Japan’s Economy Resilient,” The New York Times, February 22, 2008 http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/22/business/22rtyen-web.html) 

He said there was no change to the bank’s basic monetary policy stance, which is to adjust rates by closely examining upside and downside risks. Market adjustments amid repricing of risks would take time, making it unavoidable for banks to incur losses, Mr. Fukui said. At a financial committee in parliament’s lower house, Mr. Fukui said that Japan’s economy had become more resilient to external shocks, but that “downside risks to the global economy are heightening and their impact on Japan’s economy remains uncertain. “We will fully examine not just our main economic scenario” but the risks to the country in guiding monetary policy, said Mr. Fukui, whose term expires next month. The Bank of Japan has long said it will raise rates gradually, as its current policy rate of 0.5 percent is so low it could lead to overheating in the economy in the long term. But shaky global markets, concern over slowing American growth and growing pessimism over Japan’s economic outlook have kept the bank from raising rates for a year. A recovery in share prices since late January has led investors to cut back expectations of a rate cut this year. Mr. Fukui said Japan’s growth was slowing partly because of a slump in domestic housing investment. But it has become more resilient to external shocks than in the past and a positive cycle of output, incomes and spending remains intact, he said. “It is highly likely that the Japanese economy will continue to expand moderately,” he said.
Japanese economy will stay high --- capital investment and strong exports sustain recovery 

Mochizuki, 10 --- Dow Jones reporter and economic writer (Takashi Mochizuki, “Update: Japan Lifts Economic View as Export-Driven Recovery Continues,” The Wall Street Journal, June 18, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-702784.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines)
TOKYO (Dow Jones)--The Japanese government Friday upgraded its assessment of the economy, saying it "has been picking up" as a result of recovering capital investment and strong exports.  The government also said in its monthly economic report for June that "the foundation for a self-sustaining recovery is being laid." It was the first time for the government to raise its economic view since March. Last month, it said the economy was picking up but lacks autonomous growth factors.  "The gradual economic recovery trend is intact," Economy Minister Satoshi Arai said at a press conference after the release of the monthly economic report. "A self-sustaining recovery is coming into sight."  Steady overseas demand for Japanese exports and rebounding corporate capital spending helped the economy grow at a 5.0% annualized pace in the first quarter. New Prime Minister Naoto Kan has called for policies to encourage strong economic growth and fiscal health in the world's second largest economy. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan, which Kan leads, aims for average real growth of over 2% in the decade ahead.  
xt: japanese economy resilient

Japanese economy is stable and externally resilient – firms and external shocks 

Drysdale & Gower, 98 – Professor of economics and executor director of Australia-Japan Research Center, Kiyoshi Kojima Fellow and Associate director of Australia-Japan Research Center respectively (Peter Drysdale and Luke Gower, “The Japanese Economy,” pg. 194, Part 1, Volume IV, http://books.google.com/books?id=wqQyb4Bg60IC&pg=PA194&lpg=PA194&dq=japanese+economy+resilient&source=bl&ots=JMYREvicbU&sig=cleJwL17pcJ7sCiQFF9kt4T_ofg&hl=en&ei=j0AqTM7BDoK78gbT7czSCA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=9&ved=0CDoQ6AEwCDgK#v=onepage&q=resilient&f=false)

These points may be most important in interpreting the results of this study. In particular, the question of how the Japanese economy has succeeded in minimizing the external disturbances of the oil crises of 1973and 1979 in such a short period of time without substantially raising the unemployment rate is still a controversial issue. In the present framework of analysis, groupings of firms serve to mitigate external shocks to those firms which would otherwise suffer more seriously, and in a way contribute to the stability of the Japanese economy as a whole. From this perspective the Japanese economy can be regarded as more resilient to external shocks than other industrial economies, all other things being equal. The relatively high capacity of the Japanese economy for adjustment to changed market conditions may thus be closely related to the industrial organization in Japan as characterized by group formation. 

Japan’s economy is high now – more resilient than others 

Saefong, 10 – assistant global markets editor based in Tokyo (Myra P. Saefong, “Japan’s Not Immune, but Resilient to Debt Woes,” MarketWatch, May 30, 2010, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/japans-not-immune-but-resilient-to-debt-woes-2010-05-30)

TOKYO (MarketWatch) -- Japan isn't completely immune to the debt concerns surrounding Europe but recent economic data may support the argument that the nation's a bit more resilient than others in Asia. 

"It is correct that Japanese exports are quite well at the moment, mainly due to the fact that Japan's main export destination is China and China's economy is the strongest in the world," said Martin Hennecke, an associate director at Tyche Group Ltd. in Hong Kong. Bug business booms in Japan The capturing and selling of insects is a multimillion dollar industry in Japan. "So we would prefer seeking opportunities in Japanese stocks compared with Europe or the United States," he said. Last week, government data showed that Japan's trade account continued to improve in April, with the surplus and export growth beating market expectations. Read more about Japan's trade surplus. On Monday, data showed that Japan's industrial output rose 1.3% in April from the previous month in seasonally-adjusted terms, marking a second-straight monthly gain and suggesting that Japan's rising exports are still powering the manufacturing sector. Read more about Japan's industrial output data. 

at: japan-south korea relations

Japan-South Korea relations will stay strong – deeply related and interconnected 

Pan, 05 – staff writer on the Council on Foreign Relations (Esther Pan, “Japan’s Relationship with South Korea,” Council on Foreign Relations, October 27, 2005, http://www.cfr.org/publication/9108/japans_relationship_with_south_korea.html) Experts say the leaders of both countries, in calmer moments, know they’re deeply interrelated on many levels and must depend on each other. Their societies have become deeply connected: Japan and South Korea jointly hosted the successful 2002 World Cup, and Korean culture is currently a huge hit in Japan. A South Korean soap opera, Winter Sonata, is wildly popular in Japan. The show’s star Bae Yong Jun has become a heartthrob to millions of Japanese women, who make pilgrimages to sites in South Korea where the show is filmed. 2005 was designated the Korea-Japan Friendship Year to mark forty years of diplomatic relations. While it’s been a bit rocky so far, the overall picture is still good, experts say. “Relations are not as bad as they appear from the outside,” Armstrong says. “Much of the protest is for domestic consumption.” Even the hubbub over the Yasukuni shrine will blow over, Kang predicts. “The shrine issue is diplomatic squabbling,” he says. “It’s very low on the scale of conflicts.”

Current governments represent a new era in Japan-South Korea relations 

Jee-Ho, 09 – JoongAng Daily writer and Asian correspondent (Yoo Jee-Ho, “Korea Hopes for New Era in Japan Relations,” JoongAng Daily, September 1, 2009, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2909498)

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak yesterday said he hoped for a new era in South Korea-Japan relations in a congratulatory call to Yukio Hatoyama, the leader of the Democratic Party of Japan that ousted the Liberal Democratic Party in a landslide election victory on Sunday.According to Blue House spokeswoman Kim Eun-hye, Lee noted Hatoyama’s “politics of friendship” and said the two close neighbors would enter a new phase in relations. In response, Hatoyama said he believed he and Lee could realize a progressive relationship between the two countries because “we’re both able to view history correctly.” Lee said in return that the historical issues between the two countries “are quite difficult” to resolve, but as long as the two can share a proper sense of history, “We can move toward the future hand in hand.” Hatoyama said Lee was the first head of state to contact him after his victory. In June, Hatoyama chose South Korea as his first destination for an overseas trip after taking over the DPJ leadership the previous month. South Korean officials yesterday expressed cautious optimism that the change of leadership in Japan would help improve Korea-Japan relations, while academics said they don’t foresee major changes in the diplomatic stances of the two countries. In Sunday’s landslide election victory, the Democratic Party of Japan upended the Liberal Democratic Party, which had ruled Japan for all but 11 months since 1955. In light of the DPJ’s win, South Korean government officials offered guarded hopes about the chances for improved relations between South Korea and Japan. An official at the Blue House said late Sunday, as the exit polls projected a victory for the DPJ, the results of the election were a “reflection of the Japanese people’s desire for change and reform.” He added, “We hope this will be an opportunity to take South Korea-Japan relations to another level.” Another Blue House official pointed out that Hatoyama, leader of the DPJ and the likely successor to Taro Aso as the next prime minister, has repeatedly highlighted the importance of Japan’s relations with South Korea. The Foreign Ministry in Seoul, on the other hand, refrained from predicting major changes to South Korea’s policy toward Japan, or to South Korea-Japan relations. Foreign Ministry spokesman Moon Tae-young said it is premature to predict where Seoul-Tokyo relations will go from here. “Rather than comment on the issue in the immediate aftermath of the election, we will offer our view after the new Japanese government is inaugurated,” Moon said. “But we are aware that the Democratic Party of Japan has emphasized Japan’s ties with South Korea.”
at: japan prolif

No impact --- even if Japan wanted to proliferate, they can’t --- no uranium 

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

As for uranium, despite having the technological capability to produce weapon-grade, highly-enriched uranium, Japan has refrained from generating such materials. In the past, Japan purchased a limited amounted of highly-enriched uranium from the United States and retained it for use in peaceful research reactors. Since 1996, however, Japan has agreed to return that highly-enriched uranium to the US in order to remove the risks of proliferation to third countries and terrorists, and by the summer of 2008, 579.7 kilograms of highly enriched uranium, which represented “almost all of highly enriched material in Japan’s principle research reactors,” was actually transferred to nuclear research facilities in the United States.95 According to Andrew Beineawski, an official of the US Department of Energy, the repatriation operation was initiated by the US as part of a counter-proliferation project called the Global Threat Reduction Initiative. Beiniawski said, “Japanese research reactors have been very successful in shipping their spent HEU fuel to the United States. These shipments contribute to HEU minimization efforts worldwide.” The remaining tenodds kilograms of highly-enriched uranium still in Japan is scheduled to be returned to the United States by 2012.96 As Ambassador Yukiya Amano, newly-elected Director General of the IAEA, maintained, the Japanese government judged by the end of 1970s that “using highly enriched uranium is a matter of concern from the security point of view, is not a necessity, and is not helpful to ensure the confidence of the international community, as far as Japan is concerned,” and “decided and has been reducing the enrichment level” since then.97 Japan’s attitude toward highly-enriched uranium demonstrates that Japan has not entertained any idea of diverting such materials for weapon purposes.
No risk of the impact --- time frame for Japan to even try to proliferate is extensive 

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

In conclusion, Japan’s nuclear infrastructure has been oriented exclusively to peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In order to guarantee that its nuclear program would not be diverted from peaceful purposes, Japan has taken various specific measures. Consequently, despite all its latent nuclear know-how and potential, Japan is not capable of acquiring a militarily significant nuclear arsenal in a short period of time. Because Japan is an open society and all of its nuclear power activities are subject to IAEA safeguards, it would be impossible for the country to start a project in secret to obtain all the necessary technologies described above and to build covertly a militarily-meaningful nuclear arsenal of its own. 
Even if Japan proliferates, it would be useless --- lacks missile capability 

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

For Japan, tactical nuclear weapons would be nearly useless, because, as an island country, it would find few meaningful targets for such weapons. In order to obtain a militarily-meaningful nuclear arsenal, Japan would have to possess ballistic missiles. Although the country has advanced rocket production and space-launch capabilities, it would take many years before the country would actually be able to deploy ballistic missiles for military purposes. Japan has developed the solid-fuel MV rocket, which is capable of launching probes for interplanetary missions. However, the rocket which the Japanese government has positioned as its “primary large-scale launch vehicle” has been the H-II, not the M-V99. In fact, production of the M-V series was discontinued after the launch of M-V-7 in September 2006 for cost and other reasons.100 As the Federation of American Scientists simply put it, the H-II is “ENTIRELY unsuited for conversion to ballistic missile applications [emphasis in the original]” because it is powered by liquid oxygen and liquid hydrogen.101 According to Thompson and Self, “Japan has invested heavily in rockets that would not make effective ballistic missiles.” They also note: To the extent that technical consideration of military applicability entered into the engineering context . . . it seems that the civilian rocket programs at ISAS [the Institute for Space and Aeronautical Sciences] and NASDA [the National Space Development Agency] steered away from rather than toward, such capabilities. Military rocketry research at the Technology Research and Development Institute (TRDI), inside the Defense Agency, has been restricted to small rockets for tactical use, such as surface-to-air missiles.102 

xt: no japan prolif

Japan won’t proliferate --- no public support

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

At the time this paper was written, no public opinion survey with regard to Japan’s nuclear option had been conducted after North Korea’s 2009 missile and nuclear tests. In the Mainichi Shimbun survey conducted from November 25 to 26, 2006, shortly after Pyongyang’s first nuclear test, 78 percent of the respondents were against Japan’s acquisition of nuclear weapons, while 14 percent supported the idea. In the same poll, 69 percent of the respondents said that discussion of the issue was OK (61 percent of the respondents said that Japan should not go nuclear but discussion should be allowed).120 In a survey conducted by the Fuji TV’s news program “Shin-Houdou 2001” on April 2, 2009, 73 percent of the respondents were against Japan’s nuclearization, while 19 percent were for the idea.121 These results were identical to the results of earlier polls. In polls conducted in June 1969, April 1978, and April 1981, the Yomiuri Shinbun posed the same question: “Do you want Japan to possess nuclear weapons?” In the 1969 poll, 72 percent of respondents answered “no,” while 16 percent answered “yes.” In 1978, the percentage of those who answered “no” rose to 74 percent, whereas the percentage of those who answered “yes” dropped to 10 percent. In 1981, the percentage of those who answered “yes” remained at 10 percent, but the percentage of those who replied “no” leapt to 82 percent.122 Another poll conducted by the National Institute for Research Advancement (NIRA) in October 1999, which targeted 2,000 members of the Japanese public, as well as 400 “informed Japanese people,” produced an even more striking outcome. Asked what policy option Japan should adopt to protect itself from other nations’ nuclear weapons if the US Japanese Security Treaty were dissolved or rendered meaningless for some reason, only seven percent of the general public and less than fifteen percent of “informed people” responded that they believed that Japan should possess its own nuclear weapons.123 Taken together, these results show the consistency and persistency of public attitudes in Japan against nuclearization, a result which rests on two major factors: strong anti-nuclear sentiment and sober cost-benefit calculations. To put it in other words, Japan is not willing, nor interested in becoming a nuclear power.
Japan won’t proliferate --- deeply embedded in Japanese culture and society

