No Impact File SS


DDI 2010
1


No Impact INDEX

1No Impact INDEX

No Major Power War - Mandelbaum
2
No Nuke War - US Disarm
3
No Nuke War - Deterrence
4
No Nuke War - Retaliation
5
No Nuke War - Interests
6
No Nuke Terror - Risk of Attack Failure
7
No Nuke Terror - Not Practical / Not Pursuing
8
No Magnitude - Terrorism
9
No Magnitude - Nuke Terrorism
10
AT: Schell
11
No War - Economic Interdependence
12
No US-Russia War
13
No Warming - Hackers
14
No Warming - Hackers Ext.
15
No Warming - Data
16
No Warming - Consensus (Anthropogenic)
17
No Econ Collapse - Diversity
18
Econ Collapse does not Cause War
19
No North Korea War
20
No Accidental Nuclear Launch
21
No Impact to Biodiversity Loss
22
No Impact to Biodiversity Loss (Japan)
23
No Impact to Biodiversity (Non-Unique)
24
No China War
25
No China War Over Taiwan
26
No Asia War - Interdependence
27
No Democratic Peace Theory
28
No Impact Disease - Host Death
29
No Impact Disease - Evolution
30
No Indo-Pak Escalation
31
No Impact Proliferation
32
Proliferation Slow Ext.
33


No Major Power War - Mandelbaum

Major war is obsolete – nuclear weapons and rising cost check aggression

Michael Mandelbaum, American foreign policy professor at the Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, 1999 “Is Major War Obsolete?”, 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 It is that major war is obsolete.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 This war, I argue, this kind of war, is obsolete; less than impossible, but more than unlikely.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.

No Nuke War - US Disarm

Nuclear war won’t escalate; the US could disarm any nuclear opponent before they could retaliate 

Liber, 2006
(Keir Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2006, International Security, The End of Mad The Nuclear dimension of US Primacy http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.7) 

For nearly half a century, the world’s most powerful nuclear-armed countries have been locked in a military stalemate known as mutual assured destruction (MAD). By the early 1960s, the United States and the Soviet Union possessed such large, welldispersed nuclear arsenals that neither state could entirely destroy the other’s nuclear forces in a ªrst strike. Whether the scenario was a preemptive strike during a crisis, or a bolt-from-the-blue surprise attack, the victim would always be able to retaliate and destroy the aggressor. Nuclear war was therefore tantamount to mutual suicide. Many scholars believe that the nuclear stalemate helped prevent conºict between the superpowers during the Cold War, and that it remains a powerful force for great power peace today.1 The age of MAD, however, is waning. Today the United States stands on the verge of attaining nuclear primacy vis-à-vis its plausible great power adversaries. For the frst time in decades, it could conceivably disarm the long-range nuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a nuclear first strike. A preemptive strike on an alerted Russian arsenal would still likely fail, but a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of success. Furthermore, the Chinese nuclear force is so vulnerable that it could be destroyed even if it were alerted during a crisis. 
No Nuke War - Deterrence

Nuclear deterrence prevents great power wars
G John Ikenberry Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University “The Rise of China and the Future of the West” Foreign Affairs January/February 2008 http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080101faessay87102/g-john-ikenberry/the-rise-of-china-and-the-future-of-the-west.html
The most important benefit of these features today is that they give the Western order a remarkable capacity to accommodate rising powers. New entrants into the system have ways of gaining status and authority and opportunities to play a role in governing the order. The fact that the United States, China, and other great powers have nuclear weapons also limits the ability of a rising power to overturn the existing order. In the age of nuclear deterrence, great-power war is, thankfully, no longer a mechanism of historical change. War-driven change has been abolished as a historical process. 

No Nuke War - Retaliation

If a nuclear weapon was use countries would rally against the nation preventing retaliation 
Quester, 2005
(George Quester, Professor of government and politics at the University of Maryland, Spring 2005, Naval War College Review, If the Nuclear Taboo gets broken,  https://portal.nwc.navy.mil/press/Naval%20War%20College%20Review/2005/Article%20by%20Quester%20Spring%202005.pdf) 

This entire question might seem the more interesting at first to those who are pessimistic about future risks and who might thus regard speculation about an end to the nuclear taboo as overdue. Yet, to repeat, pessimism may not be necessary, since analysis of the likely consequences of nuclear escalation might stimulate governments and publics to head it off. The chances are as good as three out of five that no nuclear event will occur in the period up to the year 2045—that there is a better than even chance that the world will be commemorating a full century, since Nagasaki, of the non-use of such weapons. But analysts and ordinary citizens around the world to whom the author has put these odds typically dismiss themas too optimistic. Indeed, the response has often been a bit bizarre, essentially that “we have not been thinking at all about the next use of nuclear weapons, but we think that you are too optimistic about such use being avoided.” Such responses in Israel, Sweden, Japan, or the United States might support the worry that people around the world have simply been repressing an unpleasant reality, refusing to think about a very real danger. Yet the possibility remains that the relative inattention is not simply a repression of reality but rather a manifestation of the unthinkableness of nuclear weapons use One could also introduce another wedge of hope, that any such use of nuclear weapons between now and 2045 would be followed by reactions and consequences that reinforced rather than eroded the taboo. That would be the case if the world did not retreat in the face of such use but rallied to punish it, and as a result the perpetrator did not advance its interests by such an escalation but actually lost the battles and territories that were at issue
No Nuke War - Interests

Nuclear weapons won’t be used even if it’s in their best interest 
Paul 1995 

(T.V. Paul, Professor of international relations at McGill University and Director of University of Montreal-McGill Research Group in International Security, December 1995, Nuclear Taboo and War Initiation in Regional Conflicts, JOURNAL OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION, Vol. 39 No. 4)

These stringent definitions of social taboos may not be fully applicable in the nuclear context. However, the tradition of nonuse has been characterized by many scholars as equivalent to a taboo (e.g., Hoffmann 1966,99; Schelling 1980, 260). In this context, the term taboo is used in its figurative and loose sense-as an unwritten and uncodified prohibitionary norm against nuclear use. It is also used to the extent that both social and nuclear taboos are based on the fear of consequences of a given course of action. The latter arose as a response to a realization of the danger or the unforeseeable consequences involved in nuclear war. The analysis in this article elaborates on the moral, normative, legal, and rational constraints involved in the use of nuclear weapons and their possible role in the formation and evolution of the taboo U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles initially used the term taboo to describe the prohibition against the use of nuclear weapons. On October 7, 1953, he was reported to have said: "Somehow or other we must manage to remove the taboo from the use of these weapons" (quoted in Bundy 1988, 249). Dulles was in favor of developing usable nuclear weapons to obtain the battlefield military objectives of the United States. Schelling popularized the concept of a tradition of nonuse in his writings in the 1960s. In his words, what makes atomic weapons different is a powerful tradition for their nonuse, "a jointly recognized expectation that they may not be used in spite of declarations of readiness to use them, even in spite of tactical advantages in their use" (Schelling 1980, 260). A tradition in this respect is based on a habit or disposition that prevents the use of nuclear weapons as a serious option for consideration by decision makers.3 As Schelling (1994, 110) argued, the main reason for the uniqueness of nuclear weapons is the perception that they are unique and that once introduced into combat, they could not be "contained, restrained, confined, or limited." Although prolonged conventional war can also cause somewhat similar levels of destruction, the difference is in the perception of the impact. The swiftness with which destruction can take place is the distinguishing point in this respect.4 Clearly, the nuclear taboo has developed largely as a function of the awesome destructive power of atomic weapons. The potential for total destruction gives nuclear weapons an all-or-nothing characteristic unlike any other weapon invented so far, which, in turn, makes it imperative that the possessor will not use them against another state except as a last-resort weapon. This means a nuclear state may not use its ultimate capability unless a threshold is crossed (e.g., unless the survival of the state itself is threatened). Decision makers and the public at large in most nuclear-weapon states believe that great danger is involved in the use of nuclear weapons with respect to casualties and aftereffects, in both psychological and physical terms. Breaking the taboo could bring the revulsion of generations to come unless it were for an issue of extremely vital importance-a situation that thus far has failed to materialize. Not surprisingly, nuclear states, even when they could have received major tactical and strategic gains by using nuclear weapons, have desisted from their use.

