NO WAR

Great power war is obsolete and small conflicts will not escalate—many reasons

MANDELBAUM 1999 (Michael, Professor of American Foreign Policy, Johns Hopkins University; Director, Project on East-West Relations, Council on Foreign Relations, “Transcript: is Major War Obsolete?” Transcript of debate with John Mearsheimer, CFR, Feb 25, http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10/)

My argument says, tacitly, that while this point of view, which was widely believed 100 years ago, was not true then, there are reasons to think that it is true now. What is that argument? It is that major war is obsolete. By major war, I mean war waged by the most powerful members of the international system, using all of their resources over a protracted period of time with revolutionary geopolitical consequences.

There have been four such wars in the modern period: the wars of the French Revolution, World War I, World War II, and the Cold War. Few though they have been, their consequences have been monumental. They are, by far, the most influential events in modern history. Modern history which can, in fact, be seen as a series of aftershocks to these four earthquakes.

So if I am right, then what has been the motor of political history for the last two centuries that has been turned off? This war, I argue, this kind of war, is obsolete; less than impossible, but more than unlikely. What do I mean by obsolete? If I may quote from the article on which this presentation is based, a copy of which you received when coming in, “ Major war is obsolete in a way that styles of dress are obsolete. It is something that is out of fashion and, while it could be revived, there is no present demand for it. Major war is obsolete in the way that slavery, dueling, or foot-binding are obsolete. It is a social practice that was once considered normal, useful, even desirable, but that now seems odious. It is obsolete in the way that the central planning of economic activity is obsolete. It is a practice once regarded as a plausible, indeed a superior, way of achieving a socially desirable goal, but that changing conditions have made ineffective at best, counterproductive at worst.”

Why is this so? Most simply, the costs have risen and the benefits of major war have shriveled. The costs of fighting such a war are extremely high because of the advent in the middle of this century of nuclear weapons, but they would have been high even had mankind never split the atom. As for the benefits, these now seem, at least from the point of view of the major powers, modest to non-existent. The traditional motives for warfare are in retreat, if not extinct. War is no longer regarded by anyone, probably not even Saddam Hussein after his unhappy experience, as a paying proposition.

And as for the ideas on behalf of which major wars have been waged in the past, these are in steep decline. Here the collapse of communism was an important milestone, for that ideology was inherently bellicose. This is not to say that the world has reached the end of ideology; quite the contrary. But the ideology that is now in the ascendant, our own, liberalism, tends to be pacific.

Moreover, I would argue that three post-Cold War developments have made major war even less likely than it was after 1945. One of these is the rise of democracy, for democracies, I believe, tend to be peaceful. Now carried to its most extreme conclusion, this eventuates in an argument made by some prominent political scientists that democracies never go to war with one another. I wouldn’t go that far. I don’t believe that this is a law of history, like a law of nature, because I believe there are no such laws of history. But I do believe there is something in it. I believe there is a peaceful tendency inherent in democracy.

Now it’s true that one important cause of war has not changed with the end of the Cold War. That is the structure of the international system, which is anarchic. And realists, to whom Fareed has referred and of whom John Mearsheimer and our guest Ken Waltz are perhaps the two most leading exponents in this country and the world at the moment, argue that that structure determines international activity, for it leads sovereign states to have to prepare to defend themselves, and those preparations sooner or later issue in war.

I argue, however, that a post-Cold War innovation counteracts the effects of anarchy. This is what I have called in my 1996 book, The Dawn of Peace in Europe, common security. By common security I mean a regime of negotiated arms limits that reduce the insecurity that anarchy inevitably produces by transparency-every state can know what weapons every other state has and what it is doing with them-and through the principle of defense dominance, the reconfiguration through negotiations of military forces to make them more suitable for defense and less for attack.

Some caveats are, indeed, in order where common security is concerned. It’s not universal. It exists only in Europe. And there it is certainly not irreversible. And I should add that what I have called common security is not a cause, but a consequence, of the major forces that have made war less likely. States enter into common security arrangements when they have already, for other reasons, decided that they do not wish to go to war.

Well, the third feature of the post-Cold War international system that seems to me to lend itself to warlessness is the novel distinction between the periphery and the core, between the powerful states and the less powerful ones. This was previously a cause of conflict and now is far less important. To quote from the article again, “ While for much of recorded history local conflicts were absorbed into great-power conflicts, in the wake of the Cold War, with the industrial democracies debellicised and Russia and China preoccupied with internal affairs, there is no great-power conflict into which the many local conflicts that have erupted can be absorbed. The great chess game of international politics is finished, or at least suspended. A pawn is now just a pawn, not a sentry standing guard against an attack on a king.”
Even inflated threat perceptions and miscalculation will not result in war—there are multiple disincentives to major war and nothing to gain

MUELLER 1988 (John, Professor of Political Science at the University of Rochester, International Security, Fall)

The argument thus far leads to the conclusion that stability is overdetermined—that the postwar situation contains redundant sources of stability.  The United States and the Soviet Union have been essentially satisfied with their lot and, fearing escalation to another costly war, have been quite willing to keep their conflicts limited.  Nuclear weapons may well have enhanced this stability—they are certainly dramatic reminders of how horrible a big war could be.  But it seems highly unlikely that, in their absence, the leaders of the major powers would be so unimaginative as to need such reminding.  Wars are not begun out of casual caprice or idle fancy, but because one country or another decides that it can profit from (not simply win) the war—the combination of risk, gain, and cost appears preferable to peace.  Even allowing considerably for stupidity, ineptness, miscalculation, and self-deception in these considerations, it does not appear that a large war, nuclear or otherwise, has been remotely in the interest of the essentially-contented, risk-averse, escalation-anticipating powers that have dominated world affairs since 1945.

