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ICBMs prompt multiple scenarios for crisis instability – guarantees extinction. 
Mackey, 2009 

[Dr. Robert, Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army (Retired), combat veteran of the invasion of Panama, Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi Freedom, was Assistant Professor of Military History at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, served on the Army Staff and Joint Staff at the Pentagon, a regular contributor to Military History and World War II magazines, author of The UnCivil War: Irregular Warfare in the Upper South, 1861-1865 (2004, 2005), currently a terrorism consultant in Washington, DC, “The Only Real "Existential Threat": A Sane Path for Reducing Nuclear Arsenals,” 2-11, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-mackey/the-only-real-existential_b_165949.html] 

"Existential Threat." In my last decade of active military service, to include a stint as a student at the Army's School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS, aka "the Jedi Knight School"), I heard this phrase bandied around on a fairly common basis. Al Qa'ida was called an "Existential Threat." North Korea was called an "Existential Threat." As was Iraq, Cuba, Iran, drugs, international terrorism, the tech bubble, the housing bubble and any popular music created after Led Zeppelin broke up (ok, I made up the last three; that doesn't make it untrue...some people remember when JFK was shot, I remember where I was when Zeppelin broke up). The phrase, like my last comment above, has become not only overused, but somewhat of a joke in the inner circles of military planning. Could illegal drugs destroy the United States? Could a terrorist organization, no matter how well funded, organized or trained, eliminate the Republic from the face of the planet? No. The reality is that there is only one nation on Earth, besides ourselves, who can physically destroy the United States -- Russia. I came up through the late Cold War U.S. Army, where posters in my basic training barracks at Fort Benning, Georgia (as an aside, the barracks were the finest quality construction of 1942, had maps of South Vietnam on the walls, and were still being used in 1983), were of life-sized Soviet soldiers and had the words "This is Your Enemy. Know Him." printed below. Thankfully, the world did not leap into that abyss and a 20 year old hillbilly from the Ozarks didn't find himself dressed in full chemical gear somewhere in central West Germany shooting anti-tank rockets at a 20 year old hillbilly from the Urals in a tank. The end of the Cold War, however, did not put an end to the threat of nuclear war. While we pontificate about the "existential threat" of nuclear proliferation from Iran, et al, the simple fact remains that it would take hundreds of near simultaneous nuclear blasts to destroy the United States. Regardless of other issues that a nuclear conflict short of a massive exchange would cause (such as damage to the nation's electronic infrastructure from electromagnetic pulses from the blasts to even a small amount of nuclear soot being shoved into the atmosphere, and the concordant drop in global temperatures, etc.), no minor nuclear power could destroy the United States without a massive, nation-ending counterattack from the Americans. Only Russia possesses the number of weapons and delivery systems required to destroy the United States. The new administration, with the economic crisis, health care and a myriad of other issues on their plate, needs to take on the one real "existential threat" to the Republic -- the sane, mutual reduction of nuclear weapons in the United States and the Russian Federation. Both sides can take action to reduce their massive stockpiles while still maintaining a sufficient deterrent to maintain deterrence. First, both sides need to eliminate all land-based ICBMs. Quite simply, they do not need them and of all parts of the nuclear triad, they are the most destabilizing. Land-based missiles are vulnerable to first strike attacks, terrorist assaults aimed at obtaining a bomb or materials, and are the only real first strike nuclear weapons that both nations maintain. Set an example for North Korea and Iran by banning land-based ICBMs.  Second, allow for the increase in land-based manned strategic bombers. Doctor Strangelove not withstanding, land-based aircraft take time to arm, marshal and fly to their targets. Heaven forbid a nuclear crisis develops between the U.S. and the Russian Federation, it would give the leaders of both nations the ability to show their determination while giving both sides time to calm down. There is a substantial difference between 30 minutes from a missile launched in the Urals to a target in the U.S., and a bomber flying 15 hours from Louisiana to Moscow. Since we cannot immediately eliminate nuclear weapons from the planet, this is, I believe, a compromise that provides both sides with a viable option. And from a personal view, I am much more comfortable with a pilot in a bomber that can be recalled, than an ICBM that cannot. Third, allow both sides to keep a secure deterrent -- ICBM submarines -- but with limited warhead and missile capacity. Both the U.S. and Russia would argue that their nuclear forces must be "redundant" and "survivable" -- both phrases from the Cold War full-scale war mentality. However, both sides could easily maintain a small, stealthy, and effective nuclear submarine force capable of acting even in a first strike/doomsday scenario. In effect, the submarines would guarantee both sides a final deterrent from a surprise attack -- the core fear of both American and Russian military leaders since 1941. Lastly, the elimination of land-based missiles would be the first step in reducing both nuclear stockpiles to sane levels. Later, as air and sea launched weapons became obsolescent or needed to be replaced, both sides could agree to replace a reduced percentage over the years. If, for example, the first generation of nuclear weapons becomes outdated in 10 years, the US could replace 100 of these older systems with 50 newer ones. Then, as time passed, replace those 50 with 25 better weapons, and so on, while still maintaining a credible deterrent force. The increase in lethality and accuracy of modern conventional weapons, and the lack of practical use for nuclear weapons since the end of World War II, means that military planners have no real necessity to depend upon these weapons. Of course, the reality of nuclear weapons is that they are less of a military tool than a political one. This means that it is the role of the political leadership, not the military, of both the U.S. and Russia to address the reduction of nuclear stockpiles. Perhaps that is the real "existential threat" to both nations; unless their leaders act, today, to reduce nuclear weapons, our descendants will be cursed to live with the possibility, no matter how faint, that their fathers and grandfathers cursed them with a never-ending fear of the end of humanity in a flash. 