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

The Japanese share a deep-seated aversion to nuclear arms, a feeling that transcends differences in political ideology and beliefs. An almost instinctive dread of, and hatred for, nuclear weapons widely held across the spectrum of Japanese society is both one of the most fundamental roots of Japan’s non-nuclear stance and an extremely powerful deterrent against Japanese nuclear proliferation. The origin of such strong anti-nuclear attitudes lies in Japan’s tragic experience as the only nation ever to suffer a nuclear attack. The two bombs dropped on Japan in August 1945 killed about 140,000 in Hiroshima and about 70,000 in Nagasaki. In the years that followed, tens of thousands more died from so-called atomic bomb disease—various illnesses caused by exposure to radiation. Even today, many Japanese suffer the after-effects of this exposure. Naturally, Hiroshima and Nagasaki have greatly influenced post-war Japanese culture. Over the past half-century, countless books, nursery tales, television and radio programs, movies, comic books, animated features and other forms of communication about the bombs have exposed later generations to the horrors of nuclear war.§§§ Another factor often overlooked by outsiders, but no less important in shaping Japanese antinuclear sentiment than Hiroshima and Nagasaki, was the harm done to Japanese fishermen by US nuclear testing in the South Pacific in March 1954. The radioactive fallout from the first US hydrogen bomb test on Bikini Atoll severely contaminated the Fukuryu-maru No. 5, a Japanese tuna-fishing boat known as the Lucky Dragon outside Japan, and its crew of 23, even though the boat was located 35 kilometers from the danger zone declared by the United States at the time of the explosion. The entire crew suffered from atomic bomb disease; one crew member died, and the rest were hospitalized for more than a year. The Japanese were both horrified and outraged to see that their compatriots were victims of nuclear weapons yet again, particularly because the tragedy occurred in peacetime.125 The Fukuryu-maru incident left a deep and lasting impression among the Japanese population that one could become a victim of nuclear weapons anywhere or anytime. Shortly afterward, the first nation-wide grassroots movement against nuclear weapons sprang up in Japan and, by the end of 1954, more than 20 million Japanese had signed the Suginami Appeal for the Prohibition of Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs.126 In April 1954, both houses of Japan’s Diet unanimously passed resolutions that called for the prohibition of nuclear weapons and international control of nuclear energy. Japan’s non-nuclear policy has consistently reflected this profound hatred for nuclear weapons, which has been deeply embedded in post-war Japanese culture and society.
No Japanese proliferation --- US nuclear umbrella solves
Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

Surrounded by nuclear neighbors, Japan has maintained its non-nuclear weapons policy despite its latent technological capabilities. It is widely agreed among mainstream security thinkers in Japan that the alliance with the United States and the US commitment to defend Japan in case of enemy attack, including the provision of extended nuclear deterrence, has reassured the Japanese people. The current NDPG puts it simply: “To protect its territory and people against the threat of nuclear weapons, Japan will continue to rely on the US nuclear deterrent.”67 A comprehensive national security policy proposal published by the National Security Research Project of the Tokyo Foundation on October 8, 2008, which is widely considered among the security and foreign policy community in Japan as one of the most important nongovernmental inputs to the ongoing preparation of the next NDPG by the Japanese government, emphasizes the indispensability of the US extended nuclear deterrent for Japan’s security: …the BMD system alone is not sufficient to suppress the threat of ballistic missiles [against Japan]. A system of deterrence by punitive measures is also necessary. Given the current situation of North Korea possessing nuclear weapons, Japan-U.S. joint efforts to effectively maintain the deterrence system including conventional and nuclear weapons are crucially important. Such a system requires American commitment to resolutely responding to armed attacks against Japan. In addition to the nuclear extended deterrence, Japan and the U.S. should make joint efforts to establish a system of operational cooperation so that a thorough counteroffensive using conventional weapons alone can be carried out [emphasis added].68

Active support for non-proliferation proves Japan will never nuclearize 

Ichimasa, 06 – Research fellow, center for the promotion of disarmament and non-proliferation, Japan institute of international affairs (Sukeyuki Ichimasa, “Japan and the International Efforts on Non-Proliferation,” Trans European Policy Studies Association, November 2006, http://www.cpdnp.jp/pdf/003-03-009.pdf)

Under existing international condition, nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation business is in the time of political and technical turmoil with emergence of newly acquiring nuclear states. Therefore, what is necessary for achieving efficient non-proliferation framework is to equip an effective verification system, expediting the universalization of Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Regime and maintaining the momentum of promoting the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation among the international community by whatever means possible. Over the past many years, Japan has most ardently supported the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation activity of the international community. Indeed, nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation is one of the most important agendas for Japan. As the only nation that was the victim of nuclear bombing, it is very important for Japan to take an initiative relating to the total elimination of nuclear weapons in such a tangible manner. Actually, there are approaches at various levels in the pursuit of the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation as well as other diplomatic issues.
Based on such ideas, this article describes features of the current international efforts on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation policy and Japanese engagements to these. In this context, this article covers recent events concerning such issues as the review conference of NPT in 2005, the nuclear Safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Then, this article treats of a case of international support for denuclearization in former Soviet Union region. Also, considering its growing importance and value following the U.S. -India nuclear agreements, this article especially argue about the current situation of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG). When it comes to non-proliferation, effectiveness and verifiability are always the two important keywords. Even if international community could reach to the consensus on specific non-proliferation

regime, without an effective verification tool of compliance, it will turn out to be a pie in the sky. So, this article also treats of Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) as tasks for the future non-proliferation efforts. Then finally, it touches upon the recent case of Japan-EU ‘region-to-region’ cooperation in the area of non-proliferation by way of example. The view and analysis expressed on this article is that of the author’s personal remark and do not necessarily represent those of CPDNP. 1. Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference in 2005
2005 NPT review conference was a major turning point for the most of the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation work. Especially on the nuclear issue, the rights and obligations of the P5 states has been broadly acknowledged again. It is also important to remember that the inherent right to exercising the peaceful use of atomic energy has been addressed by the developing countries. Needless to say, for many years NPT was one of the major diplomatic agenda for Japan. This conference

has given the Japanese government of prime opportunities to state her such strong view on the importance of accelerating the nuclear arms control and disarmament. 

Japan’s contributions and initiative proves no proliferation --- empirically proven

Ichimasa, 06 – Research fellow, center for the promotion of disarmament and non-proliferation, Japan institute of international affairs (Sukeyuki Ichimasa, “Japan and the International Efforts on Non-Proliferation,” Trans European Policy Studies Association, November 2006, http://www.cpdnp.jp/pdf/003-03-009.pdf)

Therefore, Japan assumed that promoting the cooperation with such nations as the U.S., UK, Germany, France and Italy for the solution of the nuclear weapons abandonment and processing of the former Soviet Union, as well as relevant environmental problems based on the agreement of the Munich Summit in 199221. At the same time, those non-nuclear weapon states (Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus) were urged to join NPT and cooperate with the international action for safeguarding the nuclear materials to detect and prevent an illicit transfer or clandestine production of nuclear weapons. Thus international community has attached the highest importance to the establishment of such an effective safeguards of nuclear related sensitive materials, goods and technologies possessed by the former Soviet Union, and Japan demonstrated strong initiative to this case and did various substantial cooperation described as follows. In April 1993, Japan announced that about 100 million dollars in total would be offered to support the abandonment of nuclear weapons of the former Soviet Union (Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus). Moreover, in the Koln Summit (1999), Japan stated additional capital grant of about 115 million dollars to the cooperation for elimination of nuclear weapons. Under the framework of the Committee on Cooperation for the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons22, Japan assists the establishment of Liquid Radioactive Waste Treatment Plant (named ‘SUZURAN’) in the territory of Russian Federation. Also Japan provides substantial assistance for the establishment of State Systems of Accounting for and Control of nuclear materials (SSACs)23 to Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus. In addition, for the sake of preventing the brain drain of sensitive knowledge especially related to the production of nuclear weapons from former Soviet Union, Japan joined the international effort to establish the International Science and Technology Center (ISTC)24.

Today, this process has consolidated with ‘G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction’25. In this regard, Japan has now contributed 200 million dollars in this framework. Among these contributions, nearly 100 million dollars is used to dismantle the decommissioned nuclear submarines. Moreover, it is assumed that the remaining 100 million dollars will be donated for the plutonium disposal plan of surplus arms and it could be said that this case is a good example of Japanese effort to contribute the nuclear disarmament, which will positively produce substantive results.

Japan-EU non-proliferation initiatives, policies, and political will prove no-proliferation

Ichimasa, 06 – Research fellow, center for the promotion of disarmament and non-proliferation, Japan institute of international affairs (Sukeyuki Ichimasa, “Japan and the International Efforts on Non-Proliferation,” Trans European Policy Studies Association, November 2006, http://www.cpdnp.jp/pdf/003-03-009.pdf)

Japan recently made a series of diplomatic effort for the disarmament and non-proliferation issues as remarked below; Japan-China (2003, 2004), Japan-Australia (2004), Japan-South Korea (2003, 2004), Japan-Libya (2004), Japan-Russia (2003), Japan-Israel (2004), Japan-EU (2004), Japan-US (2002, 2003, 2004) and Japan-Iran (2003, 2004). In some cases, these joint efforts toward the specific concerns beyond the unilateral regional approach. With respect to the foregoing, this paper particularly focuses on the Japan-EU consultation by way of example. As a matter of fact, a lot of common features are seen in both Japan and EU. Especially on the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, not only the political will but also the points of policy implementation have certain similar aspects. In 2001 ‘An action plan for Japan-EU Cooperation’ has been released in the occasion of Japan EU Summit in Brussels. Among the item of arms Control, Disarmament and Non-proliferation27, both two parties have confirmed the necessity to launch an immediate initiative in the field of international disarmament and non-proliferation bodies. This action plan remarked the high priority on the extension of nuclear test moratorium and early entry into force of CTBT. Also, the importance of enhancing the implementation of Chemical Weapon Convention (CWC) and its universalization were mentioned. With regard to the negotiation of Biological Weapon Convention (BWC) verification related protocol, importance of the joint effort has been acknowledged. At several occasion on the CD, diplomatic efforts were made for establishing the Ad Hoc Committee to negotiate FMCT. Through the efforts, necessity for enhancement of the IAEA safeguard and also for universalization of the safeguard AP has reached to the mutual agreement. Therefore, it is understood in general that Japan and EU policy of disarmament and non-proliferation pursuing more or less the same target. On 22 June 2004, Japan-EU Joint Declaration on Disarmament and Non-proliferation was released28. Historically29, such declaration was an epoch-making outcome, for Japan-EU actually commits on the 2001 action plan and also the joint press statement in 2002 of disarmament and non-proliferation. Indeed, both two parties has reaffirmed the importance of continuing their strong commitment to the multilateral efforts for NPT, Biological and Toxic Weapons Convention (BTWC), CWC, CTBT, convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW), Mine Ban Treaty (MBT), Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCOC) and IAEA. In this joint declaration, the most significant aspect that has recognized by both two parties was that Japan and EU has reaffirmed to provide their assistance toward those international bodies engaged upon the verification and upholding of compliance with the treaties, protocols and any kind of agreements. With this regard, the joint declaration also inserts the ‘priority areas for specific cooperation’. Remarked areas for mutual cooperation includes nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, biological and chemical weapons, missiles, export control, conventional weapons, assistance to the country in need and issue for non-compliance with the obligations under the disarmament and non-proliferation treaties.

Japan won’t proliferate --- all nuclear initiatives only promote peace 

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

The current “Framework for Nuclear Energy Policy,” which was adopted by the Japan Energy Commission in 2005 to define the basic principles of Japan’s nuclear energy policy, maintains: The goals of research, development and utilization of nuclear energy in Japan, according to the Atomic Energy Basic Law, are to secure energy resources for the future, to promote academic progress and industrial advancement and thereby, to contribute to the welfare of society and the improvement of people’s living standard, based on the premise of safety assurance, while strictly limiting the activities involved to peaceful purpose.86 As the only country to have suffered nuclear attack, Japan takes these commitments seriously. It promotes research, development, and utilization of nuclear energy strictly for peaceful purposes, while setting the goal of eliminating all nuclear weapons and adhering to the “Three Non-nuclear Principles” of not possessing, not producing, and not permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan. In addition to ratifying the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), it has concluded a Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and signed the “Additional Protocol” with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). In addition, it has developed and improved corresponding domestic safeguards systems.87
Japan won’t proliferate --- IAEA trust proves

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

In their detailed study published in 2003 on Japan’s nuclear energy program and its implications for Japan’s potential nuclearization, Jeffrey W. Thompson and Benjamin L. Self concluded that “Japan’s nuclear energy program would not support the development of a nuclear arsenal.”98 In fact, on June 14, 2004, Director-General of the IEAE Mohamed El Baradei officially announced at the organization’s board of governors meeting that a four year investigation of nuclear power use had revealed that Japan’s nuclear program was limited to peaceful purposes, and there was no reason to suspect that it would be diverted to nuclear weaponry. This was the very first time that the IAEA had reached such a conclusion for a non-nuclear state that has promoted the use of nuclear energy on a significant scale. As a result, Japan has joined the group of countries to which “Integral Safeguards” are applied, requiring only half the previous number of inspections. Before they were granted to Japan, “Integral Safeguards” had been applied only to Australia, Norway, and Indonesia. These three countries, however, possessed only research reactors, so this was the very first time that they had been granted to a state which possesses numerous nuclear reactors for commercial purposes. The IAEA’s decision to give such exceptional treatment to Japan represents the Agency’s conviction that Japan has no intention of producing nuclear warheads. It is also noteworthy that Japan has intentionally refrained from developing key technologies that would permit it to obtain delivery vehicles for nuclear warheads.
Japan won’t proliferate --- prime minister won’t allow it

Kamiya, 09 – professor of international relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan (Matake Kamiya, “Realistic Proactivism: Japanese Attitudes Toward Global Zero,” ISN, September 2009, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=cab359a3-9328-19cc-a1d2-8023e646b22c&lng=en&id=106532)

When North Korea conducted its first nuclear test on October 9, 2006, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe promptly declared that Japan would maintain its non-nuclear policy: …yesterday, in a telephone conversation with the US President Bush, President and I agreed that the alliance relationship between Japan and the United States will remain firm to the future, and that we will securely maintain deterrent power, and that such a relationship will keep standing firm. On the basis of these facts, with regard to an option for our nation to possess nuclear weapons, I, of course, do not have any intention to change our position that we do not have such an option at all to the future. I would like to state clearly that the Three Non-Nuclear Principles will not be changed at all.
at: japan soft power

Japanese soft power will stay high --- culturally and economically resilient

Nye, 05 – distinguished expert on soft power and professor at Harvard (Joseph S. Nye, “Soft Power Matters in Asia,” Belfer Center, December 5, 2005, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1486/soft_power_matters_in_asia.html)

Asia's resurgence began with Japan's economic success. By the end of the century, Japan's remarkable performance not only made the Japanese wealthy, but also enhanced the country's soft power. As the first non-Western country that drew even with the West in modernity while showing that it is possible to maintain a unique culture, Japan has more potential soft-power resources than any other Asian country. Today Japan ranks first in the world in the number of patents, third in expenditure on research and development as a share of GDP, second in book sales and music sales, and highest for life expectancy. It is home to three of the top 25 multinational brand names (Toyota, Honda, and Sony). The decade-long economic slowdown of the 1990s tarnished Japan's reputation, but it did not erase Japan's soft-power resources. Japan's global cultural influence grew in areas ranging from fashion, food and pop music to consumer electronics, architecture and art. Japanese manufacturers rule the roost in home video games. Pokemon cartoons are broadcast in 65 countries, and Japanese animation is a huge hit with filmmakers and teenagers everywhere. In short, Japan's popular culture was still producing potential soft-power resources even after its economy slowed down. Now, with signs of a reviving economy, Japan's soft power may increase even more. But there are limits. Unlike Germany, which repudiated its past aggression and reconciled with its neighbors in the framework of the European Union, Japan has never come to terms with its record in the 1930s and 1940s. The residual suspicion that lingers in countries like China and Korea sets limits on Japan's appeal that are reinforced every time the Japanese prime minister visits Yasukuni Shrine.