No Nuke Terror - Risk of Attack Failure

Terrorists talk tough, but when it comes to actual attacks they will continue to shy away from nuclear weapons because they lose credibility if an attack fails 

JENKINS 06  (Brian, senior advisor to the president of the RAND Corporation, “Unconquerable Nation: Knowing our Enemy, Strengthening Ourselves,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG454.pdf) 
Showmanship in carrying out spectacular attacks demonstrates prowess. Operations therefore must be successful. It is not necessary that the attackers survive—martyrdom demonstrates their commitment and adds to the enemy’s alarm—but the operation must not be seen to fail. Ambitious operations must be weighed against risks of failure, since failure brings humiliation to the attackers and embarrasses the enterprise. Even more seriously, jihadists believe that God’s will is expressed in success and failure. To succeed is to have God’s support. Failure signals God’s disapproval. As a consequence, jihadist planners are conservative.   Typical of terrorist planning, the suitability of the operation comes first, feasibility second. Considerations for operational feasibility include access to relevant information, the accessibility of the target, the level of security, the availability of reliable people, physical requirements, complexity, and costs.     Old playbooks predominate. Catastrophic attacks with unconventional weapons remain jihadist ambitions, but determined fighters with conventional explosives remain the most reliable weapons. Multiple attacks increase death and destruction, but operations with too many moving parts risk failure. Jihadist planners continue to think big but execute conservatively
No Nuke Terror - Not Practical / Not Pursuing

Terrorists are not pursuing and would not use WMD because it is against their moral code and is not practical.
John Parachini, RAND Policy Analyst, The Washington Quarterly, Putting WMD Terrorism into Perspective, Volume 26 Issue 4, 2003, http://www.twq.com/03autumn/docs/03autumn_parachini.pdf

An apparent lack of interest on the part of terrorist groups in acquiring unconventional weapons also helps explain why unconventional weapons attacks are so rare. In the case studies on the Irish
Republican Army (IRA), the FARC, and Hamas, political vision, practical military utility, and moral codes all restrained them in part from seeking and using unconventional weapons. In some cases, group leaders indicated to members that the use of chemical or biological weapons would not be legitimate to their struggle. Hamas leader Abu Shannab, for one, stated that the use of poison was contrary to Islamic teachings.22 Although Hamas is a religiously based organization, its struggle to establish a Palestinian state on Israeli territory and to eliminate Israel as a state is decidedly political.
No Magnitude - Terrorism

Their terrorism impact would cause no more deaths than 9/11.

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State, National Interest, 2002
(John Mueller, Ohio State Political Science Professor, 02 [NATIONAL

INTEREST, Fall])

No one really knows, of course, whether September 11 will prove to be a blip or a step function. The record suggests, however, that terrorists will find it difficult to match or top it. The extreme destruction of the events of last September 11 has also raised the bar, reducing the psychological and political impact of less damaging attacks. That even ambitious terrorists will fail to deliver as painful a blow seems at least as likely as that they will succeed. In practical terms, too, Al-Qaeda represents a difficult but still bounded problem: in its concentric circles of evil, from Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants to the thousands of glassy-eyed misfits trained in Taliban-hosted camps, the numbers of terrorists and terrorist adjuncts are finite and probably manageable. Other potential apocalyptic terrorists from other climes are imaginable, and if many of those potential terrorists emerge, then our problem could slip its bounds. But it is not obvious that these potential terrorists will have either the motivation or the resources to murder Americans in large numbers. A vastly exaggerated U.S. global military response to September 11, however, could inadvertently produce enough fear and resentment abroad to increase the possibility of this happening. No chance of that, is there?

No Magnitude - Nuke Terrorism

People have been whining about nuclear terrorism for 60 years. These threats are greatly exaggerated.  Even if terrorists got a nuclear weapon and deployed it the maximum impact would be tens of thousands of people—not extinction.
John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State, May 2005,International Studies Perspectives, Volume 6 Issue 2 Page 208-234, Simplicity and Spook: Terrorism and the Dynamics of Threat Exaggeration 

Nuclear weapons, most decidedly, can indeed inflict massive destruction, and it is certainly reasonable to point out that an atomic bomb in the hands of a terrorist or rogue state could kill tens of thousands of people. But it may also be worthwhile to note that making such a bomb is an extraordinarily difficult task and that warnings about the possibility that small groups, terrorists, and errant states could fabricate nuclear weapons have been repeatedly uttered at least since 1947 (Allison, 2004:104) and especially since the 1950s when the "suitcase bomb" appeared to become a practical possibility. Interestingly, to generate alarm about such dangers, a recent book opens by grimly (and irrelevantly) recycling Einstein's failed half-century-old prediction about nuclear war: "Since the advent of the Nuclear Age, everything has changed except our modes of thinking and we thus drift toward unparalleled catastrophe" (Allison, 2004:1). Moreover, proliferation of these weapons has been remarkably slow. During the Cold War, there were many dire predictions about nuclear proliferation that proved to be greatly exaggerated. Among these are the nearly unanimous expectation in the 1950s and 1960s that dozens of countries would have nuclear weapons by now. For example, in 1958, the National Planning Association predicted "a rapid rise in the number of atomic powers … by the mid-1960s" (1958:42). A couple of years later, C. P. Snow sagely predicted that, "Within, at the most, six years, China and several other states [will] have a stock of nuclear bombs" (1961:259); and John Kennedy observed that there might be "ten, fifteen, twenty" countries with a nuclear capacity by 1964 (Kraus, 1962:394). This position continued after the Cold War. Over a decade ago, Christopher Layne confidently insisted that Japan by natural impulse would soon come to yearn for nuclear weapons (1993:37) while John Mearsheimer equally confidently argued that "Germany will feel insecure without nuclear weapons" (1990:38). The Japanese and the Germans themselves continue uncooperatively to seem viscerally uninterested, although problems with North Korea could alter that perspective for Japan.17
AT: Schell

Schell’s views on policy are flawed and impossible to achieve

Deleon 83

Review: Freeze: The Literature of the Nuclear Weapons Debate 

Author(s): Peter deLeon he Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Mar., 1983), pp. 181-189 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/173847.pdf