Exts – ICBMs → Crisis Instability

ICBMs aren’t survivable – military commanders admit this means they’d be launched on warning in times of crisis. 

Marsh & Stanford, 2009 

[Gerald E., physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, has worked and published widely in the areas of science, nuclear power, and foreign affairs, was a consultant to the Department of Defense on strategic nuclear technology and policy in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations, and served with the U.S. START delegation in Geneva, George S., physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory. B.Sc. with Honours, Acadia University; M.A., Wesleyan University; Ph.D. in experimental nuclear physics, Yale University, member of the American Nuclear Society, has served on the National Council of the Federation of American Scientists. His technical publications have pertained mainly to experiments in nuclear physics, reactor physics, and fast-reactor safety, “Initiatives to Enhance Nuclear Stability and Non-Proliferation in the 21st Century,”  http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200907/marsh.cfm] 

We don’t endorse gendered language. 
The second initiative for the Obama administration, the restructuring of nuclear forces, has to do with stability in time of crisis and the role of land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles. Because these missiles cannot survive a nuclear attack, there is an incentive to launch them on warning that a massive missile attack has been initiated.  That risk is minimal now, but some history is instructive: In the Spring of 1986, Donald Latham, then Assistant Secretary of Defense for C3I (Command, Control, Communications, & Intelligence), told Congress that "our policy is not one of launch on warning, absolutely not." This was disingenuous at best. General Charles A. Gabriel had testified in 1985, when he was Air Force Chief of Staff, that "There are options that I won’t go into. Obviously, if [the enemy] were going for our missile silos, there will be a period of time when we can see his weapons coming. We have sensors that tell us that. There are options that obviously do not make them sitting ducks." Perhaps the least ambiguous comment on this issue came from General John T. Chain, Jr., Commander in Chief of the Strategic Air Command, in 1989. In a letter dated January 26 of that year, in response to a query from Republican senator Pete Wilson of California about a study of strategic weapons modernization done by the Washington-based Center for Strategic and International Studies, he wrote that the assumption that U.S. land-based missiles would not be fired until after enemy warheads began detonating on U.S. territory—in other words that they would ride out an attack—is "unrealistic." In his words, "Only the ‘rideout’ scenario was used, which is unrealistic and assumes away the value of our silo-based ICBMs." The threat to the land-based missiles was a serious issue during the late Soviet era. Today that threat is no longer credible, primarily because Russia is no longer an enemy, but also because of the deteriorated state of the Russian nuclear forces and associated systems. It is nevertheless important for the United States to eliminate the inherent instability of silo-based missiles by unilaterally restructuring its nuclear forces as a dyad composed of nuclear-armed bombers and submarine-based nuclear missiles. This will eliminate the threat to crisis stability should the political situation change later in this century. Such a configuration is capable of riding out a nuclear attack, so that retaliation will not occur until it is known for certain that there have been actual nuclear detonations on U.S. soil. The French have already made such a transition. The instability introduced by land-based missiles was initially accepted because submarine-based nuclear weapons did not have the accuracy of land-based missiles. This was an important consideration, because certain high-value targets in the Soviet Union that were required by national guidance to be held at risk required either weapons with very large yields, several weapons, or high accuracy. But the disparity between the accuracy of land- and sea-based forces vanished years ago, and today submarine-based missiles are perhaps even more accurate than the aging land-based missiles. They are also operationally tested on a regular basis, unlike the land-based missiles—whose success record in testing from operational silos is dismal. The land-based missiles have served their purpose. Their continued retention is dangerous and consumes badly needed resources. 
Lack of survivability invites attacks on ICBMS. 