Japanese soft power will stay strong --- development, patents, cultural exports, and peacekeeping prove

Akaha, 05– director of the Center for East Asian Studies, professor of security policy and foreign affairs (Tsuneo Akaha, “Debating ‘Soft Power’ in Japan’s Security Policy: Implications for Alliance with the United States,” All Academic Research, March 5, 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/6/9/2/1/pages69216/p69216-1.php)

Concerning Japan's soft power Nye states, "Japan has more potential soft power resources than any other Asian country." 13 He observes that Japan is first in the world in number of patents, third in expenditures and development as a percent of gross domestic product, third in international air travel, second in book sales and music sales, second in the number of Internet hosts, second in high-tech exports, first in development assistance, and first for life expectancy. 14 The human development index puts Japan in ninth place in the world, just behind the United States. 15 To the extent that Japan's economic performance is an object of international admiration, the fact that the nation's GDP grew from $1,075 billion in 1980 to $3,053 billion in 1990 to $4,470 billion in 2000 speaks volumes for its soft power. 16 As well, Japan's global trade expanded from $445,931 8 million in 1980 to $758,324 million to $1,124,378 million in 2000. 17 Japan's ODA disbursement grew from $3,353 million in 1980 to $9,222 million in 1990 and to $13,419 million in 2000. 18 Another area in which a nation can exercise its soft power is international peacekeeping. Here, too, Japan has come a long way since its first direct participation—as opposed to financial contribution—in Cambodia in 1992-93. As of June 2004, Japan was participating in 16 UN peacekeeping operations around the world. 

at: korean unification

Reunification won’t cause war – economic cooperation solves
Pan, 2006 - Staff writer for the Council of Foreign Relations. (Esther Pan, “South Korea’s Ties with China, Japan, and the U.S.: Defining a new Role in  a Dangerous Neighborhood”, Council of Foreign Relations, February 8,2006, page 1,  http://www.cfr.org/publication/9808/south_koreas_ties_with_china_japan_and_the_us.html#p3)


What are South Korea’s biggest foreign policy challenges?
Dealing with North Korea while preserving its relationship with the United States, maintaining relations with Japan, and addressing potential long-term military or economic threats from China, experts say. But "the major issue for Seoul is overwhelmingly North Korea, and everything else gets filtered through that lens," Kang says. South Korea looks to its northern neighbor with the goal of eventual reunification, and therefore seeks economic cooperation and political engagement to smooth relations and slowly move down that path. The United States, on the other hand, is primarily seeking to prevent North Korea from gaining nuclear weapons, and has refused to engage with Pyongyang until that issue is resolved. 
Other experts see a disconnect between how South Korea views its role in the region and how other nations see it. South Korean officials talk of playing a "balancing" or mediating role in regional disputes, including tensions between China and Japan and the nuclear standoff between the United States and North Korea. But South Korea's "actual ability to mediate and balance is limited," says Armstrong. And while South Korean President Roh Moo-Hyun has expressed hopes of building Seoul into a logistics and business hub for the region, existing tensions on the peninsula—including international fears that North Korea is amassing a nuclear arsenal—cloud any long-term economic plans. As things stand, South Korea has the world's 11th largest economy, but not a corresponding level of political clout. 
How is South Korea dealing with North Korea?
Through a policy of active engagement. In 1998, Former President Kim Dae-Jung introduced the "Sunshine Policy" aimed at improving ties with North Korea while assuring Pyongyang that Seoul is not trying to absorb it. Since then, "the degree of economic interaction between south and north has substantially increased," Armstrong says. Kim and North Korean President Kim Jung-Il met at a historic summit in 2000, and increasing progress has been made on a range of issues, from economic—increased rail links and joint projects like the Gaesung industrial complex—to social and symbolic, including cross-border family visits and Korean athletes marching together under a single flag at the Olympics. Trade between the two countries reached $697 million in 2004, and South Korea is now Pyongyang's second-largest trading partner after China. 
South Korea sees engagement with North Korea as yielding far more benefits than confrontation. "South Korea is reorienting itself toward reconciliation and eventual reunification of the peninsula," Gregg says. South Korean officials say reunification would reduce the burden on each side of maintaining huge armies, help improve living standards, draw international investment, create employment, and help avert the worst possibility: open war on the Korean peninsula. 

Unification won’t cause war 

Euronews 2010 (Euronews, “Korea Crisis: Interview: South Korea’s Unification Minister, June 23, 2010, pg.1, http://www.euronews.net/2010/06/23/interview-south-korea-s-unification-minister/)

Euronews:’‘Do you think that reunification, like that of Germany, is possible in the near future?’‘

Minister:’‘Oh of course yes! There are two points to your question. First, the necessity of reunification and second, is it possible? We must keep in mind the history of the last 60 years, since 1945, the second world war and the establishment of the new world order. During the cold war the two opposing systems co-existed for a long-time before they fell apart. That allowed Germany to reunify – for 20 years now. We believe that history can bless the Korean peninsula as it blessed Germany 20 years ago. In the short term, the reality of unification will be difficult but ultimately it will happen. Our race has lived for thousands of years, the last 60 years are nothing in historical terms.

at: middle east war

Middle East War will be limited

Luttwak 07 An American military strategist and historian who has published works on military strategy, history, and international relations. The Middle of Nowhere”. Edward Nicolae Luttwak. 5/26/07. Prospect Issue 134.)  

Arab-Israeli catastrophism is wrong twice over, first because the conflict is contained within rather narrow boundaries, and second because the Levant is just not that important any more. The second repeated mistake is the Mussolini syndrome. Contemporary documents prove beyond any doubt what is now hard to credit: serious people, including British and French military chiefs, accepted Mussolini’s claims to great power status because they believed that he had serious armed forces at his command. His army divisions, battleships and air squadrons were dutifully counted to assess Italian military power, making some allowance for their lack of the most modern weapons but not for their more fundamental refusal to fight in earnest. Having conceded Ethiopia to win over Mussolini, only to lose him to Hitler as soon as the fighting started, the British discovered that the Italian forces quickly crumbled in combat. It could not be otherwise, because most Italian soldiers were unwilling conscripts from the one-mule peasantry of the south or the almost equally miserable sharecropping villages of the north. Exactly the same mistake keeps being made by the fraternity of middle east experts. They persistently attribute real military strength to backward societies whose populations can sustain excellent insurgencies but not modern military forces. In the 1960s, it was Nasser’s Egypt that was mistaken for a real military power just because it had received many aircraft, tanks and guns from the Soviet Union, and had many army divisions and air squadrons. In May 1967, on the eve of war, many agreed with the prediction of Field Marshal Montgomery, then revisiting the El Alamein battlefield, that the Egyptians would defeat the Israelis forthwith; even the more cautious never anticipated that the former would be utterly defeated by the latter in just a few days. In 1973, with much more drama, it still took only three weeks to reach the same outcome. In 1990 it was the turn of Iraq to be hugely overestimated as a military power. Saddam Hussein had more equipment than Nasser ever accumulated, and could boast of having defeated much more populous Iran after eight years of war. In the months before the Gulf war, there was much anxious speculation about the size of the Iraqi army—again, the divisions and regiments were dutifully counted as if they were German divisions on the eve of D-day, with a separate count of the “elite” Republican Guards, not to mention the “super-elite” Special Republican Guards—and it was feared that Iraq’s bombproof aircraft shelters and deep bunkers would survive any air attack. Now the Mussolini syndrome is at work over Iran. All the symptoms are present, including tabulated lists of Iran’s warships, despite the fact that most are over 30 years old; of combat aircraft, many of which (F-4s, Mirages, F-5s, F-14s) have not flown in years for lack of spare parts; and of divisions and brigades that are so only in name. There are awed descriptions of the Pasdaran revolutionary guards, inevitably described as “elite,” who do indeed strut around as if they have won many a war, but who have actually fought only one—against Iraq, which they lost. As for Iran’s claim to have defeated Israel by Hizbullah proxy in last year’s affray, the publicity was excellent but the substance went the other way, with roughly 25 per cent of the best-trained men dead, which explains the tomb-like silence and immobility of the once rumbustious Hizbullah ever since the ceasefire. It is true enough that if Iran’s nuclear installations are bombed in some overnight raid, there is likely to be some retaliation, but we live in fortunate times in which we have only the irritant of terrorism instead of world wars to worry about—and Iran’s added contribution is not likely to leave much of an impression. There may be good reasons for not attacking Iran’s nuclear sites—including the very slow and uncertain progress of its uranium enrichment effort—but its ability to strike back is not one of them. Even the seemingly fragile tanker traffic down the Gulf and through the straits of Hormuz is not as vulnerable as it seems—Iran and Iraq have both tried to attack it many times without much success, and this time the US navy stands ready to destroy any airstrip or jetty from which attacks are launched.

Turkish involvement in the peace process guarantees Mideast stability. 

Turkey Defense and Security Report 10 “Executive Summary” Turkey Defense and Security Report 1/1/10 pg 5, EBSCO 

Regionally, and of key importance for Turkey, we expect Armenia and Azerbaijan to formally resolve their ‘frozen conflict’ over the separatist region of Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan in the medium term. That said, we stress that the peace process, now going for over a year, is likely to continue progressing at a slow pace. To be sure, there are significant risks of major setbacks in diplomatic negotiations going forward and we maintain that a permanent resolution is not expected in 2009. While we hold to our -6.2% real GDP growth forecast for Turkey in 2009, we highlight the upside risks. Stronger than expected bounces in industrial production and business confidence through to July 2009 suggest that investment is recovering, while Germany’s push out of recession in Q209 is a positive leading indicator for trade in the H209. Our view that Turkey will be a regional outperformer appears to be playing out and we forecast the economy to expand by 3.4% in 2010, above most other major European countries. Real GDP growth surprised to the upside in Q209, with data released from the Statistical Institute showing a 7.0% y-o-y contraction. This was a marked improvement from the 14.3% yo- y decline recorded in Q109 and translated into a sharp 12.1% q-o-q expansion of the economy. While a GDP by expenditure breakdown has yet to be released, we believe that the improvement was attributed to the trade and investment sectors of the economy. It is likely that the contraction in gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) hit its trough in Q109 at -29.7% y-o-y. Moreover, the bounce in GDP growth in France and Germany in Q209 are also expected to have lifted export numbers for Turkey. Turkey remains one of the world’s largest arms importers and has the second-largest armed forces in NATO. The size of its army and arms expenditure is unlikely to change in the near future. However, Turkey’s defence budget and number of troops are likely to fall in the coming years, owing to the combined effects of a weakened economy, EU pressures and shifts in the nature of threats to the country. The country’s defence industry is small, but is likely to grow and improve. Its export industry is also likely to increase over time as local design and production leads to the development of competitive products.
at: nato collapse/credibility

No risk of NATO collapse – values ensure stability

Howorth 10 – Professor of European Politics at Bath, Visiting Professor at Yale (Jolyon, 3/3. “What future for NATO?” http://www.globeurope.com/standpoint/what-future-for-nato)
NATO is not about to throw in the towel. It is a community of values. The United States and Europe share with one another more normative ideals than either does with any other major actor. 

However, since 1989, interests have diverged. Europeans still value the Alliance essentially for its collective security guarantees. Yet Europe ceased long ago to figure on the US radar screen. Since the Prague summit in 2002, an Alliance initially devised to deliver an American security guarantee to Europe has morphed into a body geared to mustering European support for US global strategy.  Europeans are uncomfortable with that reality. Americans would be uncomfortable with any “Alliance” that failed to rise to global challenges. 

Hence the confusion over the new strategic concept. While the EU, through ESDP, is progressively fine-tuning the civilian and military instruments of crisis management, NATO is left wondering what it is about. Like Baudelaire’s albatross, having soared magnificently over the oceans of deterrence and containment, once down on the ground in real engagement situations, “its giant wings prevent it from walking”. 

NATO will find plenty to do in coming decades. But, as Paul Valéry remarked, “the future is not what it used to be”.

Their impacts are false – NATO is useless

Tupy 03 assistant director of the Project on Global Economic Liberty at the Cato Institute, Marian L. Tupy, “Worse than Useless,” May 1 2003, http://www.cato.org/research/articles/tupy-030501.html

From a military perspective, the case for American withdrawal from NATO seems to have already been made. A number of commentators, including the British historian Paul Johnson, have argued that NATO is an anachronism rendered helpless by distrust and infighting. But there are also compelling economic grounds for American withdrawal. Simply, the American security guarantee perpetuates the continuation of the European welfare states and thus encourages economic sclerosis across the European continent. NATO is not only useless, it's harmful. 

at: north korea prolif

Increased Proliferation in North Korea unlikely to spark conflict- actions done in self-defense.
China Daily, 2009 (China Daily, “Nuke Arms Race ‘unlikely’ in Northeast Asia.”, Pacific Freeze, June 28, 2009, page 1, http://pacificfreeze.ips-dc.org/2009/06/nuke-arms-race-unlikely-in-northeast-asia-experts/)


TOKYO: The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s (DPRK) nuclear test is unlikely to spark a nuclear arms race in Asia, but analysts say Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK) may seek to beef up their missile defenses and pre-emptive capabilities against Pyongyang. Pyongyang’s second nuclear test came weeks after it fired a long-range rocket that flew over northern Japan, a clear message that the DPRK is developing a nuclear weapon and the means to deliver it. But analysts say the DPRK’s actions are defensive, while its neighbors are already under a US deterrent.“The barriers to developing nuclear weapons are extremely high and both countries come under the US nuclear umbrella, so the chances of them actually developing nuclear weapons are slim,” said Shi Yinhong, an international security expert at Renmin University in Beijing.
President Barack Obama was quick to reaffirm the US commitment to the defense of both the ROK and Japan yesterday, perhaps in a sign of Washington’s concern that both countries stay out of the nuclear club.“At the end of the day, what do nuclear weapons buy North Korea (DPRK)?” asked Brad Glosserman of Hawaii-based think tank Pacific Forum CSIS. “It buys them a deterrent. It allows them to say ‘you can’t come after us’. But I don’t see how North Korea can use it to extort anything. It has a limited number of weapons and it has to know that if it uses them, it’s ‘game over’.” Few in neighboring Japan are calling openly for the development of nuclear bombs, though some hawks say the idea should at least be debated. The ROK’s biggest daily Chosun Ilbo yesterday urged the government to go nuclear, but analysts say it, too, is unlikely to risk alienating the US by doing so.