Lastly, one turns to Jonathan Schell's The Fate of the Earth, probably the  most pretentious (witness its title) and flawed of these books. But it is also the  most important, for in many ways, it has served as the catalyst of the antinuclear  movement. His examples of a thermonuclear holocaust are no more graphic-  although better written-than are those of other authors, nor is his litany of  secondary effects (e.g., the effects on the food chain and the possible depletion of  the earth's ozone layer) any more convincing. But these are just preliminary  groundwork to Schell's main thesis-that mankind's major obligation is to its  future and the "fact" that nuclear war literally destroys whatever future may  exist. No cause, he argues, can relieve us of that burden. Some (e.g., Kinsley,  1982) have claimed that Schell has no right to impose his set of values on the body politic. Perhaps, but few should contest Schell's sincerity in explicitly  raising the profoundly moral issues that have too long been neglected in the  ethically sterile discussions that have characterized mainstream nuclear doctrine. Whether Schell is right or wrong in assuming his high moral ground is the normative prerogative and judgment of the individual reader;  at the very worst,  however, Schell forces the reader to confront these issues directly. And this, 
in spite of his grandiose style of writing, is why this book warrants careful  attention. Schell probably does not expect to have his thesis accepted uncritically; he admits his data are open to wide variation and interpretation. But, given his "evidence" and logic, Schell has the courage of his conviction to realize where his positions will take him. He admits that the nuclear weapons demon cannot be put back in the bottle, that even with a nuclear disarmament treaty, the extant scientific knowledge would always allow a nation to reconstruct this ultimate weapon. Similarly, to rely on conventional weapons to preserve national sovereignty is to invite a nation to cheat, to build clandestine nuclear weapons and thus begin the nuclear arms race towards extinction once again. The fundamental culprit to Schell's way of thinking is not Zuckerman's dedicated nuclear engineer nor Ivan the Targeteer, but the nation-state itself. He openly acknowledges that "the task we face is to find a means of political action that will permit human beings to pursue any end for the rest of time. We are asked to replace the mechanism by which the political decisions, whatever they may be, are reached. In sum, the task is nothing less than to reinvent politics" (p. 226).  Schell's proposal, past an immediate nuclear freeze, is some form of functioning world government, that is, the abandonment of national sovereignty and perhaps individual liberties as a means of retreating from the nuclear precipice, for any life, he avers, is better than no life. Schell does not actually say "better red than dead," but he surely could not disavow such a position.
No War - Economic Interdependence

Economic interdependence and democratic values prevent war.

Nye, dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, 2004 (Joseph, “Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, p. 20)

However, in a global economy even the United States must consider how the use of force might jeopardize its economic objectives. After its victory in World War II the United States helped to re structure Japan's economy, but it is hard to imagine that the United States today could effectively threaten force to open Japanese markets or change the value of the yen. Nor can one easily imagine the United States using force to resolve disputes with Canada or Europe. Unlike earlier periods, islands of peace where the use of force is no longer an option in relations among states have come to characterize relations among most modern liberal democracies, and not just in Europe. The existence of such islands of peace is evidence of the increasing importance of soft power where there are shared values about what constitutes acceptable behavior among similar democratic states. In their relations with each other, all advanced democracies are from Venus. Even nondemocratic countries that feel fewer popular moral constraints on the use of force have to consider its effects on their economic objectives. War risks deterring investors who control flows of capital in a globalized economy.
No US-Russia War

A US first strike would cripple Russia, retaliation would be impossible 

Liber, 2006
(Keir Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2006, International Security, The End of Mad The Nuclear dimension of US Primacy http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.7) 

A critical issue for the outcome of a U.S. attack is the ability of Russia to launch on warning (i.e., quickly launch a retaliatory strike before its forces are destroyed). It is unlikely that Russia could do this. Russian commanders would need 7–13 minutes to carry out the technical steps involved in identifying a U.S. attack and launching their retaliatory forces. They would have to (1) confirm the sensor indications that an attack was under way; (2) convey the news to political leaders; (3) communicate launch authorization and launch codes to the nuclear forces; (4) execute launch sequences; and (5) allow the missiles to fly a safe distance from the silos.38 This timeline does not include the time required by Russian leaders to absorb the news that a nuclear attack is The End of MAD? 21 under way and decide to authorize retaliation. Given that both Russian and U.S. early warning systems have had false alarms in the past, even a minimally prudent leader would need to think hard and ask tough questions before authorizing a catastrophic nuclear response.39 Because the technical steps require 7–13 minutes, it is hard to imagine that Russia could detect an attack, decide to retaliate, and launch missiles in less than 10–15 minutes. The Russian early warning system would probably not give Russia’s leaders the time they need to retaliate; in fact it is questionable whether it would give them any warning at all. Stealthy B-2 bombers could likely penetrate Russian air defenses without detection. Furthermore, low-flying B-52 bombers could fire stealthy nuclear-armed cruise missiles from outside Russian airspace; these missiles—small, radar-absorbing, and flying at very low altitude— would likely provide no warning before detonation. Finally, Russia’s vulnerability is compounded by the poor state of its early warning system. Russian satellites cannot reliably detect the launch of SLBMs; Russia relies on groundbased radar to detect those warheads.40 But there is a large east-facing hole in Russia’s radar network; Russian leaders might have no warning of an SLBM attack from the Pacific.41 Even if Russia plugged the east-facing hole in its radar network, its leaders would still have less than 10 minutes’ warning of a U.S. submarine attack from the Atlantic, and perhaps no time if the U.S. attack began with hundreds of stealthy cruise missiles and stealth bombers
No Warming - Hackers

Hackers prove global warming not real.

USA Today, 12/1/09, http://blogs.usatoday.com/oped/2009/12/column-groupthink-and-the-global-warming-industry-.html
By now you might have heard something about the scandal rocking the climate change industry, though you can be forgiven if you haven't, since it hasn't gotten nearly the coverage it should. Computer hackers broke into the Climatic Research Unit at the University of East Anglia in England and downloaded thousands of e-mails and other documents. The CRU is one of the world's leading global warming data hubs, providing much of the number crunching to global policymakers on climate change. And, boy, can they crunch numbers.  In a long string of embarrassing e-mail exchanges, CRU scientists discuss with friendly outside colleagues, including Penn State University's Michael Mann, how to manipulate the data they want to show the world, and how to hide the often flawed data they don't. In one exchange, they discuss the "trick" of how to "hide the decline" in global temperatures since the 1960s. Again and again, the researchers don't object to just inconvenient truths but also inconvenient truth-tellers. They contemplate and orchestrate efforts to purge scientists and journals who won't sing the same global warming hymnal.
In one instance, Phil Jones, the CRU director, says a scientific journal must "rid (itself) of this troublesome editor," who happened to publish a problematic paper. In another, Jones says we "will keep them out somehow — even if we have to redefine what the peer-review literature is!" Muffling dissent These documents reveal the trick behind how they hide the dissent. Climate change activists often dismiss critics by noting that the skeptics haven't offered their arguments in peer-reviewed literature. Hence why they work so hard to keep dissenters out of the literature! Indeed, whatever the final verdict on the CRU's shenanigans, two things are already firmly established by even a sympathetic reading of these documents.  First, the climate change industry is shot through with groupthink (or what climate scientist Judith Curry calls "climate tribalism"). Activists would have us believe that the overwhelming majority of "real" scientists agree with them while the few dissenters are all either crazed or greedy "deniers" akin to flat-earthers and creationists. These e-mails show that what's really at work is a very large clique of scientists is attempting to excommunicate perceived heretics for reasons that have more to do with psychology and sociology than physics or climatology.  Second, the climate industry really is an industry. Climate scientists make their money and careers from government, academia, the United Nations and foundations. The grantors want the grantees to confirm the global warming "consensus." The tenure and peer-review processes likewise hinge on conformity. That doesn't necessarily mean climate change is untrue, but it does mean sloppiness and bias are unavoidable.
No Warming - Hackers Ext.