Koehle, 2009 

[Stuart, frequent contributor to THE WEEKLY STANDARD Online, “Destabilization and Disarmament,” 9-24, http://weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/993kkohs.asp?pg=1] 
We don’t endorse gendered language. 

Survivability is perhaps the critical element of strategic deterrence. A deterrent force that is perceived as vulnerable actually invites attack--witness the destruction of the U.S. Pacific Fleet at Pearl Harbor: being in range of Japanese carrier forces (as was not the case when the fleet was based at San Diego, CA), the Japanese were able to contemplate its destruction. Rather than deterring war, moving the fleet to Pearl Harbor made war more likely. The same principle applies to nuclear deterrence: if a potential adversary believes that he can destroy all or most of an opposing nuclear force, he has every incentive to strike first, in the hope that, even if a few enemy weapons survive, the adversary will sue for peace rather than use them and face a devastating "second strike". To avoid this dilemma, the adversary would have to adopt a "launch on warning" strategy; i.e., as soon as incoming missiles are detected, he must launch his own retaliatory strike. That begs the question of false alarms or even an accidental launch.
ICBMS make quick escalation likely – causes nuclear World War 3. 

Arbatov et. al., 2001 

[Alexei, State Duma Deputy, Deputy Chairman of the State Duma Defense Committee, Vladimir Belous, Leading Research Associate of the Institute of International Economy and Foreign Relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Professor of the Military Sciences Academy, Major General (Ret.), Alexnader Pikaev, Head of the Non-Proliferation and Arms Reduction Center, Assistant State Duma Deputy, and Vladimir Baranovsky, Deputy Director, RAS IMEMO, “De-alerting Russian and US nuclear weapons: A path to reducing nuclear dangers,” Institute of International Economy and Foreign Relations at the Russian Academy of Sciences, http://www.ieer.org/russian/pubs/dlrtbk-e.html] 
It seems that the launch-on-warning concept, which presupposes continuous combat readiness of the most vulnerable systems, such as silo-launched ICBMs, coupled with a flawed early warning system (EWS), increases the probability of an accidental nuclear war. The most apparent way to prevent the consequences of a mistake or incorrect interpretation of EWS data is to de-alert the strategic nuclear forces and to extend the decision-making time vis-a-vis a nuclear attack. The decision to de-alert would also promote progress on the way toward SNF reductions, while preserving the deterrence potential. If nuclear forces of both sides are maintained at lower levels of combat readiness, there is no need to have large quantities of warheads and delivery vehicles, which are maintained out of the fear that a large portion of the arsenal could be destroyed in a preventive surprise strike by the adversary. Mutual mistrust and suspicions between the U.S.S.R. and the United States, evolving for decades following the end of World War II, gradually led to the development of long-range, high-charge, high-precision nuclear weapons systems with a high degree of combat readiness. It is particularly characteristic of the ground-launched and sea-launched nuclear missile arsenals of the two countries which are maintained on high alert, ready to be launched upon the receipt of a corresponding command. The missiles in silos have the highest degree of alert, about one minute, while missiles on submarines can be launched within 15 minutes, and the combat-ready bombers can take off within 5 minutes. In Russia, in peacetime conditions, heavy bombers are not maintained on alert. They fly in accordance with combat training plans, without nuclear missiles on board. Simulations of a nuclear attack have shown that the political leadership of the country, in order to prevent the loss of their own offensive arms, will be forced to make the decision to deliver a retaliatory strike within an extremely short period of time (3-4 minutes).  The capability of delivering a sudden massive strike on the SNF of the adversary and thus leave it defenseless, has forced the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. to turn to the launch-on-warning concept (in which a retaliatory strike is directed at the adversary prior to its nuclear warheads hitting their targets). The high degree of combat readiness, coupled with the launch-on-warning concept, the few minutes allotted for decision-making, and the enormous destructive power of nuclear weapons, has brought to life a brand new phenomenon called "accidental nuclear war." The realistic nature of this virtual threat is manifested, for instance, in the fact that the combined charge of warheads carried by a single U.S. MX missile or by a single Russian SS-18 missile approximates the overall charge of all the munitions detonated during the entire duration of World War II. That said, we should mention that MX and SS-18 missiles constitute only a portion of nuclear armaments of the United States and Russia which are maintained in a constant alert configuration.  An accidental launch of an intercontinental missile, from land or from sea, or a detonation of a nuclear warhead on the territory of another country, capable of destroying an entire city in a blink of an eye, can, just like the infamous 1914 Saraevo shot, put the mechanism of World War III in motion in a matter of seconds. The utmost sophistication of modern weaponry and the continuous effort to increase the degree of its combat readiness objectively promote a higher risk of its accidental self-activation. The highest danger lies in the launch of all weapons which are maintained on alert, in an exchange of massive nuclear strikes.