No Impact – South Korea doesn’t care

Macintyre, 2005 Irish investigative journalist. (Donald Macintyre, “See no Evil”, TIME magazine, Monday, May 16, 2005, page 1, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1061555,00.html#ixzz0sHJO6oVn)
If anyone in South Korea is living in the shadow of the North Korean Bomb, it is the people of Ilsan, a town of 500,000 situated north of Seoul just a few kilometers from the gash of barbed wire and land mines that has divided the Korean peninsula since 1953. From a local lookout point, the town's residents can peer across a stretch of river at the scrubby, brown hills of North Korea, knowing that hidden from view are bunkers, artillery and rockets that could turn their town into rubble in an hour. But for people like Kim In Tae, who sells women's wear in Ilsan's Lotte department store, the weaponry poses no more of a threat than a stand of pine trees. "Unless the U.S. attacks North Korea first, I'm not nervous," Kim says. "North Korea wants to be equal to the U.S. in the international community. They don't have any intention of invading South Korea." Kim's faith in the good intentions of his heavily armed neighbor is prevalent throughout most of South Korea. It's a belief that seemingly cannot be shaken even as the North Korea nuclear crisis worsens. Pyongyang is refusing to return to six-party negotiations with the U.S., South Korea, China, Japan and Russia on dismantling its nuclear program, and is sticking instead to its familiar diplomatic tactics of ambiguity and provocation. Last week, North Korea jangled nerves around the region again by announcing it had unloaded 8,000 fuel rods at its Yongbyon reactor step that would allow it to harvest more weapons-grade plutonium for a stockpile already estimated at up to eight weapons. The North lobbed a short-range missile into the Sea of Japan (or East Sea) earlier this month. And U.S. officials have been warning that spy satellites have detected increased activity around a suspicious test facility in the northeast of the country that may presage an underground A-bomb test. South Korean Foreign Minister Ban Ki Moon last week told a local TV news service: "I'm extremely concerned that the situation is getting worse." That gloom hasn't yet filtered down to ordinary South Koreans. And the startling disconnect between official views of the danger that Kim Jong Il's despotic government poses to the world and the sanguine attitudes of South Korean citizens is making it desperately hard for diplomats from Washington and Seoul to forge a common strategy for defusing the crisis. After years of regarding North Koreans as bitter enemies, the prosperous, democratic South now holds a benign view of the hunger-wracked police state. To southerners, North Koreans may be brothers from another planet (as the International Crisis Group put it), but they are brothers just the same, impoverished relations deserving help, not international censure and isolation. Many South Koreans including some government officials are more worried that Washington could respond to a Pyongyang provocation with military action, plunging the peninsula into war. From South Korea's perspective, "they have two black boxes to deal with the North Koreans and the U.S. government," said a Seoul-based Western diplomat. Which box is blacker? According to a poll published last week by the Munhwa Ilbo daily and the Korea Society Opinion Institute, nearly one in two South Koreans say they would support North Korea if the U.S. launches a military strike without the South's consent. In a poll conducted last year by Seoul-based Research and Research, 39% of respondents said the biggest threat to South Korean national security was the U.S., while 33% said they feared North Korea the most. 


 at: north korea-south korea war

Sports solves North-South tensions

Goal.com 2010. (Goal.com, “South Korea Plan to Hold World Cup Games in North Korea as Part of 2022 Bid.”, April 1, 2010, http://www.goal.com/en/news/14/asia/2010/04/01/1858553/south-korea-plan-to-hold-world-cup-games-in-north-korea-as)

South Korean bid organizers believe that allowing North Korea to host a few games would do wonders for peace on the divided peninsula. The East Asian nation is competing against eight rivals to hold the sporting event in twelve years’ time and is looking for a lasting legacy."It (hosting the World Cup) will contribute greatly to not only the football game itself but to the international situation in and around the Korean peninsula," South Korea bid chairman Han Sung-joo told Reuters.

"We have plans to arrange a couple of games, maybe two or three games to be played in the northern part of Korea."

With the two neighbors technically still at war after the 1953 ceasefire ended the three year Korean War, Han believes that football can succeed where diplomacy and politics have failed. "We don't know exactly what the situation will be by the year 2022, we might be a unified country or we might still be a divided country, either way it will be a good opportunity to bring North Korea into the mainstream of the world and it will contribute to good relations between north and south."

No escalation – US and South Korea are prepared

VOA News 09 (Voice of America News, English, 7/14. “US General Says Forces Ready to Counter North Korean Attack.” http://www.voanews.com/english/2009-07-14-voa58.cfm)

A senior U.S. military commander says American and South Korean forces are prepared to counter any attack from North Korea. General Walter Sharp is urging North Korea's leaders to end provocative acts. General Sharp, the commander of U.S. military forces in South Korea, says he is certain he can defend against any threat from communist North Korea. "The threat as far as on the high end is, of course, the fact that North Korea has so many forces located very close to the demilitarized zone to South Korea," he said. "So we have to be prepared for that type of quick attack and I am absolutely confident that we are and that we would be victorious if there was any attack along those lines." North and South Korea face off across the world's most heavily fortified border. The United States, South Korea's top ally, has nearly 30,000 troops stationed in the country as a deterrent. North Korea devotes much of the country's scarce resources to its large military force. In recent months, Pyongyang has violated United Nations resolutions by launching missiles and testing a nuclear weapon. General Sharp, who spoke by video conference from New York, says American and South Korean forces are ready if any missiles are launched towards targets in the South.

at: nuclear terrorism

No risk of nuclear terrorism – required materials are too difficult to obtain

Calogero 2001 (Co-recipient of the 1995 Nobel Prize… Pugwash Council and Italian Physicist) [Nuclear Terrorism] PugwashOnline: Conferences on Science and World Affairs- http://www.pug wash.org/september11/sept11-calogero.htm

But I believe it is unlikely a subnational terrorist group might get hold of a nuclear weapon, because these instruments of mass destruction -- wherever they exist -- are effectively protected against theft and diversion. It is much easier to get hold of, and to smuggle to the target area, the key material (see below) necessary to manufacture there a nuclear explosive device. This is the topic on which I focus in this contribution.

Most people believe that it is quite difficult to manufacture a nuclear explosive device. They are mistaken. If the key material (see below) were available, a very small group of terrorists -- possibly even a single person -- might manufacture in an apartment or a garage a device which would then have a substantial probability to produce a nuclear explosion comparable to that which destroyed Hiroshima. The number of individuals who master the key knowledge to implement successfully such a project is vast; indeed, it seems to me the individual(s) involved in this enterprise need not have any knowledge of nuclear physics or of engineering that could not be acquired in a few weeks by an intelligent technically educated person from completely open, and easily available, sources (such as encyclopedias); nor would skills be needed beyond those of a competent bricoleur; nor would any significant health hazards be encountered.

What fortunately stands in the way of the realization of such a project is the difficulty to acquire the basic "raw material" to manufacture such a device, namely weapon-grade Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU).

The enrichment of uranium is a difficult and costly technological feat, which only few States master. For instance Saddam Hussein's Iraq tried to produce HEU in the context of a clandestine program to acquire nuclear weapons (in violation of the nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty to which Iraq was a Party), but after spending billions of dollars it managed to produce only gram quantities of HEU.

Hence LEU and HEU are costly commodities. The latter is mainly used for nuclear weapons, and for the reactors of nuclear-propelled submarines which, due to the requirements of compactness, tend to use HEU rather than LEU. Moreover, some small research reactors are fueled by HEU, but few such reactors are still operational, and there is a worldwide policy to phase them out and not to build any one any more.
Impossible for terrorists to deploy nukes
Asia Times 10 [Asia Times Online, 4/16/10, “Terrorism: The nuclear summit’s ‘straw man’”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD16Ak02.html]

In actuality, the threat of terrorists acquiring a working nuclear device are relatively remote. Building nuclear weapons is a complex and resource intensive business; if it were not, more countries would already possess them. 
That leaves the option of stealing a weapon. But pilfering a nuclear weapon is not simply a case of planning a sophisticated smash-and-grab operation. Nuclear weapons have multi-layered security systems, both technological and human. For example, access to nuclear facilities and weapons follows strict chains of command. Warheads are usually stored in several different pieces that require a cross-expertise and technical sophistication to assemble. In addition, they employ security features called Permissive Action Links (PAL) that use either external enabling devices or advanced encryption to secure the weapon. Older security systems include anti-tamper devices capable of exploding the device without a nuclear chain reaction. Not to mention that effectively delivering a nuclear device comes with its own hefty challenges. Thus, there are many serious obstacles to terrorists actually obtaining and setting off a nuclear bomb.
xt: no nuclear terror – can’t obtain

No nuclear terror – development takes too long

Benson 4/13 [Pam Benson, CNN National Security Producer, April 13, 2010, http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/04/13/nuclear.terrorists/index.html]

The president's top counterterrorism adviser says there is indisputable evidence that dozens of terrorist groups have sought weapons of mass destruction. But a U.S. intelligence official who is not authorized to speak for attribution said although al Qaeda clearly wants a nuclear weapons capability, it hasn't gotten very far.
"At this point, they don't appear to have made much progress, but we continue to review every bit of information that comes in to determine whether they've advanced their efforts in any way whatsoever," said the official. "Developing a nuclear device involves a highly sophisticated technical process, and al Qaeda doesn't seem to have mastered it based on what we know now."

No terrorist nukes, can’t get or make them

Milhollin 02 [Wisconsin Project, Gary Milhollin directs the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control in Washington, D.C,” Can Terrorists Get the Bomb”, Contemporary Magazine, pg. 45-49]
In Afghanistan itself, American forces have examined dozens of sites where al Qaeda may have worked on nuclear or radiological weapons. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld cautioned that while it was "unlikely that they have a nuclear weapon," considering "the determination they have, they may very well." Despite the reports, and despite the attendant warnings, the risk that a terrorist group like al Qaeda could get the bomb (or a "dirty" substitute) is much lower than most people think. That is the good news. There is also bad news: the risk is not zero. There are essentially two ways for a terrorist group to lay its hands on a nuclear weapon: either build one from scratch or somehow procure an already manufactured one or its key components. Neither of these is likely.

Materials are secure

Crowley 10 – journalist and political commentator for The New Republic, B.A. from Yale [Michael Crowley, “Nuclear Fallout”, The Nation, April 13, 2010, http://www.tnr.com/article/nuclear-fallout]

Critics may complain that the nuclear summit was a glorified photo-op. But even merely gathering  world leaders to discuss nuclear terrorism is an achievement. As Harvard’s Matt Bunn has noted, some top foreign officials are surprisingly sanguine about the possibility that terrorists could acquire a bomb. In 2002, Anatoliy Kotelnikov, the man in charge of Russia’s nuclear complex, called it “absolutely impossible” for terrorists to create a nuclear bomb even if they were to get their hands on nuclear material. That’s simply wrong, but the dangerous misimpression persists. Bunn argues that convincing foreign leaders to take this threat seriously—getting them to understand that it is something more than the stuff of “24”—is an essential first step to getting their countries to beef up security around their nuclear production, storage, and research sites. “[T]he effort to overcome complacency [is] a fundamental element of a global nuclear security campaign,” Bunn writes in the latest iteration of his annual Securing the Bomb report. In that sense, merely getting people to focus on nuclear terrorism in this way is a step forward.

Of course, Obama’s summit wasn’t simply about symbolism. Ukraine agreed to surrender 90 kilograms of highly enriched uranium (HEU)—enough for terrorists with moderate skills and funding to build several crude nukes; Canada will return a supply of spent nuclear fuel to the United States; Malaysia will tighten its nuclear controls; and Russia agreed to shut down a plutonium factory. Looking ahead, the summit concluded with a communiqué in which the participating nations agreed to a raft of new measures to step up nuclear security and interdiction.

at: nuclear terrorism – theft from turkey

Terrorists unlikely to obtain nuclear weapons or materials from Turkey
Ozcan 10  Yurter Ozcan is a Marcia Robbins-Wilf young scholar in the Turkish Research Program at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. Yurter Ozcan, “New U.S. National Security Strategy and Implications for Turkey”, The Washington Institute for Near East Policy. 5-10-10. Pg 1. (http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=1456). 

Although Gen. Jones did not include Turkey in his remarks; it is possible to draw conclusions that would be directly related to Turkey. In order to prevent terrorists from obtaining nuclear weapons or materials, the Obama administration will continue to seek support from a broad international coalition. As a non-permanent member of the United Nations Security Council and an important ally in the region, Turkey will be looked up as a reliable partner that will act in accordance with such coalition. In this regard, Turkey's possible abstention from voting for sanctions at the UN Security Council will be regarded as negatively as voting against sanctions.

Security checks theft from Turkey

Asia Times 10 [Asia Times Online, 4/16/10, “Terrorism: The nuclear summit’s ‘straw man’”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD16Ak02.html]

In actuality, the threat of terrorists acquiring a working nuclear device are relatively remote. Building nuclear weapons is a complex and resource intensive business; if it were not, more countries would already possess them. 
That leaves the option of stealing a weapon. But pilfering a nuclear weapon is not simply a case of planning a sophisticated smash-and-grab operation. Nuclear weapons have multi-layered security systems, both technological and human. For example, access to nuclear facilities and weapons follows strict chains of command. Warheads are usually stored in several different pieces that require a cross-expertise and technical sophistication to assemble. In addition, they employ security features called Permissive Action Links (PAL) that use either external enabling devices or advanced encryption to secure the weapon. Older security systems include anti-tamper devices capable of exploding the device without a nuclear chain reaction. Not to mention that effectively delivering a nuclear device comes with its own hefty challenges. Thus, there are many serious obstacles to terrorists actually obtaining and setting off a nuclear bomb.
at: pakistan loose nukes

Pakistan Nukes Secure- They’re heavily guarded and de-mated

Jones 09 – journalist for Reuters (Matthew, 11/8. “Pakistan’s Nulcear Weapons are Safe, For Now,”  November 8 2009, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5A70E420091108)

Pakistan's nuclear installations are so well guarded that Islamist militants behind a wave of violence in the country's heartland would find it very hard to storm them and steal material for a nuclear bomb, analysts say.