Global Warming not real- hackers prove

The Examiner, 12/2/09, http://www.examiner.com/x-3704-Columbia-Conservative-Examiner~y2009m12d2-To-the-global-warming-freaksits-over-go-home
As the story of how some of the top climate scientists in the world 'cooked the books' and then discarded original temperature data slowly seeps into the mainstream press, the world is gradually waking up to the fact that it has been duped.

The mere fact that professionals, scientists who are supposed to adhere only to observable, verifiable facts, would stoop to place a political agenda above their duty as researchers is not only stunning but reprehensible.  At this point at least 2 of the top climate scientists in the world have been forced to step down, albeit temporarily, over this monumental scandal.  One of the 2 is the scientist who is at the center of the email controversy--a series of messages between researchers who blatantly admit to manipulating data in order to make their case for man-made 'global warming' look better.

It is to be noted that the Washington Post is now reporting the story--finally--while there has been nary word said about it on CBS, NBC, ABC, or CNN. One newspaper in the UK--the Daily Express--is referring to the scandal as 'climate-change fraud.'  Another writer/journalist in the UK--James Delingpole of the Telegraph--states that 'climate-gate is all unraveling now.'  The Telegraph also reports that 'this is the worst scientific scandal of our generation,' and that 'the scientific establishment has been hopelessly compromised.'  In spite of significant and far-reaching evidence that proves that the entire theory of 'man-made climate change' is a trumped up hoax, the purveyors of the big lie continue to indicate they are 'true believers.'  From Barack Obama to Al Gore, from Nancy Pelosi to the U.N., from Columbia University to Copenhagen, the deceivers continue to spout their now discredited drivel that unless we enact drastic measures to control human behavior, stop using oil, and begin driving sardine-can cars, the earth is doomed to a premature and devastating end
No Warming - Data

No warming – data from satellites, balloons and past records prove

Singer 2k (S. Fred, Professor emeritus of Environmental Sciences at the University of Virginia and the founder and president of The Science & Environmental Policy Project, June 18, http://www.nationalcenter.org/KyotoSingerTestimony2000.html) 
1. There is no Appreciable Climate Warming Contrary to the conventional wisdom and the predictions of computer models, the Earth's climate has not warmed appreciably in the past two decades, and probably not since about 1940. The evidence is overwhelming: a) Satellite data show no appreciable warming of the global atmosphere since 1979. In fact, if one ignores the unusual El Nino year of 1998, one sees a cooling trend. b) Radiosonde data from balloons released regularly around the world confirm the satellite data in every respect. This fact has been confirmed in a recent report of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences [1]. c) The well-controlled and reliable thermometer record of surface temperatures for the continental United States shows no appreciable warming since about 1940. [See figure] The same is true for Western Europe. These results are in sharp contrast to the GLOBAL instrumental surface record, which shows substantial warming, mainly in NW Siberia and subpolar Alaska and Canada. d) But tree-ring records for Siberia and Alaska and published ice-core records that I have examined show NO warming since 1940. In fact, many show a cooling trend. Conclusion: The post-1980 global warming trend from surface thermometers is not credible. The absence of such warming would do away with the widely touted "hockey stick" graph ((with its "unusual" temperature rise in the past 100 years) [see figure]; it was shown here on May 17 as purported proof that the 20th century is the warmest in 1000 years.

No Warming - Consensus (Anthropogenic)

17,000 scientists agree – warming is not a concern and climate models not accurate

Singer 2k (S. Fred, Professor emeritus of Environmental Sciences at the University of Virginia and the founder and president of The Science & Environmental Policy Project, June 18, http://www.nationalcenter.org/KyotoSingerTestimony2000.html) 
We hold a skeptical view on the climate science that forms the basis of the National Assessment because we see no evidence to back its findings; climate model exercises are NOT evidence. Vice President Al Gore keeps referring to scientific skeptics as a "tiny minority outside the mainstream." This position is hard to maintain when more than 17,000 scientists have signed the Oregon Petition against the Kyoto Protocol because they see "no compelling evidence that humans are causing discernible climate change." Others try to discredit scientific skeptics by lumping them together with fringe political groups. Such ad hominem attacks are deplorable and have no place in a scientific debate.
No Econ Collapse - Diversity

Economy is too diverse to collapse
Christian Science Monitor, 06 (Ron Scherer- staff writer for CSM -07, US economy chugs ahead despite auto and housing slumps,)

http://www.csmonitor.com/2006/1211/p01s01-usec.html
 
The employment numbers show the economy is sturdy," says Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody's Economy.com. "The problems in housing and autos have not infected the economy." The economy's resilience has been a theme of several years' standing - one that predates the 9/11 attacks. The US output of goods and services has survived the damage of hurricanes Katrina and Rita, a run-up in oil prices, and the bursting of the high-tech balloon in early 2001.One reason for its capacity to take hits is its growing diversity. Indeed, last month's new jobs came in health and financial services, travel, government hiring, and professional services - all helping to offset a struggling manufacturing sector. Even in manufacturing, the picture is not as bleak as it could be, in part because vigorous economies abroad are buying American-made goods. "It takes a lot to get the economy down," says Ethan Harris, chief economist at Lehman Brothers in New York. "It does have some natural resilience in the face of shocks."
Econ Collapse does not Cause War
Economic downturns don't cause wars.
Miller, 2K
(Faculty of Administration, University of Ottawa, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol. 25, No. 4, pg.277)

 

The question may be formulated. Do wars spring fro popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes?  Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement.  This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war.  According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis.  After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:  Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong…The severity of economic crisis-as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth-bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes…(or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence.  In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crisis by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
No North Korea War

Conflict won’t escalate –China deters, and economic sanctions all prevent war
Mottram 5/25 (Linda, Austrailian Broadcasting Corporation Reporter, "North is bluffing says South Korea's ambassador to Australia," http://www.radioaustralia.net.au/asiapac/stories/201005/s2909210.htm, 6/5/10) 

South Korea's ambassador to Australia Woosang Kim says North Korea is bluffing and that current tensions on the peninsula won't escalate to military action.
The Ambassador also says he's confident North Korea's main international backer, China, will play it's part to calm the crisis. As he spoke in Canberra, Beijing's special representative for Korean affairs was meeting South Korea's foreign minister as part of Seoul's diplomatic push to secure international support. The push comes after the South announced it was cutting trade and other contacts and barring the North's merchant ships from using it's sea lanes over the finding that a North Korean submarine torpedoed and sank a South Korean ship in March, killing 46. Seoul is also referring the issue to the United Nations Security Council -- and that's where China's veto could either make or break a push for new sanctions against the North.