It is conceivable of course that the leadership of a major power could be seized by a lucky, clever, risk-acceptant, aggressive fanatic like Hitler; or that an unprecedentedly monumental crisis could break out in an area, like Central Europe, that is of vital importance to both sides; or that a major power could be compelled toward war because it is consumed by desperate fears that it is on the verge of catastrophically losing the arms race.  It is not obvious that any of these circumstances would necessarily escalate to a major war, but the existence of nuclear weapons probably does make such an escalation less likely; thus there are imaginable circumstances under which it might be useful to have nuclear weapons around.  In the world we’ve actually lived in, however, those extreme conditions haven’t come about, and they haven’t ever really even been in the cards.  This enhancement of stability is, therefore, purely theoretical—extra insurance against unlikely calamity.
Escalation is unlikely

Fettweis ‘ 06(Christopher J. Fettweis National Security Decision Making Department, US  Naval War College “A Revolution in International Relation Theory: Or, What If Mueller Is Right?” International Studies Review Volume 8. No. 4, December 2006 

http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/InboundService.do?SID=3Bp242AnlnB2hoEf4Ek&product=WOS&UT=000278943200011&SrcApp=Summon&DestFail=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.webofknowledge.com&Init=Yes&action=retrieve&Func=Frame&customersID=SerialsSolutions&SrcAuth=SerialsSolutions&IsProductCode=Yes&mode=FullRecord)

Definitions are often the last refuge of academic scoundrels-many IR theories deal with potentially contradictory information by simply refining or redefining the data under consideration. Perhaps the best way to avoid this pitfall is to err on the side of inclusion, expanding the analysis as broadly as possible. While the obso- lescence-of-major-war argument clearly covers the kind of catastrophic wars that Mandelbaum analyzes, any big war between industrialized, powerful states would render the proposition false. At its essence, like pornography, one knows major war when one sees it. Major powers will likely occasionally deem it in their interest to strike the minor, and at times small, states, especially those led by nondemocratic, unenlightened leaders. But societal unease at the continuation of small wars-such as those in Afghanistan and Iraq or between poor, weak states like Ethiopia and Eritrea-should be ameliorated by the knowledge that, for the first time in history, world war is exceedingly unlikely. 

No risk of war, population is still increasing and there is no risk from terrorism
Fettweis ‘ 06(Christopher J. Fettweis National Security Decision Making Department, US  Naval War College “A Revolution in International Relation Theory: Or, What If Mueller Is Right?” International Studies Review Volume 8. No. 4, December 2006 

http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/InboundService.do?SID=3Bp242AnlnB2hoEf4Ek&product=WOS&UT=000278943200011&SrcApp=Summon&DestFail=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.webofknowledge.com&Init=Yes&action=retrieve&Func=Frame&customersID=SerialsSolutions&SrcAuth=SerialsSolutions&IsProductCode=Yes&mode=FullRecord)
Global pessimism might be tempered by a bit of historical perspective: Today afar greater percentage of the world's population lives in peace than at any time before in history. As discussed above, the number and intensity of all types of warfare have dropped steadily since the early 1990s, which is especially significant when one considers the rapid increase in population over the same period. When World War Two began, the total global population was around 2.3 billion, the vast majority of whom lived in societies that were touched in some way by the war. Over four billion souls have been added to the world since, including almost a billion in the 1990s alone (US Bureau of the Census 2000). This unprecedented exponential population growth in big and small states has not led to Malthusian clashes for resources in most areas of the world, despite decades of predictions to the contrary (Homer-Dixon 1999; Kaplan 2000; Klare 2001). Although a few minor wars and terrorist attacks have occurred since 9/11, it seems as if more citizens of the twenty-first century will lead mundane, peaceful lives than in any that came before, bothered perhaps by quiet desperation but not by the violence of war. This is a nontrivial statistic. War and conflict may grab the headlines, but conflict is not a daily fact of life for the vast majority of the people on this planet; indeed, the percentage of those for whom it remains a reality is steadily shrinking. This under- reported proliferation of peace is especially apparent for those fortunate citizens of the great powers, 100% of whom have been free of major war for a half-century. In addition, although this is more difficult to measure, the percentage of people living without even the threat of war, especially major war, seems to be higher today than at any time in the past. The populations of the great powers have been experiencing an unprecedented era of peace, despite the attempts of a small group of violent nonstate actors to disrupt their lives. Terrorists "win" only if Western society forgets the good news that the last 15 years have brought. This century is likely to be a significant improvement over its predecessor for the vast majority of the world's people. In point of fact, ours should be an age of unprecedented optimism rather than one marked by the tension created by a tiny cabal of terrorist sociopaths. After all, although the bin Ladens of the world (and the Charles Taylors, Timothy McVeighs, Shoko Asaharas, etc.) have demonstrated that they can kill a large number of people in horrifyingly dramatic ways, they cannot overthrow a government, cause a state to collapse, or kill entire populations. And they most certainly cannot inject instability into the emerging zone of peace. 
Major war has become impossible.