But the sophistication of recent attacks and their proximity to Pakistan's nuclear infrastructure suggest this risk, while low, remains a cause for worry.

"I don't think it is realistic any more to say there is no threat to these weapons, that they are totally safe," said Professor Shaun Gregory at Britain's University of Bradford.

Heavy conventional guarding, a blanket of secrecy, deliberate deception, the separation of warheads from missiles, and security practices adopted from the United States are all used to protect weapons and nuclear installations.

Pakistan’s Nukes are Safe- separate storage solves
de Borchgrave, 2009, member of the Atlantic Council, is a senior fellow at CSIS and  Editor-at-Large at UPI, Arnaud de Borchgrave, “How Secure are Pakistan’s Nukes?,” August 12 2009, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/how-secure-are-pakistans-nukes
Is Pakistan's nuclear arsenal theft-proof? Former President Pervez Musharraf and his successor Asif Ali Zardari and their army and intelligence chiefs repeatedly have assured both the Bush and Obama administrations that their 80-odd nuclear weapons are as secure as the U.S. arsenal of some 7,000 city busters. The Pakistanis have separated warheads from delivery systems and stored them in different secret locations throughout the second-largest Muslim country in the world after Indonesia. The United States has given Pakistan copies of its own blueprint to ensure full-proof, total safety. Yet Pakistan's secret nuclear storage sites are known to Islamist extremists and have been attacked at least three times over the last two years, according to two recent reputable reports.

at: prolif

Prolif is slow

Tepperman ‘9  (Jonathon, former Deputy Managing Ed. Foreig Affairs and Assistant Managing Ed. Newsweek, Newsweek, “Why Obama should Learn to Love the Bomb”, 44:154, 9-7, L/N)

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

The NPT solves 

Godsberg 2008 [Strategic Posture Review Commission- U.S. Institute of Peace Research Assoc. at Fed. Of American Scientists, Lawyer’s Committee of Nuclear Policy]- Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons [NPT] http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/npt/]

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, also referred to as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), obligates the five acknowledged nuclear-weapon states (the United States, Russian Federation, United Kingdom, France, and China) not to transfer nuclear weapons, other nuclear explosive devices, or their technology to any non-nuclear-weapon state. Nuclear weapon States Parties are also obligated, under Article VI, to "pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." Non-nuclear-weapon States Parties undertake not to acquire or produce nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices. They are required also to accept safeguards to detect diversions of nuclear materials from peaceful activities, such as power generation, to the production of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. This must be done in accordance with an individual safeguards agreement, concluded between each non-nuclear-weapon State Party and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Under these agreements, all nuclear materials in peaceful civil facilities under the jurisdiction of the state must be declared to the IAEA, whose inspectors have routine access to the facilities for periodic monitoring and inspections. If information from routine inspections is not sufficient to fulfill its responsibilities, the IAEA may consult with the state regarding special inspections within or outside declared facilities. The Treaty was opened for signature on 01 July 1968, and signed on that date by the United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and 59 other countries. The Treaty entered into force with the deposit of US ratification on 05 March 1970. China acceeded to the NPT on 09 March 1992, and France acceded on 03 August 1992. In 1996, Belarus joined Ukraine and Kazakhstan in removing and transferring to the Russian Federation the last of the remaining former Soviet nuclear weapons located within their territories, and each of these nations has become a State Party to the NPT, as a non-nuclear-weapon state. In June 1997 Brazil became a State Party to the NPT. The NPT is the most widely accepted arms control agreement; only Israel, India, and Pakistan have never been signatories of the Treaty, and North Korea withdrew from the Treaty in 2003. In accordance with the terms of the NPT, on May 11, 1995 more than 170 countries attended the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference (NPTREC) in New York. Three decisions and one resolution emanated from NPTREC. First, the NPT was extended for an indefinite duration and without conditions. Second, Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament were worked out to guide the parties to the treaty in the next phase of its implementation. Third, an enhanced review process was established for future review conferences. Finally, a resolution endorsed the establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East. There have been no confirmed instances of official states party transfers of nuclear weapon technology or unsafeguarded nuclear materials to any non-nuclear-weapon states party. However, some non-nuclear-weapon states, such as Iraq, were able to obtain sensitive technology and/or equipment from private parties in states that are signatories to the NPT. South Africa conducted an independent nuclear weapons production program prior to joining the NPT, however, it dismantled all of its nuclear weapons before signing the Treaty. In 1994, the United States and North Korea signed an "Agreed Framework" bringing North Korea into full compliance with its non-proliferation obligations under the NPT. In 2003 North Korea announced it was withdrawing from the Treaty effective immediately, and on October 9, 2006 became the eighth country to explode a nuclear device.
at: readiness

Alt cause – recruiting crisis

Kaplan 2008 -Journalist on International relations and Foreign Policy [Dumb and Dumber: The U.S. Army Lower Recruitment Standards…Again] http://www.slate.com/id/2182752
The Army is lowering recruitment standards to levels not seen in at least two decades, and the implications are severe—not only for the future of the Army, but also for the direction of U.S. foreign policy. The latest statistics—compiled by the Defense Department. and obtained through the Freedom of Information Act by the Boston-based National Priorities Project—are grim. They show that the percentage of new Army recruits with high-school diplomas has plunged from 94 percent in 2003 to 83.5 percent in 2005 to 70.7 percent in 2007. (The Pentagon's longstanding goal is 90 percent.) The percentage of what the Army calls "high-quality" recruits—those who have high-school diplomas and who score in the upper 50th percentile on the Armed Forces' aptitude tests—has declined from 56.2 percent in 2005 to 44.6 percent in 2007. In order to meet recruitment targets, the Army has even had to scour the bottom of the barrel. There used to be a regulation that no more than 2 percent of all recruits could be "Category IV"—defined as applicants who score in the 10th to 30th percentile on the aptitude tests. In 2004, just 0.6 percent of new soldiers scored so low. In 2005, as the Army had a hard time recruiting, the cap was raised to 4 percent. And in 2007, according to the new data, the Army exceeded even that limit—4.1 percent of new recruits last year were Cat IVs. These trends are worrisome in at least four ways. First, and most broadly, it's not a good idea—for a host of social, political, and moral reasons—to place the burdens of national defense so disproportionately on the most downtrodden citizens. Second, and more practically, high-school dropouts tend to drop out of the military, too. The National Priorities Project cites Army studies finding that 80 percent of high-school graduates finish their first terms of enlistment in the Army—compared with only about half of those with a General Equivalency Degree or no diploma. In other words, taking in more dropouts is a short-sighted method of boosting recruitment numbers. The Army will just have to recruit even more young men and women in the next couple of years, because a lot of the ones they recruited last year will need to be replaced. Third, a dumber army is a weaker army. A study by the RAND Corporation, commissioned by the Pentagon and published in 2005, evaluated several factors that affect military performance—experience, training, aptitude, and so forth—and found that aptitude is key. This was true even of basic combat skills, such as shooting straight. Replacing a tank gunner who had scored Category IV with one who'd scored Category IIIA (in the 50th to 64th percentile) improved the chances of hitting a target by 34 percent. Today's Army, of course, is much more high-tech, from top to bottom. The problem is that when tasks get more technical, aptitude makes an even bigger difference. In one Army study cited by the RAND report, three-man teams from the Army's active-duty signal battalions were told to make a communications system operational. Teams consisting of Category IIIA personnel had a 67 percent chance of succeeding. Teams with Category IIIB soldiers (who had ranked in the 31st to 49th percentile) had a 47 percent chance. Those with Category IVs had only a 29 percent chance. The study also showed that adding a high-scoring soldier to a three-man team increased its chance of success by 8 percent. (This also means that adding a low-scoring soldier to a team reduces its chance by a similar margin.) Fourth, today's Army needs particularly bright soldiers—and it needs, even more, to weed out particularly dim ones—given the direction that at least some of its senior officers want it to take. When the Army was geared to fight large-scaled battles against enemies of comparable strength, imaginative thinking wasn't much required except at a command level. However, now that it's focusing on "asymmetric warfare," especially counterinsurgency campaigns, such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan, the requirements are different. The crucial engagements—in many ways, the crucial decisions—take place in the streets, door to door, not by armored divisions or brigades but by infantry companies and squads. And when the targets include hearts and minds, every soldier's judgment and actions have an impact.
Readiness is fine, their claims are political bluffs

Isenberg 1995 [Writer on Military, Foreign Policy, and National and World Security Issues] –The Misleading Military “Readiness Crisis” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb-035.html

Some observers have recognized all along that charges of military unreadiness have been false. Rep. Ronald Del- lums (D-Calif.), former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, insists that "there is no short-term readiness problem." Dellums believes the debate is largely driven by politics. "This is the `readiness dance,' where everybody's trying to out-ready the other person. Because if that's the political issue on the table, one side says 'readiness,' the other side says 'more readiness,' and so it's like armament escalation, where everybody wants to pour more money in."(9) 

Skeptics can also be found in the largely overlooked trade press.(10) Perhaps the most revealing admission came from Secretary Perry during testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee in early 1995. Perry conceded that "the forces which are forward deployed overseas [or] are standing in readiness for early deployment--are at histori- cally high rates of readiness. And that history goes back more than 10 years, and it is staying at essentially a constant and a very high level."(11)

Other experts have reached similar conclusions. A report released by the Congressional Budget Office in March 1994 found that "overall, the readiness of deployable units is high now relative to historical levels."(12) Just three months later, the Pentagon's Defense Science Board, chaired by retired Army chief of staff Gen. Edward Meyer, who coined the term "hollow forces" in 1980, released a study on mili- tary readiness. That study found that "the general readi- ness posture of today's conventional and unconventional forces is acceptable in most measurable areas."(13) Ironical- ly, later that year, after critics started charging Clinton with allowing military readiness to decline, General Meyer complained that the continuing emphasis on maintaining peak readiness was hollowing out the force of the future. "It is a near-term, get-through-the-next-couple-of-years [ap- proach], without taking time to look at the future," Meyer warned. "You can't continue to go this route aimlessly. You'll just wind up with a less and less ready force."(14)

at: resource wars

No resource wars – states don’t care

NOW Lebanon 10 [NOW Lebanon, “Improbable War or Impossible Peace?”, February 10, 2010, http://nowlebanon.com/NewsArchiveDetails.aspx?ID=145813]
“Water wars”, “the Blue Gold rush”, “the century of water wars”: These threatening formulas have emerged over the past few years. Future conflicts of varying intensity are predicted, and the control of hydra resources is at stake. 

The 20th century was supposedly that of the black gold wars. Ecological concerns have thus driven futurologists to dub the 21st century “the century of blue gold wars.” So many wars are in sight! One can live without petroleum, but not without water. Yet when looking at things from a historical perspective, one must consider these tragic predictions in context. The enumeration of the acts of violence that are directly linked to the control of aquifers since ancient times leads after much pain to a shorter list of less intense eruptions of violence, including riots and skirmishes between various villages . These are almost systematically localized, isolated, popular acts of violence. Governments are seemingly unwilling to allow themselves to be dragged into conflicts triggered by local problems. The paradox is as follows: The only resource that is indispensable for life generates minor tensions, whereas non-necessary, and even superfluous, resources have given rise to conflicts and inequalities, leading economists to speak of a “natural resources curse.”  

This paradox prevails among Middle Eastern leaders. “With water you can make politics. With land you can make war,” said Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu during a seminar on the sustainable management of water in 1995 . Israeli and Palestinian officials make only a marginal reference to the water issue in their public speeches. This is a long way behind the issue of security for the Israelis, and the issues of refugees, settlements and the status of Jerusalem for the Palestinians. One should certainly keep in mind that such a statement by the Israeli prime minister was politically motivated, but this position is symptomatic of the symbolic value of “land” and the instrumental value of “water”. 

Nevertheless, one should keep in mind that while water is, in all likelihood, not an issue in a future war, it is still a herald of peace. In fact, North Africa and the Arabian Peninsula are the most arid regions of the globe. In the Middle East, Turkey, Iraq, Lebanon and Israel are the only countries that are relatively spared from water shortages. Syria is in a situation of hydric stress. In other words, according to the United Nations, available resources are estimated between 1,000 and 1,700 m3 per individual per year. Other countries in the region suffer from hydric shortage (less than 1,000 m3 per individual per year). The average level of water resources in the region hovers around 1,400 m3 per individual per year. This level will witness a 50% decrease by 2025 due to population growth. Agriculture squanders up to 90% of freshwater supplies compared to a world average of 70% , while industry and domestic use make up the remaining 10%. One of the most contentious issues in the region is Israel’s water consumption, which is several times higher than that of its neighbors due to treaties that grant it privileged access to the region’s hydric resources. Yet these tensions do not underlie the disputes between those countries. The unequal division of water resources is actually just one dimension of these disputes, and not necessarily a dimension that drives crises to escalate.
at: russian economy

Russia’s economy is resilient – strong foreign investment and reserves

Garrels 2008 Roving foreign correspondent for NPR’s foreign desk. (Anne Garrels, “Russia Economy Strong Despite Commodity Fallout”, NPR, September 20, 2008, page 1, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94647099)

For the past six years, Russia's economy has boomed in large part because of soaring prices for oil and metals. Russia is strong in these areas — too strong, though, for a balanced economy.  Russian shares have bled almost 50 percent of their value since May, but many analysts say Russia still remains a resilient economy. And after the Georgia invasion and weeks of harsh, anti-western rhetoric, both Russian President Dmitri Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin have tried to reassure foreign investors. When those commodities prices dropped, Russia's stock market was hit hard.  "The question is if they fall significantly further," says James Fenkner with Red Star Assets in Moscow.  Fenkner is one of the more cautious voices in Moscow, and other analysts like Roland Nash of Renaissance Capital look at other indicators, like direct foreign investment. "The level of foreign investment is twice the per capita of Brazil, four times that of China, and six times that of India this year," Nash says. "The market arguments for Russia are still very good and there is still a lot of money coming in." Too Dependent On Commodities The Russia government recognizes it is too dependent on commodities, and while their prices were high, it amassed huge reserves as a cushion. The country now has a balanced budget and financial analysts predict its economy will continue to grow at about six percent. 

at: soft power

Current civilian spending solves soft power

AFP 07 (Agence France Presse, [U.S. Defense Chief Urges Greater Use of Soft Power] AFP Google: http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM 5i1-FVKEwqEMcOu7agak_FXdCnQtw)