No impact to Korean war 

Meyer 3 (Carlton, former marine and editor of G2mil.com, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm, AD: 7/8/10) 
When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea. This is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without American help. North Korea’s million-man army may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel. In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and ammo. Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups. 

There won’t be a war over North Korea and even if there is it won’t escalate

Adamson 2 (Deborah, CBS Market Watch, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/south-koreas-sudden-market-jitters, AD: 7/8/10)
Arjun Divecha, who manages the $1 billion GMO Emerging Markets fund said, ''I don't think it's that serious, actually. The probability of war is very low. Nobody wants war. It's about muscle flexing.''Umbarger said North Korea has done the same thing before. ''It's really not new news. This is not terribly different from how they have negotiated with the U.S. and U.N. in the past.''The threat today is similar to the situation faced in 1994, said John Chambers, chairman of the Sovereign Rating Committee at Standard & Poor's.  ''We don't think there will be war and we don't think North Korea will collapse,'' Chambers said. ''North Korea will be a nuclear power and its neighbors will have to live with it. Just as it is with Pakistan.''Umbarger compared the current situation to political tensions before the Brazilian elections in October last year, but said T. Rowe Price will wait for the situation to subside before considering more investments.  Meanwhile, foreign brokerage houses in Seoul also believed the nuclear situation will not escalate to an all-out war with North Korea. 
No Accidental Nuclear Launch

Risk of backlash prevents accidental war
Waltz 95 (Kenneth, Prof of Poli Sci @ Berkely, Ph.D in Poli Sci from Columbia U, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A debate, pp. 111)
Deterrence is also a considerable guarantee against accidents, since it causes countries to take good care of their weapons, and against anonymous use, since those firing the weapons can neither know that they will be undetected nor what form of punishment detection might bring. In life, uncertainties abound. In a conven-tional world, they more easily lead to war because less is at stake. Even so, it is difficult to think of wars that have started by accident even before nuclear weapons were invented. It is hard to believe that nuclear war may begin accidentally, when less frightening conventional wars have rarely done so.
Fear of accidents prevents them

Waltz 95 (Kenneth, Prof of Poli Sci @ Berkely, Ph.D in Poli Sci from Columbia U, International Affairs, August 1995, http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/wak01/) 

Fear of accidents works against their occurring. This is illustrated by the Cuban Missile Crisis. Accidents happened during the crisis, and unplanned events took place. An American U-2 strayed over Siberia, and one flew over Cuba. The American Navy continued to play games at sea, such games as trying to force Soviet submarines to surface. In crises, political leaders want to control all relevant actions, while knowing that they cannot do so. Fear of losing control propelled Kennedy and Khrushchev to end the crisis quickly. In a conventional world, uncertainty may tempt a country to join battle. In a nuclear world, uncertainty has the opposite effect. What is not surely controllable is too dangerous to bear.

Accidents wont escalate – fear, risk calculation, and intuitional mechanisms
Wallace, Crissey and Sennott 86 (Michael D., Brian L., and Linn I., Michael – prof of Poli Sci @ Columbia U, Brian – Prof of Computing Sci @ Linfield College, and Linn – Prof of Mathematics @ ISU, Journal of Peace Research, vol. 23 no. 1, 1986, JStor) 
However, some scholars have made a strong counterargument to the effect that the historic arms race – war link has been rendered obsolete by nuclear weapons (Weede 1980; Atfield 1983).  According to this view, the terrifying consequences of nuclear attack, combined with the enormous strategic and tactical uncertainties about the course of a nuclear conflict once initiated, lead to an unprecedented inhibition on escalation during crises.  This inhibition even has been powerful enough to  promote the development of unilateral, bilateral, and multilateral conventions, agreements, an institutional mechanisms designed to ward off or de-escalate potentially serious crises.  The data lend some indirect support to this view, as none of the major crises preceded by arms races after 1945 have escalated to war, even though the great majority before that date did so. 
No Impact to Biodiversity Loss

Biodiversity not key to anything

Warrick 97 (Joby, Washington Post, Aug 29, Lexis) 

Ecologists have long maintained that diversity is one of nature's greatest strengths, but new research suggests that diversity alone does not guarantee strong ecosystems. In findings that could intensify the debate over endangered species and habitat conservation, three new studies suggest a greater abundance of plant and animal varieties doesn't always translate to better ecological health. At least equally important, the research found, are the types of species and how they function together. "Having a long list of Latin names isn't always better than a shorter list of Latin names," said Stanford University biologist Peter Vitousek, co-author of one of the studies published in the journal Science. Separate experiments in California, Minnesota and Sweden, found that diversity often had little bearing on the performance of ecosystems -- at least as measured by the growth and health of native plants. In fact, the communities with the greatest biological richness were often the poorest when it came to productivity and the cycling of nutrients. One study compared plant life on 50 remote islands in northern Sweden that are prone to frequent wildfires from lightning strikes. Scientist David Wardle of Land care Research in Lincoln, New Zealand, and colleagues at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, found that islands dominated by a few species of plants recovered more quickly than nearby islands with greater biological diversity. Similar findings were reported by University of Minnesota researchers who studied savannah grasses, and by Stanford's Vitousek and colleague David Hooper, who concluded that functional characteristics of plant species were more important than the number of varieties in determining how ecosystems performed. British plant ecologist J.P. Grime, in a commentary summarizing the research, said there is as yet no "convincing evidence that species diversity and ecosystem function are consistently and causally related." "It could be argued," he added, "that the tide is turning against the notion of high biodiversity as a controller of ecosystem function and insurance against ecological collapse."
No Impact to Biodiversity Loss (Japan)

Japan is experiencing large scale biodiversity loss

The Daily Yomiuri 1 (Feb 6, http://www.yahoo-search.jp/?kw=February+6,+2001&ord=t&cs=sjis&id=300069) 
Many species have already disappeared from the Chiba countryside. Once-common birds, such as cranes, storks, geese and ibises, are no longer found here. Of these, the Asiatic White Stork and the Japanese Crested Ibis have gone extinct in Japan as a whole, but some populations still remain on the Asian mainland. The Japanese red fox and the badger have also disappeared, and the squirrel has been reduced to near invisibility. The only remaining medium-size mammals are the hare, tanuki and weasel. Frogs are often an excellent indicator species for regions with abundant fresh water wetland habitats. In the Chiba countryside, there are currently six species of frogs. One of these, the American bullfrog, is an introduced species, but the other five are native. Of these, the Japanese toad, Japanese tree frog and Schlegel's tree frog seem to be holding their own. The Japanese brown frog and the Tokyo daruma pond frog, however, are in precipitous decline, and are even in danger of regional extinction. Both these species are important indicators of the ecological health of the countryside ecosystem. The Japanese brown frog (Rana japonica=Nihon akagaeru) lays its eggs in the rice paddies, but the adults spend most of their time foraging on the forest floor. This species thus requires both excellent paddy habitat and adjacent coppice forest.