Fettweis ‘ 06(Christopher J. Fettweis National Security Decision Making Department, US  Naval War College “A Revolution in International Relation Theory: Or, What If Mueller Is Right?” International Studies Review Volume 8. No. 4, December 2006 
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Mueller (1995:14) described the tendency of people to romanticize the past, elevating prior ages over the present, even if today for the first time there is no danger of major, cataclysmic war. Human beings have a tendency to look backward with misty eyes, to see the past as much more benign, simple, and innocent than it really was. … That is, no matter how much better the present gets, the past gets better in reflection, and we are, accordingly, always notably worse off than we used to be. Golden ages, thus, do happen, but we are never actually in them: they are always back there somewhere (or, sometimes, in the ungraspable future). "As big problems … become resolved, "Mueller (1995:8) argues, "we tend to elevate smaller ones, sometimes by redefinition or by raising standards, to take their place." Today a golden age of peace may well be dawning, but human nature might make it impossible for both citizens and scholars to appreciate its benefits. Widespread recognition of fundamental changes in state behavior often occurs slowly—after all, long-held beliefs take time to change. Too many analysts have made deep emotional and intellectual investments based upon assumptions of static and unchanging behavior across regions and eras for there to be much rapid evolution in IR theory. In this case, the international system may be demonstrating a potential to change greater than that of the scholars who spend their lives observing it. But one point seems incontrovertible: if, indeed, major war has become obsolete, then the field of IR cannot remain simultaneously unchanged and accurate. The implications of great power peace would be hard to overestimate. In fact, only a few observers inside and outside the academy seem to have grasped the possibility that the world stands at the edge of such a golden age, terrorist incidents notwithstanding. "Here at the end of the 20th century," the late historian Stephen Ambrose (1999) argued toward the end of his life, "we once again live in a time where it is possible to believe in progress, to believe that things will get better.""Things" have gotten better for the vast majority of the world's people, a higher percentage of whom live in peace than at any time in history. And most importantly, none are experiencing major war. For the first time in history, it is possible to believe they never will.
NO WAR-DEMOCRACY
Democracies don’t go to war 
MANDELBAUM 1999 professor of American foreign policy at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced Int’l Studies, director of East-West project at the council on foreign relations, 1999
(Michael, “Is Major War Obsolete?” pp. 6-7)

Sovereign states are pushed towards an economic rather than a military emphasis because they are governed by democratic principles. The first and, for debellicisation, the most relevant of these principles is popular sovereignty, control of the government by the populace. Most people are more interested in becoming wealthy than in risking their lives in war. Yet another reason for the obsolescence of major war at the twentieth century’s close, therefore, is the fact that a growing number of sovereign states are increasingly democratic. To be sure, the trend is neither uniform nor irreversible. Few of the states that it touched faithfully replicated the Westminster model of parliamentary government. The trend towards the conduct of public affairs according to the rule of law, with due consideration for the rights of all – that is, the trend toward liberal democracy – was considerably weaker.16 Nonetheless, the tendency for governments to be chose by election rather than through the hereditary principle or by force of arms was, after the Cold War, pronounced. Democracies tend not to go to war, at least not with one another. While the association of democratic political systems with peaceful international conduct may not rise to the level of a Newtonian law of history, neither can the post-1945 absence of armed conflict between and among democracies reasonably be classified as completely coincidental, or due entirely to the exigencies of the period’s geopolitics. The correlation is not wholly spurious.17 Democracy presents institutional obstacles to war by empowering the part of society that, in the twentieth century, pays the highest price for conflict: the public. It mandates the open conduct of public business, making surprise attacks more difficult to launch. It often establishes a division of power among different bodies, making any decision, including a decision for war, time-consuming. Standard features of democratic government – elections, transparency, and the separation of powers – make the infernal machine of war difficult to operate. The democratic version of that machine is noisy, it has many moving parts, and the parts themselves can rebel against the operators. Democracy has, moreover, a cultural affinity with peace: the standard procedures of compromise, accommodation and the peaceful resolution of disputes within the border of a democracy, when extended to relations with other sovereign states, reduce the chance of armed conflict. Democratic politics contribute to warlessness in yet another way. They help to weaken the effects of, although they do not eliminate, the one cause of war that has survived the twentieth century intact, the cause that stands, in the eyes of some, as the chief obstacle to universal debellicisation: the structure of international politics.

Democracies preclude the escalation of conflict

Gochman et al. ’97 (Charles S. Gochman Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pittsburgh, Henry S. Farber is the Hughes Rogers Professor of Economics at Princeton University. Joanne Gowa is Professor of Politics at Princeton University “Democracy and Peace” Volume 21 number 3 http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF 8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Democracy+and+peace&rft.jtitle=INTERNATIONAL+SECURITY&rft.au=Gochman%2C+CS&rft.au=Farber%2C+HS&rft.au=Gowa%2C+J&rft.date=1997-01-01&rft.pub=M+I+T+PRESS&rft.issn=0162-2889&rft.volume=21&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=177&rft.epage=186&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=A1997WD88400006)

The results of Farber and Gowa's analysis of these data are quite suggestive. They find for the period prior to World War I that jointly democratic dyads have a significantly greater probability of engaging in MIDs than do non-jointly democratic dyads. In the period after World War 11, the probability that jointly democratic dyads will engage in MIDs is significantly less than for non-jointly democratic dyads. They conclude that the findings from their analysis of the MID data confirm what they previously found when examining the inter-state war data (i.e., joint democracy does not mitigate military conflict prior to World War I). It seems to me that one could interpret the data quite differently. If the democratic peace thesis does not rule out the possibility of disputes among democratic countries (even disputes involving threats and displays of force), but rather asserts that these disputes should not escalate to war, then Farber and Gowa's findings provide fodder for proponents of the democratic peace thesis. What they find is that, prior to World War I, democracies engage in a disproportionately large number of conflicts with one another, but at most one (and, perhaps, none) of these conflicts escalates to war. While we cannot be certain that it was the joint democracy effect that kept these disputes from escalating to war, the findings are consistent with the thesis and the statistical probabilities are quite striking.