WASHINGTON (AFP) — US Defense Secretary Robert Gates called Monday for a dramatic increase in spending on civilian efforts to project US "soft power" globally through diplomacy, foreign aid and public relations. "We must focus our energies beyond the guns and steel of the military, beyond just our brave soldiers, sailors, marines and airmen," Gates said in a speech at Kansas State University in Manhattan, Kansas. Gates said greater civilian participation was needed for the success of military operations in places like Iraq and Afghanistan but also to head off problems before they turn into conflicts. "What is clear to me is that there is a need for a dramatic increase in spending on civilian instruments of national security -- diplomacy, strategic communications, foreign assistance, civic action, and economic reconstruction and development," he said. Noting the irony of a defense secretary advocating spending on diplomacy, Gates said "I am here to make the case for strengthening our capacity to use 'soft power' and for better integrating it with 'hard power.'" He was particularly scathing about Washington's failure at "communicating to the rest of the world what we are about as a society and a culture." "It is just plain embarrassing that Al-Qaeda is better at communicating its message on the Internet than America," he said. In addition, Gates said the United States needed to develop "a permanent, sizeable cadre of immediately deployable experts with disparate skills" to work alongside the military in trouble spots. The State Department, which is trying to build what it calls a "civilian response corps," has had difficulty filling positions with provincial reconstruction teams in Iraq and Afghanistan. Gates suggested that with just 6,600 professional foreign service officers, the US diplomatic corps is not big enough for the complex challenges that have arisen since the end of the Cold War. New civilian institutions were needed to project America's "soft power," he said. The US military also has to adjust to the reality that it is more likely to find itself fighting guerrillas and terrorists than conventional armies, he said. "These conflicts will be fundamentally political in nature, and require the application of all elements of national power," he said. "Success will be less a matter of imposing one's will and more a function of shaping behavior -- of friends, adversaries, and most importantly, the people in between." In a question and answer session in Kansas that was broadcast at the Pentagon, Gates acknowledged that anti-American sentiment has been high and many countries are ambivalent about US power. But he said "most governments are eager to work with us," citing Russia and China as well as Germany and France. "I'm having to, frankly, review 40 years of biases when dealing with the French," he said. French President Nicolas Sarkozy is "amazingly pro-American and is looking for ways to cooperate with us," he said.
at: south korean diplomacy 

Despite hiccups, South Korean diplomacy is effective now

Chapman 05. Editor of the Midweek. (Don Chapman, “Why the World Needs South Korea Diplomacy to Succeed,” Midweek, August 1, 2005, http://www.midweek.com/content/columns/editorsdesk_article/why_the_world_needs_south_korean_diplomacy_to_succeed/)
South Korea Diplomacy good now, even with difficult North Korea. Chapman 2005A person we can refer to only as a “very high ranking official at the U.S. embassy” told us, “South Koreans are very highly skilled at diplomacy.” And certainly he’s right — through diplomacy the South has been able to bring Kim Jung-Il back to the bargaining table at the Six-Party Talks. This has been no easy task in dealing with a neighbor, a cousin, which a Korea expert at Camp Smith refers to as a “mafia regime” for it’s involvement in the trafficking of humans, drugs and arms, and the production of counterfeit currencies (at which it excels). But South Korea diplomacy has achieved what many though impossible, not just bringing the North back to the table, but also creating for the first time since 1945 a growing sense of trust on the Korean Peninsula. Perhaps there’s no greater sign of Korea’s diplomacy potential than the behind-the-scenes work of Park Sun-Won, senior director of the Office of Strategic Planning at the National Security Office. The other gentleman we met who would be part of the Six-Party Talks, he briefed us at the Blue House — South Korea’s White House — press center. Although Mr. Park was too modest to say so, he was the one who, before his Foreign Secretary met with Kim Jong-Il, asked him to urge the North’s dictator to refer to President Bush for the first time as “Mr. Bush.” Similarly, he suggested to President Roh Moo-hyun that during his June visit to Washington he ask Bush and Vice President Cheney to tone down the hawkish axis-of-evil rhetoric. Both Bush and Kim followed through, and thus were both lured back to the Six-Party Talks and — perhaps more important — to bilateral talks behind the scenes. On such small building blocks can a peace be constructed. And that is why I think diplomacy could be the greatest export of the “Korean Wave” — far more important than all the Korean TV soaps and dramas, more than all the cool technology of Samsung. One day, I hope, the world will look back from the perspective of a unified, democratic Korea and remember South Korean diplomacy as one of the positive forces for peace in the early 21st Century. It certainly has that potential — one carrot, one stick, one changed POV at a time.

at: south korea free trade

Free trade inevitable – the U.S. guarantees

ChannelNewsAsia 10 Channelnewsasia.com, “Obama Unviels Push for South Korea Free Trade Deal”, June 27, 2010, page 1, http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/afp_world_business/view/1066007/1/.html)

US President Barack Obama launched a new initiative Saturday to wrap up a free trade deal with South Korea delayed for three years due to market access problems over American beef and autos.   Obama ordered his officials to complete talks by November, when he visits Seoul for the next G20 summit, so that he can push the deal through Congress and implement it soon after. "I want to make sure that everything is lined up properly by the time I visit Korea in November, and in the few months that follow that, I intend to present it to Congress," Obama said after talks with South Korean President Lee Myung-Bak.   "It is the right thing to do for our country, it is the right thing to do for Korea," the US leader told reporters.   The trade deal signed under Obama's predecessor George W. Bush in June 2007 was touted as the biggest free trade agreement since the 1993 North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). But it hit snags as Obama raised new concerns over market access for US autos and beef in South Korea. Obama has asked US Trade Representative Ron Kirk to start discussions with his Korean counterpart, Kim Jong-hoon, "to resolve the outstanding issues in a way that levels the playing field for US producers," a senior administration official said.   During the past year, Kirk said his office conducted extensive discussions with "stakeholders" and congressional leaders to gain a detailed understanding of their concerns about the agreement. "Now, at President Obama's direction, we look forward to finalizing ways to address these concerns, level the playing field for US workers and producers in the key sectors of autos and beef, and deliver to Americans the jobs and economic opportunity this agreement can bring," Kirk said in a statement.   "I expect to speak to Minister Kim today to express our intention to get to work as quickly as possible." South Korea is the seventh-largest trading partner for the United States. "South Korea has the 14th largest economy in the world, and our ability to compete in that market is critical to preserving and supporting new jobs for Americans," a US trade official said.   "This initiative aims to reverse the declining US market share of Korean imports (and) will contribute to President Obama's goal to double US exports by 2014." Lawmakers from Obama's Democratic party who had campaigned against the deal appear ready to approve it.  "The president's announcement of a concrete plan to move the Korea agreement forward is great news for America's economy," said Democratic Senator Max Baucus, head of the powerful Senate Finance Committee. He called it "the most commercially significant trade agreement in more than a decade." 

Obama’s leadership ensures South Korean free trade
Chan and Calmes 2010 - Chan is an American journalist for the New York Times, and Calmes is an national correspondent. 

(Sewell Chan, Jackie Calmes, “White House to Push Free Trade Deal with South Korea”, New York Times, June 26, 2010, page 1, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/business/global/27trade.html)
TORONTO — The Obama administration announced Saturday that it would ask Congress to ratify a long-stalled free-trade agreement with South Korea after the midterm elections in November. After the meeting with the South Korean president, Lee Myung-bak, Mr. Obama’s aides said they would try to resolve lingering issues by the time of the next G-20 leaders’ talks, to be held in Seoul, South Korea, in November, and present the deal to Congress shortly after the November elections. “We very much welcome and thank President Obama for proposing a date for us to look forward to, and we will work towards that date and objectives,” Mr. Lee said here in Toronto. 

A top White House official said the administration was committed to removing two significant obstacles — Korean restrictions on auto and beef imports — to ratification of the agreement. The United States trade representative, Ron Kirk, said he planned to promptly initiate talks with his Korean counterpart, Trade Minister Kim Jong-hoon, but also pledged to consult with Congress in carrying out the negotiations. President George W. Bush’s administration concluded the agreement in June 2007, but the Democratic leadership in Congress has not acted on it, nor has the Obama administration pressed the issue until now. “President Obama’s leadership in breaking down barriers to commerce couldn’t come at a better time,” said Vikram S. Pandit, the chief executive of Citigroup, who leads a coalition of businesses that have urged ratification of the agreement. He said that the agreement “should lead to increased trade and investments, driving growth and job creation to fuel our economic recovery.” Response from Congress was mixed. 

at: terrorism

No impact – Al Qaeda attacks are fewer and less potent – it’s under pressure from all sides

Beinart 10 [Peter Beinart, Beinart is an associate professor of journalism and political science at the City University of New York and a senior fellow at the New America Foundation, “Amid the Hysteria, a Look at What al-Qaeda Cannot Do”, 1/18/10, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1952315,00.html]

In fact, terrorists have not pulled off another attack on the scale of 9/11 anywhere in the world. A 2007 study by Canada's Simon Fraser University found the global death toll from terrorist attacks has substantially decreased since 2001. While al-Qaeda plots do sometimes succeed — like the double-agent operation that killed seven CIA officers in Afghanistan last month — they have become, Rand terrorism expert Brian Jenkins points out, less frequent and less potent. 

Why can al-Qaeda no longer pull off the big one? For one thing, it's under more pressure. In preparing the 9/11 attacks, the hijackers and their bosses took dozens of international flights and repeatedly opened U.S. bank accounts under their own names. Al-Qaeda operated a document center at the Kandahar airport. All that would be virtually impossible today, as hordes of counterterrorism officials scrutinize financial transactions and cell-phone calls, and drones track al-Qaeda leaders around the clock. And while government no-fly lists remain flawed, at least they exist. Today, the number of suspected terrorists prohibited from boarding a plane in the U.S. is about 4,000. Before Sept. 11, according to al-Qaeda expert Peter Bergen, it was 16.
Al-Qaeda is not just under more pressure from the West. It's also under more pressure from fellow Muslims. Across the greater Middle East, notes Jenkins, governments that once took a passive, or even indulgent, view of al-Qaeda have been frightened into action by jihadist attacks on their soil. Al-Qaeda's butchery has wrecked its image among ordinary Muslims. After jihadists bombed a wedding in Amman in 2005, the percentage of Jordanians who said they trusted bin Laden to "do the right thing" dropped from 25% to less than 1%. In Pakistan, the site of repeated attacks, support for al-Qaeda fell from 25% in 2008 to 9% the next year. In 2007, the Pew Research Center found that in Pakistan, Lebanon, Indonesia and Bangladesh, support for terrorism had dropped by at least half since 2002.

All this means that even in places like Pakistan and Yemen where al-Qaeda or its affiliates retain some organizational presence, it is much harder to train lots of would-be terrorists for complex, mass-casualty attacks. In response, al-Qaeda seems to be relying more on solo operators, people like Abdulmutallab, Fort Hood gunman Major Nidal Malik Hasan and Najibullah Zazi, the Afghan American arrested last year for allegedly plotting to blow up buildings in New York. These lone wolves are harder to catch, but they're also less likely to do massive damage. Al-Qaeda's new motto, according to New York City police commissioner Raymond Kelly, seems to be "If you can't do the big attacks, do the small attacks." Not exactly cause for celebration, but certainly not cause for the hysteria that has gripped Washington since Christmas Day.

at: turkey-pkk conflict

No conflict 

Turkey Defense and Security Report 10 “Executive Summary” Turkey Defense and Security Report 1/1/10 pg 5, EBSCO

We believe momentum is building towards some form of political settlement in Turkey’s long-standing conflict with the terrorist Kurdistan Worker’s Party (PKK). That said, we stress that a quick resolution is not part of our core scenario and highlight several key risks which suggest that recent moves toward conciliation remain tentative at best. A group of 34 militants from the PKK surrendered to the Turkish Army on October 19, claiming that they were laying down their arms to support Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan’s policies to grant ethnic Kurds greater social and cultural rights. After being questioned by ministry of justice officials, all 34 guerrillas were released without charge. Following the release, Erdogan called on all PKK supporters to return to the country, and permanently end the decades-long insurgency.

While a relatively minor tactical victory for the government, the surrender is a positive signal that Ankara’s effort to improve ethnic Kurdish rights is having a positive impact on the conflict.

at: turkish prolif

Turkey will not Proliferate- alliances prove. 

Al-Marashi and Goren, 09. Strategic Insights is a quarterly electronic journal produced by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California., Ibrahim Al-Marashi and Niisu Goren, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation”, Naval Postgraduate School. Center on Contemporary Conflict. April 2009 pg 1 (http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.ht)

Historically Turkey has been a strategic partner and an ally to United States. Turkey is a member to the international arrangements toward non-proliferation of nuclear weapons such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). American policy has consistently asked for Turkey’s support against the potential of Iran’s nuclear weapons capability. The United States has stressed that if Iran were to acquire nuclear weapons, it would threaten Turkey and the Middle East. The two countries, Turkey and the United States, have signed several cooperation agreements and protocols hindering the proliferation and trafficking of WMD. Given that Turkey is situated as a geographical hub for the transit of dual usage materials, the United States sought to aid Turkish customs control. On June 14, 2005, an agreement was signed between Turkey and the United States known as Export Control and Related Border Security Assistance (EXBS) to provide expertise, training, and technological support for export controls, including deliverance of technical equipment that could identity materials that could have WMD applications.[7] In December 2002 The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction was announced by George W. Bush, and was then followed by the inauguration of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) on May 31, 2003. In 2005, the two countries signed a cooperation agreement under which Turkey agreed to join the PSI, a counter-proliferation global initiative to prevent the movement of WMDs, WMD materials and their delivery systems, and related materials. The PSI envisions intelligence, diplomatic, and law enforcement strategies to prevent transfers of these materials to countries and entities of concern. The United States was keen to have Turkey take part in this Initiative, as a means of reinforcing efforts to prevent shipments of missile and nuclear technology from reaching neighboring Iran. Under PSI, Turkey organized a series of exercises under the title “Anatolian Sun” in the Mediterranean in coordination with the United States, France and Portugal in May 2006.[8] Nevertheless, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs sought to allay fears of the exercise stating, “The Anatolian Sun 2006 military exercise does not target any specific country,” most likely directed towards Syria and Iran.[9] On January 24, 2007 the Turkish Grand National Assembly accepted a bill related to the Approval of the Agreement between Turkey and the United States on Enhancing Cooperation for the Facilitation of Assistance for Preventing the Spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction. Mehmet Ali Sahin, deputy prime minister, defended the bill against criticisms in the parliament arguing that it was merely a “technical assistance agreement,” preventing the illegal trade of nuclear, biological, chemical, and radiological weapons, in addition to missile launching systems, and enhancing border security. The opposition Republican’s People Party had called for a quorum to make a decision trying to prevent the enactment of the bill. Sahin of the AKP further defended the bill, arguing that the United States had also signed this agreement with other EU and NATO countries. During the heated debate, Sahin questioned the leader of the opposition, Oymen, saying:

Turkey government’s policy on WMD’s proves Turkey won’t Proliferate. 