No Impact to Biodiversity (Non-Unique)

Overwhelming decline in biodiversity in the status quo

Ricciardi 10 (Michael, former prof. of ecology and natural science @ Cape Cod, Mass.  June 16, http://planetsave.com/blog/blog/2010/06/16/worlds-biodiversity-loss-not-slowing-major-analysis-finds-video/) 
In this International Year of Biodiversity, a multinational group of zoologists, biologists and ecologists has assessed 24 biodiversity indicators and found that global declines in these key indicators are either fluctuating or continuing.  The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), adopted in 2002, was a commitment to achieve significant reductions in biological diversity loss by 2010. With the recognition that biodiversity plays a significant role in human well-being and quality of life measurements, the convention’s goal was subsequently included in the United Nations Millennium Development Goals.  Publishing the results of their integrative study in the May 28, 2010  edition of Science Magazine (Global Biodiversity: Indicators of Recent Declines, Butchart et al), the group’s aggregate analysis “suggests that biodiversity has continued to decline over the past four decades, with most state (of biodiversity) indicators showing negative trends.”   A new, aggregate study of key biological diversity indicators shows the rate of decline in genes, species loss, population loss, and ecosystem services is continuing.  Previous analyses of gene, species and population losses have been published, but the group’s study is the first empirical analysis to integrate a broad spectrum of biodiversity indicators. In an effort to determine whether the CBD goal is being met, the team calculated “aggregate indices” reflecting the state of biodiversity (in a given region/area), the biodiversity “pressure” (impacting factors),  environmental/ecological policy and management, and the state of “ecosystem services” (that people derive benefit from). The starting year for calculating (positive/negative) biodiversity trends was 1970.   A schematic image illustrating the relationship between biodiversity, ecosystem services, human well-being, and poverty. The illustration shows where conservation action, strategies and plans can influence the drivers of the current biodiversity crisis at local, regional, to global scales. More specifically, the analysis found there to be continued declines in population trends of vertebrates, habitat-specialized birds,  shore birds (worldwide), the extent of forested land, mangroves, seagrass beds, and the condition of coral reefs.  The study also found that “aggregate species’ extinction risk (i.e., biodiversity loss at the species level) has accelerated.” This finding included data from the Red List Index–compiled annually by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)–showing the rate of change (in species loss) to be in a negative trend.  Most of the indicators reflecting “pressures on biodiversity” show increasing trends (since 1970), and include: increases in “aggregate human consumption of ecological assets”, increases in the deposition of reactive nitrogen (typically through the over-use of synthetic fertilizers), the number of alien (invading) species (in Europe), the proportion of fish stocks that are over-harvested, and the impact of climate change on (European) bird populations. 

No China War

U.S.-China war won’t happen- 4 reasons

Dyer 9 (Gwynne, Jakarta Post, Mar 29, http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2005/03/12/china-unlikely-engage-military-confrontation.html) 
Given America's monopoly or huge technological lead in key areas like stealth bombers, aircraft carriers, long-range sensors, satellite surveillance and even infantry body armor, Goss's warning is misleading and self-serving. China cannot project a serious military force even 200 miles (km) from home, while American forces utterly dominate China's ocean frontiers, many thousands of miles (kilometers) from the United States. But the drumbeat of warnings about China's ""military build-up"" continues.  Just the other week U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld was worrying again about the expansion of the Chinese navy, which is finally building some amphibious landing ships half a century after Beijing's confrontation with the non-Communist regime on the island of Taiwan began. And Senator Richard Lugar, head of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, warned that if the European Union ends its embargo on arms sales to China, the U.S. would stop military technology sales to Europe.  It will come as no surprise, therefore, that the major U.S. defense review planned for this year will concentrate on the rising ""threat"" from China, or that this year for the first time the joint U.S.-Japanese defense policy statement named China as a ""security concern"", or that the Taiwan government urged the ""military encirclement"" of China to prevent any ""foreign adventures"" by Beijing. It comes as no surprise -- but it still makes no sense.  China's defense budget this year is 247.7 billion yuan: Around US$30 billion at the official exchange rate. There are those in Washington who will say that it's more like $60 billion in purchasing power, but then there used to be ""experts"" who annually produced hugely inflated and frightening estimates of the Soviet defense budget. Such people will always exist: to justify a big U.S. defense budget, you need a big threat.  It's true that 247.7 billion yuan buys an awful lot of warm bodies in military uniform in the low-wage Chinese economy, but it doesn't actually buy much more in the way of high-tech military systems.  It's also true that the Chinese defense budget has grown by double-digit increases for the past fourteen years: This year it's up by 12.6 percent. But that is not significantly faster than the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and it's about what you have to spend in order to convert what used to be a glorified peasant militia into a modern military force.  It would be astonishing if China chose NOT to modernize its armed forces as the rest of the economy modernizes, and the end result is not going to be a military machine that towers above all others. If you project the current growth rates of military spending in China and the United States into the future, China's defense budget catches up with the United States about the same time that its Gross Domestic Product does, in the late 2030s or the early 2040s.  As to China's strategic intentions, the record of the past is reassuring in several respects. China has almost never been militarily expansionist beyond the traditional boundaries of the Middle Kingdom (which do include Tibet in the view of most Chinese), and its border clashes with India, the Soviet Union and Vietnam in the first decades of Communist rule generally ended with a voluntary Chinese withdrawal from the disputed territories.  The same moderation has usually applied in nuclear matters. The CIA frets that China could have a hundred nuclear missiles targeted on the United States by 2015, but that is actually evidence of China's great restraint. The first Chinese nuclear weapons test was forty years ago, and by now China could have thousands of nuclear warheads targeted on the U.S. if it wanted. (The United States DOES have thousands of nuclear warheads that can strike Chinese targets.)  The Beijing regime is obsessed with economic stability, because it fears that a severe downturn would trigger social and political upheaval. The last thing it wants is a military confrontation with its biggest trading partner, the United States. It will go on playing the nationalist card over Taiwan to curry domestic political favor, but there is no massive military build-up and no plausible threat of impending war in East Asia.
No China War Over Taiwan

Deterrence checks Chinese aggression in Taiwan  

Ross 2 (Robert Prof of Political Science at Boston College Spring 2002,  Project Muse ) 

The challenge for the United States is to maintain its deterrence of the Chinese use of force against Taiwan, thus protecting Taiwan's security, democracy, and prosperity, while not contesting Chinese security interests. During the first ten years of the post-Cold War era, the United States increased its superiority over China in naval power and high-technology weaponry, enhanced its forward presence through greater access to military facilities in Singapore and the Philippines, and consolidated its alliance with Japan. Simultaneously, it acknowledged [End Page 84] PRC interests in Taiwan, pursued limited diplomatic and military ties with Taipei, and cautioned Taiwan from moving toward independence. Given long-term U.S. escalation dominance and China's perception of U.S. resolve, this could be U.S. policy for the next ten years and beyond. Rather than needlessly challenge Chinese security, the United States should use its strategic advantage to expand cooperation with China and maintain the security of Taiwan.   