Democracy checks escalation

Gochman et al. ’97 (Charles S. Gochman Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pittsburgh, Henry S. Farber is the Hughes Rogers Professor of Economics at Princeton University. Joanne Gowa is Professor of Politics at Princeton University “Democracy and Peace” Volume 21 number 3 http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF 8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Democracy+and+peace&rft.jtitle=INTERNATIONAL+SECURITY&rft.au=Gochman%2C+CS&rft.au=Farber%2C+HS&rft.au=Gowa%2C+J&rft.date=1997-01-01&rft.pub=M+I+T+PRESS&rft.issn=0162-2889&rft.volume=21&rft.issue=3&rft.spage=177&rft.epage=186&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=A1997WD88400006)

The literature on the democratic peace thesis provides two primary lines of argument to account for why democracies are unlikely to go to war against one another. The normative argument asserts that democratic societies develop nonviolent means for resolving domestic disputes and, over time, norms of behavior evolve that delegitimize violence as an acceptable mechanism of conflict resolution. Citizens in democratic societies expect fellow citizens to abide by these norms. The normative argument contends that this domestic norm is internationalized because citizens of democracies expect other democratic societies to behave in a manner consistent with the nonviolent resolution of disputes and because political leaders of democratic societies have internalized these norms." The institutional argument for democratic peace asserts that popular constraints on political elites, institutional checks and balances, and (in some versions) elite resistance to emotion-driven popular pressures moderate extreme political behavior. This is particularly the case where threats to the national interest are difficult to demonstrate. Because other democratic societies-constrained in the same manner-pose significantly less overt threat to the national interest than do countries with nondemocratic polities, disputes among democratic states are unlikely to escalate to the large-scale use of military force.

Democracies allow for political differences without going to war

Wolpe and McDonald ’08 (Howard Wolpe and Steve McDonald African Program and Leadership Project at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars “Democracy and Peace-building: Re-thinking the Conventional Wisdom” The Round Table volume 97 No. 394 February 2008 http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Democracy+and+Peace-building%3A+Re-thinking+the+Conventional+Wisdom&rft.jtitle=Round+Table&rft.au=Howard+Wolpe&rft.au=Steve+McDonald&rft.date=2008-02-01&rft.pub=Taylor+%26+Francis+Ltd&rft.issn=0035-8533&rft.volume=97&rft.issue=394&rft.spage=137&rft.externalDocID=1487011221)

Traditional methods of peace and democracy-building have too often failed to sustain democratic transitions because the conventional wisdom is wrong in two fundamental ways. First, the conventional wisdom misunderstands democracy. Enduring democratic societies require more than pluralism and open political competition. Democracy depends also on an underlying set of agreements, both tacit and legal, and understandings among the members of the society—a common ‘vision’, if you will— on the deﬁnition of the national community, on the ‘rules of the game’, on the way in which leaders communicate and relate to one another. In short, democracy depends as much upon cooperation as upon competition. Indeed, it is the presence of this underlying vision, and the recognition of the ‘common ground’ that exists among the diverse members of the society, that enables democratic societies to tolerate political competition; absent these, political competition is threatening and, therefore, destabilizing. Second, the conventional wisdom neglects the attitudinal dimension of divided societies—and mistakes diﬀerences in perception for a conﬂict over values. Many culturally plural states, such as Iraq, have a very uncertain sense of national identity and community. The ethnic communities that comprise divided societies typically do not see each other as inter-dependent parts of a single national entity. This is especially true in nations whose national boundaries and institutions were a product of external or colonial imposition, like Iraq. To the contrary, in such divided societies members of each ethnic or religious group often perceive members of other communities as ‘outsiders’, or, in the extreme, as dehumanized and threatening hostile adversaries. Thus, the fundamental challenge of democratization and peace building lies not in the absence of democratic values, but rather, in the fact that members of many culturally plural states simply do not see themselves as part of the same national community.
A2: ACCIDENTS
Accidents are the worst impacts evar – they just won’t happen
Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 100-101. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

It is a plausible argument that, all other things equal, if the number of nuclear weapons in existence increases, the likelihood one will go off by accident will also increase. But, in fact, all things haven’t been equal. As nuclear weapons have increased in numbers and sophistication, so have safety devices and procedures. Precisely because the weapons are so dangerous, extraordinary efforts to keep them from going off by accident or by an unauthorized deliberate act have been instituted, and these measures have, so far, been effective: no one has been killed in a nuclear explosion since Nagasaki. Extrapolating further from disasters that have not occurred, many have been led to a concern that, triggered by a nuclear weapons accident, a war could somehow be started through an act of desperate irrationality or of consummate sloppiness. Before the invention of nuclear weapons, such possibilities were not perhaps of great concern, because no weapon or small set of weapons could do enough damage to be truly significant. Each nuclear weapon, however, is capable of destroying in an instant more people than have been killed in an average war, and the weapons continue to exist in the tens of thousands. However, even if a bomb, or a few bombs, were to go off, it does not necessarily follow that war would result. For that to happen, it is usually assumed, the accident would have to take place at a time of high warreadiness, as during a crisis, when both sides are poised for action and when one side could perhaps be triggered— or panicked— into major action by an explosion mistakenly taken to be part of, or the prelude to, a full attack. 30 This means that the unlikely happening— a nuclear accident— would have to coincide precisely with an event, a militarized international crisis, something that is rare to begin with, became more so as the cold war progressed, and has become even less likely since its demise. Furthermore, even if the accident takes place during a crisis, it does not follow that escalation or hasty response is inevitable, or even very likely. As Bernard Brodie points out, escalation scenarios essentially impute to both sides “a well-nigh limitless concern with saving face” and/or “a great deal of ground-in automaticity of response and counterresponse.” None of this was in evidence during the Cuban missile crisis when there were accidents galore. An American spy plane was shot down over Cuba, probably without authorization, and another accidentally went off course and flew threateningly over the Soviet Union. As if that weren’t enough, a Soviet military officer spying for the West sent a message, apparently on a whim, warning that the Soviets were about to attack. 31 None of these remarkable events triggered anything in the way of precipitous response. They were duly evaluated and then ignored.
Irrationality is stabilizing – prevents accidental war rather than starting it
Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 101. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