Al-Marashi and Goren, 09. Strategic Insights is a quarterly electronic journal produced by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California., Ibrahim Al-Marashi and Niisu Goren, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation”, Naval Postgraduate School. Center on Contemporary Conflict. April 2009 pg 1 (http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.ht)

Turkey’s policy vis-à-vis WMDs and Iran in particular are summarized in the government’s own words as follows: 1.We are following developments with great concern.  Turkey does not want nuclear weapons in her region and believes that grave consequences could be faced at global level if the Middle East is not freed of weapons of mass destruction. 2.Nobody argues that you should be denied the right to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.  Secrecy surrounding your nuclear activities, however, gives rise to anxieties and distrust.  You are working against the expectations of the international community. 3.The process is not evolving in favor of Iran on the international stage.  You should refrain from taking steps that could further escalate tension and rather take actions that you are asked to take. 4.Your political leaders should make decisions consistent with the interests of the Iranian people.  Emphasis should be placed on efforts aimed at finding a solution through diplomatic channels. 5.Turkey is not considering playing a role as a mediator between the two sides.  It could assume such a role only if all the parties ask it to do so. 6.Turkey does not want to see a second crisis in her region following the one witnessed in Iraq. 7.Turkey would comply with any decision that could be made by the UN Security Council regarding Iran and take the same stance as the international community should Iran refuse to cooperate with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) closely and in a transparent manner and to stop its uranium enrichment program.[12] Turkey has been actively mediating between the European Union and Iran, aiming at a multilateral solution that could curb Iranian nuclear efforts, thus ending the nuclear tensions between United States and Iran. Turkey has also professed an interest in a peaceful nuclear program, complementary to its efforts to build nuclear power plants to address growing energy consumption and dependency, inflating oil prices and lack of electricity production.

xt: no turkish prolif

Turkey won’t proliferate – NATO solves the impetus

Al-Marashi and Goren, 09. Strategic Insights is a quarterly electronic journal produced by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California., Ibrahim Al-Marashi and Niisu Goren, “Turkish Perceptions and Nuclear Proliferation”, Naval Postgraduate School. Center on Contemporary Conflict. April 2009 pg 1 (http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/marashiApr09.ht)

Turkey has articulated its fears that it would feel threatened by an Iran with nuclear weapons. It would seem that some Turkish officials have tried to downplay the Iranian threat. For example, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was asked in an interview with an Austrian newspaper, “Mr. Prime Minister, is Turkey also afraid of an Iranian nuclear bomb?” Erdogan replied, “It would be wrong to see that as a threat.  But we are against weapons of mass destruction, wherever they may be located.”[20] However there have been expressed fears in the Turkish governing and security establishment of an Iranian nuclear weapons program. Such sentiments can be attributed to media reports, where one unnamed senior Turkish diplomat said, “We definitely do not want an Iran that has atomic bombs. We do not want nuclear weapons in our region,” or to Defense Minister Vecdi Gonul who said weapons of mass destruction in the hands of neighbors would be a “threat for Turkey.”[21] Turkey’s Deputy Chief of General Staff, General Ergin Saygun also announced the threat Turkey perceived from “the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in the region,” during talks with Israeli officials in Tel Aviv.[22]

Turkey has declared that it is protected under NATO’s common security umbrella, hence its national security and defense doctrine does not include deterrence based on weapons of mass destruction.[23]  

at: u.s.-eu relations

US-EU Relations Resilient- Terror Efforts Prove 

Arce 10 a writer for the Jurist,  University of Pittsburgh School of Law, and Research Assistant, Professor Bernard Hibbitts, Editor-in-Chief of JURIST. Dwyer Arce, “US, EU emphasize human rights in counter-terrorism efforts”, Jurist, June 04, 2010, pg 1. (http://jurist.org/paperchase/2010/06/us-eu-emphasize-human-rights-in-counterterrorism-efforts.php)
 [JURIST] A joint statement [text] issued by the US and EU on Thursday emphasized the need to respect international human rights and religious freedom in counter-terrorism efforts. The EU-US 2010 Declaration on Counter-Terrorism was adopted by the Council of the European Union [official website] and US representatives in Luxembourg. The declaration affirms the commitment of the US and EU governments to combat what was described as criminal and unjustifiable terrorist activity while respecting human rights law and religious freedom and expression. The declaration also calls on states to refrain from the use of racial or religious profiling and to abide by domestic constitutional law. Spanish Interior Minister Alfredo Perez Rubalcaba [official website], whose country holds the EU's rotating presidency, described the declaration as a message to the Islamic world [AFP report] and as establishing a unified US-EU terrorism strategy. Shortly after, the US State Department [official website] issued a statement [text] echoing these sentiments. The declaration comes a day in advance of an EU-Pakistan summit [RFERL report], which will be attended by Pakistani Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani [BBC profile]. 

at: u.s.-iraq relations

US-Iraq relations high now

Laipson 10 [Ellen Laipson, Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council (NIC), Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations, At the NIC, Laipson co-managed the interdisciplinary study Global Trends 2015 and directed the NIC’s outreach to think tanks and research organizations on a wide range of national security topics, “The future of US-Iraq relations”, Stimson Center, http://stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=954]

The official relationship between the United States and Iraq is in transition, governed by the 2008 Strategic Framework Agreement (SFA), which provides the broad architecture for the future.  After a long period of a security-driven relationship, diplomats and private citizens in both countries will now play a more important role in advancing cooperation on matters of mutual interest, such as food security, environment, education, and health.

US-Iraq relations resilient

Saddler 10 [Scott Sadler, An experienced communicator with an in-depth expertise with crisis communications who has served in senior level positions in the Federal government, Capitol Hill, and in a military theater of operation, “A new beginning for US-Iraq relations”, Young Professionals in foreign policy, http://www.ypfp.org/content/new-beginning-us-iraq-relations]
It has been nearly a week since Iraqis stepped into the ballot box and made history once again. Even some Western experts who predicted a 55 percent-60 percent turnout were surprised when the election commission announced that 62 percent of Iraq voted. Partial results released Thursday evening from five of Iraq’s 18 provinces showed Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki with a slight lead. Former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi was doing well in Sunni areas north and west.
Final results may take weeks “setting the stage for intense political maneuvering,” The New York Times predicts. According to the Associated Press [1], “No bloc was expected to gain an outright majority, meaning that those who do well will have to negotiate to form alliances and choose a prime minister.”
In a column [2] on Tuesday, Bret Stephens of The Wall Street Journal offered his impression of the elections: “In the run-up to the vote, the general view among Iraqis and foreign observers alike was that the outcome was “too close to call.” Linger over the words: “Too close to call” has never before been part of the Arab political lexicon.” The New York Times editorial [3] on Tuesday spoke of the Iraqis “tremendous courage and determination.”
The U.S. Ambassador to Iraq, Christopher Hill, called it “a new beginning for the U.S. relationship with Iraq that we hope will stretch for decades to come.”
at: u.s.-japan relations

US – Japan relations are strong and resilient --- rooted in common interest 

AFP, 10 (“US, Japan relations unaffected by Prime Minister's resignation,” Agence France Presse, June 2, 2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jBNtvewQHZM2q35LVUaMKfsQ9ljg) 

WASHINGTON — The White House said Wednesday Japan was one of America's "best friends" in the world, and that the relationship would not be adversely affected by the departure of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama stepped down after a brief tenure disrupted by a political and diplomatic row over a US air base in Japan, after taking office vowing to forge a more equal relationship with Washington."We respect the Japanese political process and Prime Minister Hatoyama?s decision to step down," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. "The selection of Japan's next prime minister is a matter for the Japanese people and political process. "The US-Japan bilateral relationship is very strong and deeply rooted in our common interests and values. "Our alliance has flourished under each Japanese prime minister and US president for the past half century and will continue to strengthen in the years to come," Gibbs said. Earlier, Gibbs's deputy Bill Burton told reporters that Japan was "one of our best friends in the world and that alliance is not going to change as a result of any change in leadership in that country." "We'll watch the political process take its course and be waiting like everybody else to see who the next prime minister will be," Burton said on Air Force One as Obama flew to Pittsburgh.

US-Japan relations strong --- Japan perceives the alliance as vital

MOFA, 10 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs – Japan, “Telephone Conversation Between Prime Minster-Elect Naoto Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama,” June 6, 2010, http://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/announce/2010/6/0606_02.html)
Mr. Naoto Kan, Prime Minister-elect, held a telephone conversation with Mr. Barack Obama, President of the United States on Sunday, June 6 upon the request from the US side. During the telephone conversation, issues such as Japan-U.S. relations, the sinking of the Republic of Korea (ROK) patrol vessel and the Iranian nuclear issue were discussed. President Obama congratulated Prime Minister-elect Kan on his election as the next Prime Minister. In response, Prime Minister-elect Kan thanked President Obama for the telephone call when the President was busy with the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. Prime Minister-elect Kan said that the Japan-U.S. Alliance remains is the cornerstone of Japanese diplomacy. The two leaders agreed to cooperate closely not only on bilateral issues but also on the situation of the Asia-Pacific region as well as global issues, and to make efforts to further deepen and develop the Japan-U.S. Alliance this year, which marks the 50th anniversary of the conclusion of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty (Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between Japan and the United States). Concerning the relocation of the Futenma Air Station, Prime Minister-elect Kan said that Japan will commit to tackling the issue based on the recent agreement. The two leaders confirmed that the two sides will make further efforts on the issue. Prime Minister-elect Kan said the incident of the sinking of the ROK navy patrol vessel is a serious issue concerning the regional security. The two leaders agreed to continue close coordination among Japan, the United States and the ROK in responding to the case. The two leaders affirmed that they share concern over the Iranian nuclear issue and that Japan and the United States will closely cooperate with each other in the issue, including a response at the UN Security Council. The two leaders expressed their wishes to meet again at the G-8 Summit and the G-20 Summit toward the end of June.

New prime minister allows relations reset --- relations will stay high 
Rogin, 10 --- national security and foreign policy staff writer (Josh Rogin, “Will Obama Hit the ‘Reset’ Button on U.S.-Japan Relations?” Foreign Policy – The Cable, June 16, 2010, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/willobama_hit-the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations)
Now that Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has fallen on his sword, and the United States Japan have an opportunity to "reset" their relationship, which suffered due to the personal discord between Hatoyama and President Obama and the lingering dispute over a base in Okinawa. But will they take it? For now, the battle over the Futenma air station seems to be tabled, with the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, pledging to largely stick to the deal struck in 2006. But there are lingering doubts as to whether either Washington or Tokyo is ready to revamp the rest of the alliance, which needs an update as it crosses the 50-year threshold.  So far, Kan seems to be sounding the right notes.  "The new prime minister has done everything possible to underscore the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance," an administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "This is a very complex set of interactions but we're reassured by what we've heard so far from Prime Minister Kan." Japan hands in Washington note that Kan, in his swearing-in remarks, affirmed the U.S.-Japan alliance as "the cornerstone" of his country's diplomacy and pledged to honor the 2006 agreement. But Kan also said he would place equal emphasis on improving ties with China. That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves. As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said. "Japan's a democracy and Hatoyama brought himself down," said Devin Stewart, senior fellow at the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs. So is everything OK now that Kan is in charge? 

at: u.s.-kuwait relations

U.S.-Kuwait relations are fine

Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 2010 “US Department of State.” Background Note:Kuwait 5/4/10

http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/35876.htm 
U.S.-KUWAITI RELATIONS 
The United States opened a consulate in Kuwait in October 1951, which was elevated to embassy status at the time of Kuwait's independence 10 years later. The United States supports Kuwait's sovereignty, security, and independence, as well as its multilateral diplomatic efforts to build greater cooperation among the GCC countries. 
Strategic cooperation between the United States and Kuwait increased in 1987 with the implementation of a maritime protection regime that ensured the freedom of navigation through the Gulf for 11 Kuwaiti tankers that were reflagged with U.S. markings.   The U.S.-Kuwaiti strategic partnership intensified dramatically again after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. The United States spearheaded UN Security Council demands that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait and its authorization of the use of force, if necessary, to remove Iraqi forces from the occupied country. The United States also played a dominant role in the development of the multinational military operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm that liberated Kuwait. The U.S.-Kuwaiti relationship has remained strong in the post-Gulf War period. Kuwait and the United States worked on a daily basis to monitor and to enforce Iraq's compliance with UN Security Council resolutions, and Kuwait has also provided the main platform for Operation Iraqi Freedom since 2003.   Since Kuwait's liberation, the United States has provided military and defense technical assistance to Kuwait from both foreign military sales (FMS) and commercial sources. The U.S. Office of Military Cooperation in Kuwait is attached to the American embassy and manages the FMS program. There are currently 107 open FMS contracts between the U.S. military and the Kuwait Ministry of Defense totaling $8.4 billion. Principal U.S. military systems currently purchased by the Kuwait Defense Forces are Patriot Missile systems, F-18 Hornet fighters, the M1A2 main battle tank, AH-64D Apache helicopter, and a major recapitalization of Kuwait's Navy with U.S. boats.   Kuwaiti attitudes toward American products have been favorable since the Gulf War. In 1993, Kuwait publicly announced abandonment of the secondary and tertiary aspects of the Arab boycott of Israel (those aspects affecting U.S. firms). The United States is currently Kuwait's largest supplier of goods and services, and Kuwait is the fifth-largest market in the Middle East. U.S. exports to Kuwait totaled $2.14 billion in 2006. Provided their prices are reasonable, U.S. firms have a competitive advantage in many areas requiring advanced technology, such as oil field equipment and services, electric power generation and distribution equipment, telecommunications gear, consumer goods, and military equipment. 

at: u.s.-russia relations

US-Russia relations are resilient

Edwards 10 – writer for Canwest News Services (Steven, 6/30. “U.S.-Russia relations weathering spy scandal.” Lexis.)
Gibbs said Obama knew about the spy investigation before he met with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Washington late last week, but did not mention it during their talks. The Obama-Medvedev meeting ended with a U.S. vow of support for
Russia's bid to join the World Trade Organization.