No Asia War - Interdependence

All their scenarios for conflict are conflated – interdependence prevents conflict 
Desker 7/8 (Barry, Dean of S.Rjaratnum Shool of IR, Int. Studies, http://www.nationmultimedia.com/worldhotnews/30076709/Why, AD: 7/8/10) 
Nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region is more stable than one might believe.  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 denuclearization of the peninsula.  Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict (especially after the KMT victories in Taiwan).  The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the nascent Six Party Talks forum and, in particular, ASEAN, and institutions such as the East Asian Summit, Asean + 3 (which brings together the Asean 10 with China, Japan and South Korea) and the Asean Regional Forum which Asean has conceived.
No Democratic Peace Theory

Democratic peace theory is a lie – democratic institutions foster conflict and wars – Africa proves.

Zakaria, 99 (Fareed, professor IR @ Harvard, Columbia, and Case Western, “The Rise of Illiberal Democracy,” November, http://www.fareedzakaria.com/ARTICLES/other/democracy.html)
On  December  8,1996,  Jack Lang  made  a dramatic  dash  to  Belgrade.  The  French  celebrity  politician,  formerly  minister  of  culture,  had  been  inspired  by  the  student  demonstrations  involving  tens  of  thousands  against  Slobodan  Milosevic,  a  man  Lang  and  many  Western  intellec  tuals  held  responsible  for  the war  in  the Balkans.  Lang  wanted  to  lend  his moral  support  to  the  Yugoslav  opposition.  The  leaders  of  the move  ment  received  him  in  their  offices?the  philosophy  department?only  to  boot  him  out,  declare  him  "an  enemy  of  the  Serbs,"  and  order  him  to  leave  the  country.  It  turned  out  that  the  students  opposed  Milosevic  not  for  starting  the war,  but  for  failing  to  win  it.  Lang's  embarrassment  highlights  two  common,  and  often  mistaken,  assumptions?that  the  forces  of  democracy  are  the  forces  of  ethnic  harmony  and  of  peace.  Neither  is  necessarily  true. Mature  liberal  democracies  can  usually  accommodate  ethnic  divisions  without  violence  or  terror  and  live  in  peace  with  other  liberal  democracies.  But  without  a  background  in constitutional  liberalism,  the  introduction  of  democracy  in divided  societies  has  actually  fomented  nationalism,  ethnic  conflict,  and  even  war.  The  spate  of  elections  held  immediately  after  the  col  lapse  of  communism  were  won  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  by  nationalist  separatists  and  resulted  in  the  breakup  of  those  countries.  This  was  not  in and  of  itself  bad,  since  those  countries  had  been  bound  together  by  force.  But  the  rapid  secessions,  without  guarantees,  insti  tutions,  or  political  power  for  the  many  minorities  living  within  the  new  countries,  have  caused  spirals  of  rebellion,  repression,  and,  in  places  like  Bosnia,  Azerbaijan,  and  Georgia,  war.  Elections  require  that  politicians  compete  for  peoples'  votes.  In  societies  without  strong  traditions  of multiethnic  groups  or  assimilation,  it  is easiest  to  organize  support  along  racial,  ethnic,  or  religious  lines.  Once  an  ethnic  group  is  in  power,  it  tends  to  exclude  other  ethnic  groups.  Compromise  seems  impossible;  one  can  bargain  on material  issues  like  housing,  hospitals,  and  handouts,  but  how  does  one  split  the  difference  on  a national  religion?  Political  competition  that  is  so  divisive  can  rapidly  degenerate  into  violence.  Opposition  move  ments,  armed  rebellions,  and  coups  in  Africa  have  often  been  directed  against  ethnically  based  regimes,  many  of  which  came  to  powerthrough  elections.  Surveying  the  breakdown  of African  and  Asian  democracies  in  the  1960s,  two  scholars  concluded  that  democracy  "is  simply  not  viable  in an  environment  of  intense  ethnic  preferences."  Recent  studies,  particularly  of Africa  and  Central  Asia,  have  confirmed  this  pessimism.  A  distinguished  expert  on  ethnic  conflict,  Donald  Horowitz,  concluded,  "In  the  face  of  this  rather  dismal  account.  .  .  of  the  concrete  failures  of  democracy  in  divided  societies  .  .  . one  is  tempted  to  throw  up  one's  hands. What  is  the  point  of  holding  elec  tions  if  all  they  do  in  the  end  is  to  substitute  a Bemba-dominated  regime  for  a  Nyanja  regime  in  Zambia,  the  two  equally  narrow,  or  a  southern  regime  for  a northern  one  in  Benin,  neither  incorporating  the  other  half  of  the  state?"8
No Impact Disease - Host Death

Disease burns out before it can cause extinction – lethal viruses will kill their hosts too fast.

Understanding Evolution 7 (Website on Evolution from UC Berkeley, "Evolution from a virus's view," December, http://evolution.berkeley.edu/evolibrary/news/071201_adenovirus)

Since transmission is a matter of life or death for pathogen lineages, some evolutionary biologists have focused on this as the key to understanding why some have evolved into killers and others cause no worse than the sniffles. The idea is that there may be an evolutionary trade-off between virulence and transmission. Consider a virus that exploits its human host more than most and so produces more offspring than most. This virus does a lot of damage to the host — in other words, is highly virulent. From the virus's perspective, this would, at first, seem like a good thing; extra resources mean extra offspring, which generally means high evolutionary fitness. However, if the viral reproduction completely incapacitates the host, the whole strategy could backfire: the illness might prevent the host from going out and coming into contact with new hosts that the virus could jump to. A victim of its own success, the viral lineage could go extinct and become an evolutionary dead end. This level of virulence is clearly not a good thing from the virus's perspective.
No Impact Disease - Evolution

Diseases strong enough to kill will burnout – evolution is on our side.

Adam 5 (Mike, Staff Writer for Newstarget.com, "Why the bird flu virus is less deadly but more dangerous," June 21, http://www.outlivetheflu.com/why-the-bird-flu-virus-is-less-deadly-but-more-dangerous.htm)

If you're a really deadly virus -- like Ebola, which kills 90 percent of the people infected -- then you're actually not very good at spreading from one person to the next. Why? You kill your host too quickly. You're so deadly that your host dies before you get a chance to be infectious. In order to be a pandemic, a virus must be highly infectious; it must be able to spread from one person to another in an undetectable way. When a virus becomes less-immediately lethal, it is able to survive in the host in an undetectable state, for a longer period of time. This is what makes viruses really, really dangerous: A dangerous virus is not lethal to one individual; rather, it can exist in a hidden state and be passed from one person to the next. It's the contagiousness of a virus that makes it dangerous.  Let's say you're a virus and you consider "success" to be wiping people out. Obviously, viruses don't have that sort of thought process, this is just a way to explain their strategies. If you're a virus and you're trying to infect and kill people, you're going to be far more "successful" if you have a low kill rate but infect a billion people, rather than having a very high kill rate and only infecting 10 or 20 people. If you are a very deadly virus in the Congo, for example, and you manage to wipe out a small village, even though you were rather horrifying to the village and fatal to those people, you as a virus haven't been very successful. Why? You wiped out the village; there's nobody left to spread it. Now, again, of course viruses don't think this way: They don't have plans, they don't have strategies -- this is just evolutionary biology in play.  On the other hand, let's say you are a virus with a very small kill rate -- you only kill one or two percent of your hosts -- but you're highly infectious. You, as this type of virus, can easily spread from one person to the next. Since 98 or 99 percent of the people who are infected with you won't die from it, they can walk around cities, airports and football stadiums and spread you to all the other hosts out there. If you are that kind of virus, you're going to be a lot more "successful" in spreading.  In the history of infectious disease, the most deadly viruses, in terms of the total number of people killed worldwide, were highly infectious, not necessarily highly lethal. If you look at the 1918 so-called "Spanish" flu (which really wasn't from Spain, but that's another story), the virus did not have a kill rate anywhere near 90 percent, or even 70 percent. I believe it was well under 20 percent. But this virus was good at spreading from one host to another, which is what made it extremely dangerous.