Robert Jervis points out that “when critics talk of the impact of irrationality, they imply that all such deviations will be in the direction of emotional impulsiveness, of launching an attack, or of taking actions that are terribly risky. But irrationality could also lead a state to passive acquiescence.” In moments of high stress and threat, people can be said to have three psychological alternatives: (1) to remain calm and rational, (2) to refuse to believe that the threat is imminent or significant, or (3) to panic, lashing out frantically and incoherently at the threat. Generally, people react in one of the first two ways. In her classic study of disaster behavior, Martha Wolfenstein concludes, “The usual reaction is one of being unworried.” 32 In addition, the historical record suggests that wars simply do not begin by accident. In his extensive survey of wars that have occurred since 1400, diplomat-historian Evan Luard concludes, “It is impossible to identify a single case in which it can be said that a war started accidentally; in which it was not, at the time the war broke out, the deliberate intention of at least one party that war should take place.” Geoffrey Blainey, after similar study, very much agrees: although many have discussed “accidental” or “unintentional” wars, “it is difficult,” he concludes, “to find a war which on investigation fits this description.” Or, as Henry Kissinger has put it dryly, “Despite popular myths, large military units do not fight by accident.” 33 It may also be useful in this regard to make a comparison. The cold war was characterized by a contest in advanced nuclear arms and delivery systems between two intense rivals. In this case, as noted in the previous chapter, any efforts to reduce the likelihood of accidents had to be balanced against the fact that any accident-reducing measure might well also reduce the country’s capacity to respond effectively and expeditiously to a first strike by the other— a potential problem that has, of course, been substantially relaxed with the end of the cold war.

A2: PROLIF
Proliferation impacts are overstated – and empirically denied

Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 103. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

With decades of cascadological prophecy and, effectively, apocalyptic cheerleading for would-be proliferators behind us, one might be set to wondering why more countries haven’t taken the nuclear plunge. As analyst Moeed Yusuf observes, not only “has the pace of proliferation been much slower than anticipated,” but the very considerable majority of the states arrayed on the alarmists’ lists “never came close to crossing the threshold”—indeed, “most did not even initiate a weapons program.” 1 It rather appears that, insofar as most leaders of most countries (even rogue ones) have considered acquiring the weapons, they have come to appreciate several defects. Among them: the weapons are dangerous, distasteful, costly, and likely to rile the neighbors. If one values economic growth and prosperity above all, the sensible thing seems to be to avoid the weapons unless they seem vital for security or are required to stoke a leader’s extravagant ego.

No technological incentive to develop nuclear weapons – capacity and ability overwhelms 
Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 104. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

The literature and policy debate on proliferation has overwhelmingly been “techno-centric.” Thus, the National Planning Association concluded in 1958 that the rate of nuclear diffusion was dependent upon such essentially mechanical factors as a “nation’s present technology, its present industrial capacity, its level of education, and the rate at which these factors are changing.” Then, two years later, the association boldly rated the countries of the world as potential nuclear powers and came up with no less than 26 to worry about. Twelve countries were declared to be “able to embark on a successful nuclear weapons program in the near future,” eight were “economically capable, fairly competent technically, although perhaps somewhat more limited in scientific manpower,” and six more were “probably economically capable, although more limited in industrial resources and scientific manpower” and thus unlikely successfully to achieve a nuclear weapons capacity within five years. Since that time, education levels and technological and industrial capacities have substantially increased, and by the end of the century nearly 50 could be deemed to have become nuclearcapable. But the only countries on NPA’s list to develop nuclear weapons over the subsequent half century have been France and China (both of which had active and well-known programs in place at the time), India, and, temporarily, South Africa. The other entrants, Israel, Pakistan, and North Korea, did not, as it happens, enter the list-makers’ minds in 1960. 3 Clearly, as history has shown and as Stephen Meyer pointed out a quarter century ago after extensive analysis, there is no “technological imperative” for countries to obtain nuclear weapons once they have achieved the technical capacity to do so.
Capacity doesn’t mean states will take the nuclear plunge 

Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 105. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

Indeed, over the decades a huge number of countries capable of developing nuclear weapons have neglected even to consider the opportunity seriously— for example, Belgium, Norway, and Italy. And others— Brazil, Argentina, South Korea, Sweden, Libya, and Taiwan— have backed away from or reversed nuclear weapons programs or perspectives, while South Africa, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan have actually surrendered or dismantled an existing nuclear arsenal. 6 Some of this, as will be discussed in the next chapter, is no doubt due to the hostility— and bribery— of the nuclear nations, but even without that, the Canadian case seems to have had wide and general relevance. William Langewiesche may be right that quite a few states— even quite a few poor ones now— do possess the technical and economic capacity to obtain nuclear weapons, but experience certainly doesn’t suggest that that capacity alone is remotely enough to encourage them to take the plunge. 7 For potential nuclear aspirants, there are quite a few other considerations.
Ignore their security claims – benefits from gaining a nuclear weapon are illusory and attract international condemnation 
Mueller 09 (, John, “Atomic Obsession : Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda.” Cary, NC, USA: Oxford University Press, 2009. p 105-106. http://site.ebrary.com/lib/umich/Doc?id=10346475&ppg=25 Copyright © 2009. Oxford University Press. Herm