Relations strong now

Raum and Burns 10 reporters of The Huffington Post. Tom Raum and Rober Burns, “New US-Russia Nuclear Pact: Obama, Medvedev Sign Off on ‘Landmark’ Arms Accord, The Huffington Post, 3/26/10, pg 1 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/03/26/new-usrussia-nuclear-pact_n_514528.html)

WASHINGTON — The U.S. and Russia sealed the first major nuclear weapons treaty in nearly two decades Friday, agreeing to slash the former Cold War rivals' warhead arsenals by nearly one-third and talking hopefully of eventually ridding a fearful world of nuclear arms altogether. President Barack Obama said the pact was part of an effort to "reset" relations with Russia that have been badly frayed. And at home the agreement gave him the biggest foreign policy achievement of his presidency, just days after he signed the landmark health care overhaul that has been his domestic priority. Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev will sign the agreement April 8 in Prague, where Obama gave a major speech on doing away with nuclear arms one year ago. The city is the capital of the Czech Republic, a former Soviet satellite and now a NATO member. If ratified by the Senate and by Russia's legislature, the reductions still would leave both countries, by far the world's largest nuclear powers, with immense arsenals – and the ability to easily annihilate each other. Together, the United States and Russia possess about 95 percent of the world's nuclear weapons, according to the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation. Still, Obama called the pact a step toward "the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons." He said nuclear weapons "represent both the darkest days of the Cold War, and the most troubling threats of our time." Agreed Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov, "Both parties see the ultimate goal in building a nuclear-free world." No one sees that any time soon. But U.S. leaders noted that the agreement came shortly before Obama was to host an international conference on nuclear proliferation in Washington. U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon called the treaty an "important milestone" and said he believed it would "add a significant impetus" to a U.N. conference in May to review the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. "We have turned words into action," Obama said at the White House after completing the agreement in a morning phone call with Medvedev. The White House said it was their 14th meeting or phone call on the issue. The United States hopes the 10-year agreement will lead to better cooperation on other issues, such as a unified U.S.-Russian stance against the development of nuclear weapons by Iran. Ratification in the Senate will require 67 votes, two-thirds of the senators, meaning Obama will need support from Republicans, something he's found hard to come by on other issues. Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana, a leading Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, welcomed Friday's announcement. Lugar, who is influential among fellow GOP senators as an arms control expert, said he looked forward to receiving the treaty so that the committee could hold hearings and "work quickly to achieve ratification." Under the agreement, which would replace and expand on a landmark 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty that expired in December, the two former Cold War foes would cut their arsenals of nuclear warheads to 1,550 – from the 2,200 previously permitted – over seven years. It would also trim the number of allowable missiles and bombers capable of carrying the warheads to targets. "With this agreement, the United States and Russia – the two largest nuclear powers in the world – also send a clear signal that we intend to lead," Obama said.

The spy incident proves US-RUSSIA relations resilient. 

Nesnera, 10. Author or the Voice of America, a trusted source of news and information since 1942. Andre de Nesnera, “Spy Scandal Will Not Derail US-Russia Relations, Analysts Say”, 6-29-10. Voice of America. Pg 1. (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."

at: u.s.-south korea relations

U.S. South Korean relations strong – Lee ensures

Zissis and Lee 2008 Zissis is a journalist with a masters in Latin American studies and international affairs. Lee is a journalist and a member of the Council of Foreign Relations. (Carin Zissis and Youkyung Lee, “The US and South Korea Relations”, Council on Foreign Relations, April 14, 2008,

http://www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html)

Introduction

The longstanding U.S.-South Korea alliance, originally established during the early years of the Cold War as a bulwark against communist expansion in Asia, has undergone a series of transformations in recent years. Since 1998, when political power passed for the first time from the dictatorial ruling party to the political opposition, the United Democratic Party, successive UDP governments have steered a more independent course from Washington, sometimes leading to friction. During the tenure of President George W. Bush, the once solid alliance went through a difficult period. Among the many issues that bedeviled ties was disagreement over how to handle Pyongyang’s erratic behavior, a generational divide in South Korea on the alliance and the U.S. military presence that underpins it, an ascendant China, and disagreements during bilateral trade negotiations. In 2007, the countries signed a bilateral free trade accord and agreed to a rearrangement of the military command structure that gives Seoul a greater say in its own defense. They also narrowed their differences on North Korea policy. In 2007, a conservative, Lee Myung-bak of the Grand National Party, won South Korea’s presidency, and his party followed up with victories in 2008 parliamentary elections, ending two decades of UDP dominance. Lee strongly supports the U.S. free trade agreement and takes a harder line on North Korea unlike his two predecessors.
What is the history of U.S.-South Korea relations?

When Japan lost control of Korea at the end of World War II, the United States and the Soviet Union split the peninsula into two territories pending promised national elections, which never took place. Instead, after Moscow and Washington failed to agree on a way forward, the United Nations in 1948 declared the Republic of Korea (ROK), with its capital in Seoul, as the only legitimate government on the peninsula. The Soviets rejected that assertion, and in 1950, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) invaded. The United States, heading up UN forces, came to the aid of South Korea. War ensued until 1953, when a cease-fire froze the front line at roughly the thirty-eighth parallel.

In 1954, the United States and South Korea signed the ROK/U.S. Mutual Security Agreement, in which they agreed to defend each other in the event of outside aggression. In 1978, the two countries formed the Combined Forces Command (CFC), based in Seoul and with a U.S. general at the helm, to defend South Korea. “For decades it was the threat from North Korea that was the glue that held the alliance together,” says Donald P. Gregg, chairman of the Korea Society and former U.S. ambassador to South Korea. But the South, ruled largely by U.S.-backed authoritarian regimes until the 1990s, underwent a shift in attitude toward North Korea under liberal administrations from 1998 to 2007. President Lee has promised better ties with the United States.

at: u.s.-turkey relations

US-Turkish Relations decline inevitable – Divergent interests
Schenker 09  David Schenker is the Aufzien fellow and director of the Program on Arab Politics at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. David Schenker, “A NATO without Turkey”, The Washington Institute for the Near East Policy. 11-5-09, pg 1. (http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=1374) 

The European Union has long debated the merits of Turkish EU membership. But now, nearly a decade after Islamists took the reins of power in Ankara, the central question is no longer whether Turkey should be integrated into Europe's economic and political structure, but rather whether Turkey should remain a part of the Western defense structure.  Recent developments suggest that while Turkey's military leadership remains committed to the state's secular, Western orientation and the defining principles of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the civilian Islamist government led by the Justice and Development Party (AKP) seems to have different ideas. Ankara is increasingly pursuing illiberal policies at home, for instance by attacking independent media, while aligning itself with militant, anti-western Middle East regimes abroad.   The latest demonstration of Ankara's political shift was its cancellation last month of Israel's long-standing participation in NATO military exercises in Turkey. Even worse, on the same day Israel was disinvited, Turkey announced imminent military exercises with Syria, a member of the U.S. list of "State Sponsors of Terrorism." These developments came just weeks after Ankara and Damascus established a "senior strategic cooperation council." These developments could signal the beginning of the end of Turkey's close military and economic cooperation with the Jewish state.   Ankara is simultaneously moving closer to the mullocracy in Tehran, even though the Islamic Republic is undermining stability in Afghanistan and Iraq by providing insurgents in both countries with explosives that are killing NATO and U.S. soldiers. The Iranian regime is also threatening to annihilate Israel, the very state Turkey is now distancing itself from. And yet Turkey and Iran have signed several security cooperation agreements over the past few years, and just two months ago, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan hinted he would oppose sanctions against Iran, saying he "firmly believe[d] that the international community's concern over Iran's nuclear program should be eased." This past June, Turkish President Abdullah Gul was among the first to call Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to congratulate him on his fraudulent re-election.   Meanwhile at home, individual liberty and rule of law have gone by the wayside. The Islamist government -- in an effort to silence critics -- attempts to bankrupt the independent and secularist Turkish media through extra-legal tax fines. The AKP government has also targeted political opponents by arresting them on dubious charges of attempting to overthrow the government.   Ankara's dramatic policy transformation seems inconsistent with the fundamental values that underpin the alliance. NATO partners are bound by the principles articulated in the 1949 charter, which affirm member states' "desire to live in peace with all peoples and all governments...[a] determin[ation] to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law." Member states are also committed to "seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area."   As Ankara's politics shift, Turkey's willingness to take on politically difficult NATO missions could also diminish, bringing into question the commitment to "collective defense." While Turkey has deployed troops to the NATO mission in Afghanistan, it's unclear that Ankara would support NATO efforts to stem Russian pressure westward in Latvia or Lithuania. Judging from Turkey's equivocal position on Russia's 2008 invasion of Georgia, it seems unlikely that Turkey today would even consent to training missions in the Baltic States. Justifying his tilt toward Moscow, Mr. Erdogan said "we have an important trade volume [with Russia]. We would act in line with what Turkey's national interests require."   While Ankara's politics have changed, the military's pro-Western disposition reportedly has not. But over the past decade, the dynamics between the politicians and the general staff have been transformed. For better or worse, Western pressures have compelled the Turkish military to remain in the barracks, and refrain from interfering in political developments. Today, the Turkish military can do little but watch as the secular, democratic, pro-Western republic established by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk in the early 1900s is undermined.   While it's still too early to write Turkey out of NATO, in the not so distant future, the alliance will reach a decision point. In 2014, NATO's next generation fighter plane, the Joint Strike Fighter, will be delivered. Given the direction of Turkish politics, serious questions must be asked about whether the Islamist government in Ankara can be trusted with the highly advanced technology.   It's time that NATO start thinking about a worst case scenario in Turkey. For even if the increasingly Islamist state remains a NATO partner, at best, it seems Turkey will be an unreliable partner. Since the 1930s, the country has been a model of modernization and moderation in the Middle East. But absent a remarkable turnaround, it would appear that the West is losing Turkey. Should this occur, it would constitute the most dramatic development in the region since the 1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran. 

at: u.s.-china war

No chance of US – Sino war --- no incentive for China

Bremmer, 10 – president of Eurasia Group and author (Ian Bremmer, “China vs. America: Fight of the Century,” Prospect, March 22, 2010, http://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/2010/03/china-vs-america-fight-of-the-century/)

China will not mount a military challenge to the US any time soon. Its economy and living standards have grown so quickly over the past two decades that it’s hard to imagine the kind of catastrophic event that could push its leadership to risk it all. Beijing knows that no US government will support Taiwanese independence, and China need not invade an island that it has largely co-opted already by offering Taiwan’s business elite privileged investment opportunities.
No US-Sino War --- China lacks the initiative and projection capability 

Bitzinger & Desker, 08 – senior fellow and dean of S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies respectively (Richard A. Bitzinger, Barry Desker, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, December 2008, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com-/678328_731200556_906256449.pdf) 
Overall, most Western assessments agree that the PLA has made considerable progress over the past decade in adding new weapons to its arsenal, and that China has noticeably improved its military capabilities in several specific areas – particularly missile attack, power projection over sea and in the air, and information warfare. Most predict that Chinese military power relative to its likely competitors in the Asia-Pacific region – especially Taiwan – and the United States will continue to increase significantly over the next ten to 20 years. There are, however, some striking differences of opinion when it comes to interpreting the significance of these hardware developments. Many Western analysts assert that the PLA continues to suffer from considerable deficiencies and weaknesses that limit its ability to constitute a major military threat: in spite of all its efforts, China is still at least two decades behind the United States in terms of defence capabilities and technology. In particular, the PLA still lacks the logistical and lift capacity – both by sea and by air – for projecting force much beyond its borders. China also lags far behind the West in areas such as C4I architectures and surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Some therefore argue that China’s current rearmament programme is an incremental, long-term modernisation process that must be understood in the context of competing force-modernisation activities taking place among China’s likely rivals.

at: u.s.-iran war

No war with Iran – they’re rational and fear the consequences

Sydney Morning Herald 10 [Sydney Morning Herald, “Mutually Assured Destruction”, 3/6/10, http://www.smh.com.au/world/mutually-assured-destruction-20100305-por3.html
What, then, was to be made of this from Barak, while visiting Washington recently: ''I don't think the Iranians, even if they got the bomb, would drop it in the neighbourhood - they fully understand what might follow.''

He went further, tracing an analytical arc that cut through the Peres depiction of a mad mullah with his finger on the button in Tehran. ''They are radical, but not totally crazy,'' Barak said. ''They have a quite sophisticated decision-making process and they understand reality.''

at: u.s.-north korea war

No war – neither side wants escalation

Colin Robinson and Rear Adm. (Ret.) Stephen H. Baker, 2003. Research Analyst and Senior Fellow Center for Defense Information. “Stand-off with North Korea: War Scenarios and Consequences,” http://www.cdi.org/north-korea/north-korea-crisis.pdf.

Despite the large number of worrying possibilities and the numerous North Korean military demonstrations outlined above, the chances of immediate military conflict as a result of the current crisis between the DPRK and the United States are low. There is little political support for U.S. military action within the new South Korean government, and the United States has several times downplayed talk of military action. If Washington were to decide military action is necessary, U.S. officials would face the challenge of convincing their South Korean counterparts – while also contending with the requirements of troops in Iraq, which have drawn off great amounts of the personnel and material most critical for military action on the Korean Peninsula. Furthermore, there is the question of the DPRK’s likely possession of nuclear weapons. Given its restraint from major overt military action in the last decades, as well as the amount of international attention the United States is trying to force onto the issue, the DPRK is unlikely to initiate military action itself.
at: u.s.-russia war

No risk of U.S.-Russian war – Russia is not a threat 

Bandow 08 (Doug, former senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former columnist with Copley News Service, 3/7. “Turning China into the Next Big Enemy.” http://www.antiwar.com/bandow/?articleid=12472)

In fact, America remains a military colossus. The Bush administration has proposed spending $515 billion next year on the military; more, adjusted for inflation, than at any time since World War II. The U.S. accounts for roughly half of the world's military outlays. Washington is allied with every major industrialized state except China and Russia. America's avowed enemies are a pitiful few: Burma, Cuba, Syria, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea. The U.S. government could destroy every one of these states with a flick of the president's wrist. Russia has become rather contentious of late, but that hardly makes it an enemy. Moreover, the idea that Moscow could rearm, reconquer the nations that once were part of the Soviet Union or communist satellites, overrun Western Europe, and then attack the U.S. – without anyone in America noticing the threat along the way – is, well, a paranoid fantasy more extreme than the usual science fiction plot. The Leninist Humpty-Dumpty has fallen off the wall and even a bunch of former KGB agents aren't going to be able to put him back together.
No Russia war—threats are just posturing

Canwest 3/17/09 (Canwest News Service, “Russia's militarization may be sabre-rattling: expert.” Peter O’Neil. Lexis.)
Russian sabre-rattling increased Tuesday as President Dmitry Medvedev, complaining of a threat by the U.S.-dominated North Atlantic Treaty Alliance at its borders, promised a ``large-scale'' expansion of his country's conventional and nuclear arsenal. Russia has also spoken openly about vague plans to locate long-range strategic bombers in either Cuba or Venezuela, evoking chilling memories of the Cuban Missile Crisis that took the world to the brink of nuclear war in 1962. But two analysts told Canwest News Service that much of the noise from Russia, a country facing particularly difficult economic woes due to plunging energy prices, amounts to posturing directed at both domestic and international audiences. ``The Russian bear is lean and hungry in these hard times. But its teeth are in danger of falling out, and it can do little more than growl,'' said Fen Hampson, of the Norman Paterson School of International Affairs in Ottawa, in an e-mail.