No Indo-Pak Escalation

Indo-Pak conflict doesn’t go nuclear except in incredibly unlikely scenarios that they can’t defend

Markey 10 (Daniel, writer for Council on Foreign Relations, “Terrorism and Indo-Pakistani Esclation”) 
A military exchange between India and Pakistan sparked by a terrorist attack in India is not likely

to cross the nuclear threshold. Several conceivable circumstances could alter this conclusion, but two

stand out: (1) India suffers additional catastrophic terrorist attacks in the midst of the crisis, driving it

to intensify the conflict to a point where Pakistan’s army determines it cannot defend the state by

conventional means, and (2) Pakistan’s nuclear command, as yet untested by major conventional attacks,

is blinded or confused to the point that it authorizes a first strike.

Even if nuclear weapons are involved, India-Pakistan war doesn’t escalate beyond that region

 Dyer 2 (Gwynne, “Nuclear war a possibility over Kashmir,” Hamilton Spectator, May 24, 2002) 
For those who do not live in the subcontinent, the most important fact is that the damage would be largely confined to the region. The Cold War is over, the strategic understandings that once tied India and Pakistan to the rival alliance systems have all been cancelled, and no outside powers would be drawn into the fighting. The detonation of a hundred or so relatively small nuclear weapons over India and Pakistan would not cause grave harm to the wider world from fallout. 
No Impact Proliferation

Proliferation is slow

Gray 0 (Colin, Professor of International Politics at the University of Hull, “To Confuse Ourselves: Nuclear Fallacies,” Alternative Nuclear Futures, ed. Baylis and O’Neil, p. 5-6)
The numbers of nuclear-weapon, and nuclear-threshold, states, remain much lower than proliferation pessimists were predicting in the 1950s and 1960s. There is no question but that the pace of proliferation has been slow and at present shows no thoroughly convincing signs of a prospect for other than a distinctly steady acceleration. But, this trend, if that is what it is, of a deliberate pace in proliferation, is vulnerable to nuclear learning from any crisis, anywhere that seems to demonstrate a strategic necessity for nuclear arms. The trend that has produced only five NPT-’licensed’ nuclear-weapon states—which happen to be the Five Permanent Members of the UN Security Council—three unlicensed nuclear-weapon states (Israel, India, Pakistan), at least one near-nuclear-weapon threshold state (North Korea), and three would-be nuclear-weapon states (Iraq, Iran, Libya), is indeed impressive. Also it is impressive that, inter alia, Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, and Taiwan, have stepped back from active pursuit of the military nuclear option. More noteworthy still was the renunciation in 1990 of actual, as opposed to virtual, nuclear weapons by a South Africa whose internal and external security condition has been transformed by and large for the better, and by the distinctly insecure extra-Russian legatees of part of the erstwhile Soviet nuclear arsenal.
Slow proliferation doesn’t open the floodgates


Waltz 3 (Kenneth, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 42-43
Countries have to take care of their own security, if countries feel insecure and believe that nuclear weapons would make them more secure, America’s policy of opposing the spread of nuclear weapons will not prevail. Any slight chance of bringing the spread of nuclear weapons to a halt exists only if the United States strenuously tries to achieve that end. To do so carries costs measured in terms of other interests. The strongest way for the United States to persuade other countries to forego nuclear weapons is to guarantee their security. How many states’ security do we want to guarantee? Wisely, we are reluctant to make promises, but then we should not expect to decide how other countries provide for their security. Some have feared that weakening opposition to the spread of nuclear weapons will lead numerous states to obtain them because it may seem that “everyone is doing it.” Why should we think that if we relax, numerous states will begin to make nuclear weapons? Both the United States and the Soviet Union were relaxed in the past, and those effects did not follow. The Soviet Union initially supported China’s nuclear program. The United States helped both Britain and France to produce nuclear weapons. By 1968 the CIA had informed President Johnson of the existence of Israeli nuclear weapons, and in July of 1970, Richard Helms, director of the CIA, gave this information to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. These and later disclosures were not followed by censure of Israel or by reductions of economic assistance.  And in September of 1980, the executive branch, against the will of the House of Representatives but with the approval of the Senate, continued to do nuclear business with India despite its explosion of a nuclear device and despite its unwillingness to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Many more countries can make nuclear weapons than do. One can believe that American opposition to nuclear arming stays the deluge only by overlooking the complications of international life. Any state has to examine many conditions before deciding whether or not to develop nuclear weapons. Our opposition is only one factor and is not likely to be the decisive one. Many states feel fairly secure living with their neighbors. Why should they want nuclear weapons? Some countries, feeling threatened, have found security through their own strenuous efforts and through arrangements made with others. South Korea is an outstanding example. Many officials believe that South Korea would lose more in terms of American support if it acquired nuclear weapons than it would gain by having them. Further, on occasion we might slow the spread of nuclear weapons by not opposing the nuclear weapons programs of some countries. When we opposed Pakistan’s nuclear program, we were saying that we disapprove of countries developing nuclear weapons no matter what their neighbors do. The gradual spread of nuclear weapons has not opened the nuclear floodgates. Nations attend to their security in the ways they think best. The fact that so many more countries can make nuclear weapons than do says more about the hesi​tation of countries to enter the nuclear military business than about the effectiveness of American nonproliferation policy. We should suit our policy to individual cases, sometimes bringing pressure against a country moving toward nuclear weapons capability and sometimes quietly acquiescing: No one policy is right in all cases. We should ask what the inter​ests of other countries require before putting pressure on them. Some countries are likely to suffer more in cost and pain if they remain conventional states than if they become nuclear ones. The measured spread of nuclear weapons does not run against our interests and can increase the security of some states at a price they can afford to pay.
Proliferation Slow Ext.

Even if capabilities for quick prolif exist, actual prolif will be slow

Waltz 0 (Kenneth, Pro, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Winter/Spring , Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, online: http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, accessed March 9, 2007)
It is now estimated that about twenty–five countries are in a position to make nuclear weapons rather quickly. Most countries that could have acquired nuclear military capability have refrained from doing so. Most countries do not need them. Consider Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa. Argentina and Brazil were in the process of moving toward nuclear military capability, and both decided against it–wisely I believe–because neither country needs nuclear weapons. South Africa had about half a dozen warheads and decided to destroy them. You have to have an adversary against whom you think you might have to threaten retaliation, but most countries are not in this position. Germany does not face any security threats–certainly not any in which a nuclear force would be relevant. I would expect the pattern of the past to be the same as the pattern in the future, in which one or two states per decade gradually develop nuclear weapons. 
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