In addition to the “technology imperative” argument, it has been assumed that nuclear weapons would be seen as important status— or virility— symbols, and therefore that all advanced countries would lust after them to secure position and to decorate the national ego. Thus, political scientist Robert Gilpin once declared that “the possession of nuclear weapons largely determines a nation’s rank in the hierarchy of international prestige.” 8 It is in this tradition that some analysts who describe themselves as “realists” have insisted for decades that Germany and Japan must soon surely come to their senses and quest after nuclear weapons. At least in some cases, there is surely something to this. When his country exploded its first bomb in 1960, President Charles de Gaulle of France was jubilant: “Hoorah for France!” he bellowed, “since this morning she is stronger and prouder,” and in 1965 he opined, “No country without an atom bomb could properly consider itself independent.” But de Gaulle had a number of particular hang-ups about status, and most countries— then and now— can obtain it in other ways. The costs and travails of nuclear ownership only hamper that process. Indeed, plenty of leaders and members of foreign policy elites, facing comparable external conditions, have concluded that any potential status benefit in acquiring the bomb have been secondary or even illusory. 9 In fact, when de Gaulle’s successors carried out a modest set of underground nuclear tests in the Pacific in 1995 and 1996, they found that their actions mainly attracted international disgust, condemnation, and outrage (as well as economic boycotts), not admiration or awe.
A2: WWI = E/F
The “no war” prediction might have failed after world war one, but it’s true after world war two
MANDELBAUM 1999 (Michael, Professor of American Foreign Policy, Johns Hopkins University; Director, Project on East-West Relations, Council on Foreign Relations, “Transcript: is Major War Obsolete?” Transcript of debate with John Mearsheimer, CFR, 

Feb 25, http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10/)
If I can make one other point; when I first gave this talk in Oxford at the annual conference of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, and somebody got up and said, ’You know, you’re just repeating the mistake of Norman Angell, the man who wrote the book The Grand Illusion in the first part of the century saying, “ War could never happen."’ And shortly thereafter, World War I broke out. And, indeed, it could have been said in the 1920s that war really was finished, given what had happened between 1914 and 1918, and yet we know what happened between 1939 and 1945. So Fareed raises a point which is germane and which has to be dealt with in my argument.
I chose to deal with it then, and I will beg your indulgence to deal with it now by telling one of my favorite jokes. The joke is about the two men sitting in front of the television set watching the eleven o’clock news. On the eleven o’clock news there’s a man threatening to jump off the top of a 20-story building. The first watcher says to the second, ‘I’ll bet you 100 bucks he jumps.’ The second guy says, ‘You’re on.’ Sure enough, the man jumps off the building. The second man reaches into his pocket, pulls out his wallet, and starts to peel off $100. The first guy says, ‘Wait a minute. I can’t take your money.’ Second guy says, ‘What do you mean?’ First guy says, ‘I have a confession to make. I saw this on the six o’clock news.’ Second guys says, ‘Well, so did I, but I couldn’t believe he’d be dumb enough to do it twice.’
It seems to me that the fact of the twentieth century argues in favor of my point of view. And it also seems to me that those of us who make our living from education are poorly placed to argue that people never learn anything. Surely what has happened in the twentieth century has made an impact even in Russia and China, not just with us.

YES WAR
War is possible – laundry list of reasons and scenarios – prefer our expert consensus 
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Now I think the central claim that’s on the table is wrong-headed, and let me tell you why. First of all, there are a number of good reasons why great powers in the system will think seriously about going to war in the future, and I’ll give you three of them and try and illustrate some cases. First, states oftentimes compete for economic resources. Is it hard to imagine a situation where a reconstituted Russia gets into a war with the United States and the Persian Gulf over Gulf oil? I don’t think that’s implausible. Is it hard to imagine Japan and China getting into a war in the South China Sea over economic resources? I don’t find that hard to imagine. A second reason that states go to war which, of course, is dear to the heart of realists like me, and that’s to enhance their security. Take the United States out of Europe, put the Germans on their own; you got the Germans on one side and the Russians on the other, and in between a huge buffer zone called eastern or central Europe. Call it what you want. Is it impossible to imagine the Russians and the Germans getting into a fight over control of that vacuum? Highly likely, no, but feasible, for sure. Is it hard to imagine Japan and China getting into a war over the South China Sea, not for resource reasons but because Japanese sea-lines of communication run through there and a huge Chinese navy may threaten it? I don’t think it’s impossible to imagine that. What about nationalism, a third reason? China, fighting in the United States over Taiwan? You think that’s impossible? I don’t think that’s impossible. That’s a scenario that makes me very nervous. I can figure out all sorts of ways, none of which are highly likely, that the Chinese and the Americans end up shooting at each other. It doesn’t necessarily have to be World War III, but it is great-power war. Chinese and Russians fighting each other over Siberia? As many of you know, there are huge numbers of Chinese going into Siberia. You start mixing ethnic populations in most areas of the world outside the United States and it’s usually a prescription for big trouble. Again, not highly likely, but possible. I could go on and on, positing a lot of scenarios where great powers have good reasons to go to war against other great powers. Second reason: There is no question that in the twentieth century, certainly with nuclear weapons but even before nuclear weapons, the costs of going to war are very high. But that doesn’t mean that war is ruled out. The presence of nuclear weapons alone does not make war obsolescent. I will remind you that from 1945 to 1990, we lived in a world where there were thousands of nuclear weapons on both sides, and there was nobody running around saying, “ War is obsolescent.” So you can’t make the argument that the mere presence of nuclear weapons creates peace. India and Pakistan are both going down the nuclear road. You don’t hear many people running around saying, “ That’s going to produce peace.” And, furthermore, if you believe nuclear weapons were a great cause of peace, you ought to be in favor of nuclear proliferation. What we need is everybody to have a nuclear weapon in their back pocket. You don’t hear many people saying that’s going to produce peace, do you? Conventional war? Michael’s right; conventional war was very deadly before nuclear weapons came along, but we still had wars. And the reason we did is because states come up with clever strategies. States are always looking for clever strategies to avoid fighting lengthy and bloody and costly wars of attrition. And they sometimes find them, and they sometimes go to war for those reasons. So there’s no question in my mind that the costs of war are very high, and deterrence is not that difficult to achieve in lots of great-power security situations. But on the other hand, to argue that war is obsolescent-I wouldn’t make that argument. My third and final point here is, the fact of the matter is, that there’s hardly anybody in the national security establishment-and I bet this is true of Michael-who believes that war is obsolescent. I’m going to tell you why I think this is the case. Consider the fact that the United States stations roughly 100,000 troops in Europe and 100,000 troops in Asia. We spend an enormous amount of money on defense. We’re spending almost as much money as we were spending during the Cold War on defense. We spend more money than the next six countries in the world spend on defense. The questions is, why are we spending all this money? Why are we stationing troops in Europe? Why are we stationing troops in Asia? Why are we concentrating on keeping NATO intact and spreading it eastward? I’ll tell you why, because we believe that if we don’t stay there and we pull out, trouble is going to break out, and not trouble between minor powers, but trouble between major powers. That’s why we’re there. We know very well that if we leave Europe, the Germans are going to seriously countenance, if not automatically go, and get nuclear weapons. Certainly the case with the Japanese. Do you think the Germans and the Japanese are going to stand for long not to have nuclear weapons? I don’t think that’s the case. Again, that security zone between the Germans and the Russians-there’ll be a real competition to fill that. The reason we’re there in Europe, and the reason that we’re there in Asia is because we believe that great-power war is a potential possibility, which contradicts the argument on the table. So I would conclude by asking Michael if, number one, he believes we should pull out of Europe and pull out of Asia, and number two, if he does not, why not?
Great power war is possible and is a prior questions

Gonsell 12 April, Lieutenant Commander Rachael Gosnell, U,S. Navy and Second Lieutenant Michael Orietti U,S. Marine Corps “Now Hear This - ls Great-Power War Still Possible?” Herm 

The Center for Naval Analyses recently published Grand Strategy: Contemporary Contending Analyst Views and Implications for the U.S. Navy , a survey of potential U.S. strategies being debated in the academic and defense communities. The study identifies four competing lines of strategic thought: maintaining American hegemony, selective engagement, offshore balancing, and integrating collective international efforts. Two additional options—isolationism and world government—are noted and disregarded as not viable. Under this list of strategic options a sharp division is apparent, dictated by the question, “Is great-power war obsolete?” This fundamental question must be answered before any logical strategic decisions can be made. If great-power war is possible, then the de facto existential threat to U.S. interests, latent in the international system, must be addressed before all others. There are enormous implications for weapon procurement, operational doctrine, and force levels driven by this single issue.  Global strategists point to economic globalization and the proliferation of nuclear weapons as modern guarantors of peace among major powers. However, we contend that these very rational hedges against violence can still be shattered by decidedly irrational and reactionary forces. Thus, the possibility of great-power war between China and the United States cannot be ruled out. Economic interdependence offers benefits beyond the sheer transfer of capital and goods—there can be no doubt of that. However, history renders globalization’s deterrent effects at least somewhat questionable. Substantial economic interdependence existed throughout Europe prior to World War I, and Japan was hugely dependent on American oil imports in the years leading up to World War II. It was this dependence that made the U.S oil embargo intolerable, ultimately motivating the Japanese to attack Pearl Harbor. On the other hand, the existential threat of nuclear weapons has certainly resulted in a universal desire keep Pandora’s Box firmly shut. While we concede the remarkable ability of weapons of mass destruction to dampen the oscillations of great-power relations, it is unclear that the nuclear restraint against total war ever takes limited war off the table as a strategic option. More fundamentally, though, the arguments for a nuclear-based “state of peace” are constrained by the limits of rationality. Rational bounds do not apply to the ephemeral—yet extremely powerful—waves of bellicose nationalism that can sweep up an entire nation. National pride is embedded in the Chinese DNA—and rightly so. In certain segments of society, however, the sentiment manifests itself with a particular fervor, and some elements of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) epitomize this zeal. Alarmingly, the Communist Party leadership appears increasingly unable to act as a check on the military. Both Mao Zedong and Deng Xiaoping had ironclad control over the PLA, having earned unquestionable credibility during the Long March. Neither General Secretary of the Communist Party Hu Jintao nor First Secretary Xi Jinping can claim a similar rapport with the PLA. Neither possesses a comparable level of control. Any surge of aggressive nationalism, either in the PLA or among the greater masses, could conceivably compel contemporary party leadership toward a bellicosity it does not desire. How might this happen? The two most likely scenarios deal with Chinese “core interests” in the Pacific: sovereignty in the South China Sea and Taiwan. The South China Sea is no stranger to conflict. Its location and material promise have led to a host of conflicting territorial claims and brought the Chinese and Vietnamese to armed conflict over the Spratly Islands in the late 1980s. After a period of relative calm, tensions have once again begun to flare. American commitment to freedom of the seas in the region, exemplified by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s July 2010 speech in Hanoi, Vietnam, provides ample opportunity for a Sino-American butting of heads. Similarly, the Republic of China remains a perennially sore issue for the Chinese; the furor over the sale of American F-16s provides an ample platform for future, more-polarizing interactions over Taiwan. War between China and the United States is unlikely. Economic interdependence and nuclear weapons are powerful, persuasive deterrents against it. However, Sino-American dealings, particularly in Taiwan or the South China Sea, provide instances in which the powder keg of Chinese nationalism could explode, effectively forcing party leadership into a series of irrational but irreversible actions. As such, the possibility of great-power war, unlimited or otherwise, cannot be ruled out. U.S. policymakers must plan accordingly.

Nuclear deterrence fails

Doyle 09 James E., Nuclear Nonprolif Division at Los Alamos for over a decade, worked on nuclear projects with Russian nuclear weapons institute, senior policy analyst at Science Applications International Corporation, PhD in Int’l Security Studies from U Virginia,  “Eyes on the Prize: A Strategy for Enhancing Global Security,” in “Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: A Debate,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf Herm 

In their essay, Perry, Shultz, Kissinger, and Nunn assert that nuclear deterrence is “increasingly hazardous and decreasingly effective.” In essence, they reject the prevailing belief within national security establishments that nuclear weapons still provide powerful security benefits in the evolving international security environment. Theirs is an unprecedented challenge to the existing nuclear order, and their arguments deserve serious analysis. In many ways, they are consistent with traditional critiques of the risks of nuclear deterrence. But they also go deeper to demonstrate why nuclear deterrence is more unstable in the current environment than in the Cold War and why continued nuclear proliferation is likely to exacerbate rather than attenuate these instabilities, increasing the risks yet further. Nuclear deterrence is increasingly hazardous because a large surplus of nuclear weapons and materials left over from the Cold War is, in some cases, not adequately secured. In addition, an entirely new threat in connection with these weapons and materials has emerged in the form of extremist groups that are willing to carry out catastrophic terrorist attacks. Several states that are acquiring nuclear weapons or increasing existing arsenals are located in conflict-prone regions and have limited financial and technical resources to devote to nuclear security. Nuclear deterrence is decreasingly effective because the conditions that enabled mutual deterrence during the Cold War have changed. In today’s world, nuclear-armed states share disputed borders, have limited experience with nuclear weapon safety and security, and have vulnerable early warning and nuclear weapon control capabilities. Moreover, nuclear deterrence cannot effectively reduce the chance of nuclear terrorism. The more states acquire nuclear weapons for “deterrence,” the more they will also risk providing weapons and materials to terrorists who wish to carry out a nuclear attack. These realities refute the view held most notably by Kenneth Waltz that nuclear weapons provide concrete benefits for states and will have a stabilizing influence on the international system.1 The authors of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons do not give enough emphasis to the transformed nature of the security environment and the implications of that transformation for traditional nuclear strategies. Strategic thought on nuclear arms evolved within a global security environment that no longer exists. That security environment was defined by a single primary state adversary, whose threat of nuclear attack against the United States and its allies could be successfully deterred by a reciprocal threat of nuclear retaliation.
Taboo and deterrence aren’t credible
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So thus my argument stands in contrast to those who believe that the more options the better, and that ambiguity aids deterrence by creating uncertainty and incalculable risks. My argument comes from a position that a fundamental tenet of deterrence is that limiting your options can in fact enhance deterrence and make you safer. This notion of deliberately tying one’s hands or limiting one’s options is of course attributed to the work of Tom Schelling who argued that limiting one’s own options could be a commitment tactic to enhance the credibility of one’s threats. Examples in this context are burning a bridge – having your army cross and then burning a bridge so that one could not retreat, or more importantly, making your commitments public. Making statements public in fact becomes a commitment tactic by increasing the cost of going back. The example is, if you’re going to go on a diet, one of the best ways to make sure you actually keep on that diet is to tell everybody you know that you’re going on the diet. So that’s the sort of position that I’m come from, is that while the traditional view has been that as many options as possible is the best way to go, and in some ways the military thinks that way in part because their – their job is to put military options in the toolbox of national power, what I want to argue is that limiting our options, limiting U.S. options to use nuclear weapons first by declaring a no-first-use policy will in fact make us safer. My argument is essentially this: Nuclear first use is one of two things. It’s either not credible, in which case it adds nothing to U.S. security, but rather is politically complicating in the nonproliferation context. Or, if it is credible, it’s potentially dangerous by fostering crisis instability. So that’s – I’m going to talk a few more minutes about that. On the one hand, I think you can make a case that U.S. threats, whether they’re implicit or explicit – and really what we’re talking about here is the ambiguous threat – are simply not credible. It’s not credible for a variety of reasons. I mean, one is the nuclear taboo, this moral and political aversion to using nuclear weapons that has emerged in the long absence of nuclear use and conflict. In the nuclear arena, the United States is largely seen as cool-headed, risk-averse and sensitive to casualties and collateral damage. The United States does not seem to be able to benefit from the sort of rationality of irrationality type argument. The prospect that the United States would unilaterally shatter the almost seven-decade record of non-use in conflict I think contributes to the belief that the United States would in fact not use nuclear weapons. Another argument is I think that one could make the case that an unintended consequence of the United States first use – the United States efforts to lead to the global non-proliferation regime is that it reduces the credibility of the United States to use nuclear weapons first. If the United States spends all of this time working on the efforts to prevent others from getting nuclear weapons, it seems – it makes it less credible that the United States would risk shattering that and throwing it all away by using nuclear weapons first. And finally, in the Gulf War, despite the threats of calculated ambiguity and the ambiguous threat of nuclear weapons, which some believe deterred Saddam, Bush, Scowcroft, Powell, and Baker, all said after the conflict that they had actually never intended on using nuclear weapons. And such public admission I think reduces the credibility of those threats.