Yes – Crisis Instability Inev

Future crises are inevitable – this kills rational decisionmaking and makes nuclear lashout likely. 
Wilson, 2006 [Ward, former Fellow at the Robert Kennedy Memorial Foundation, “Rationale for a study of City Annihilations,” http://wardhayeswilson.squarespace.com/city_annihilation/] 

We don’t endorse gendered language
One of the characteristics of international crises is that they come seemingly out of the blue. The Kennedy Administration, in the fall of 1962, was focused on the coming midterm elections, not the almost inconceivable possibility that the Soviets would try to sneak nuclear missiles into Cuba. President Truman was vacationing in Independence, Missouri on June 24, 1950 when North Korean soldiers stormed across the 38th parallel. The words “Pearl Harbor” are synonymous in the US with being caught unawares. And so on. Crises are made more unpredictable by the fact that they are not distributed regularly over time. Some decades are filled with them. Sometimes years go by without one. We have lived in a fortunate time. For fifty years no nation that possesses nuclear weapons has fought a war in which its national interests were seriously at risk. The wars fought in that time that have involved nuclear powers – Korea, Vietnam, the Chinese-Vietnam border war of 1979, the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the Falkland Islands, the Gulf War, the war against the Taliban in Afghanistan, the war in Iraq – have all been secondary or peripheral for the nuclear power involved. Some crises have had the potential to put national interests at stake (Berlin, Cuba) but fortunately the moment when potential became reality never arrived. It would be foolish, however, to rely on luck in international affairs. If we wish to plan responsibly, we must assume that sometime in the future – perhaps sooner, perhaps later – there will be a crisis that puts a nuclear nation's vital interests at stake. When that moment comes, when the grim-faced men and women sit face-to-face around the table and consider their “options,” what arguments will be used to either promote or discourage the use of nuclear weapons? The arguments in favor will have to do with winning and intimidation. (They may also have to do with getting revenge, although likely that word won't be used.) The arguments against using nuclear weapons will probably be moral arguments and arguments about risk and rationality. Morality is not enough The mainstay of most anti-nuclear writing is morality. Read Helen Caldicott's Nuclear Madness and you find the argument again and again: using nuclear weapons would be wrong. Some writers even go so far as to argue that nuclear weapons themselves are evil. Neither of these arguments, however, seems likely to persuade people not to use nuclear weapons. If morality were a sufficient deterrent to using nuclear weapons, then why did it fail to stop the US from using them against Japan? If moral arguments are enough, then why did those who opposed or feared the use of nuclear weapons feel compelled to create additional arguments like mutual assured destruction and so on? If moral arguments are enough why did Jonathan Schell, for instance, feel compelled to argue that nuclear war might mean the end of the earth – as well as being wrong? If moral arguments are enough, why are Just War arguments mentioned, by and large, only in specialized articles about the morality of using nuclear weapons and not in all strategic writing? The answer is that necessity trumps morality almost every time. In a crisis where survival or vital interests are at stake people sometimes do what is wrong because it is necessary. They know it is wrong but they do it nonetheless. Even though the morality argument is the one that people seem to reach for instinctively to discourage the use of nuclear weapons, it cannot be counted on to persuade on a reliable basis. It might persuade a small percentage of the time, but it would be naive to rely on it as the only bulwark against use. Rationality is not enough The risk/rationality argument says that people in a crisis will see the risks of using nuclear weapons and, evaluating rationally, will choose not to use them. One way to think about situations in which nuclear weapons might be used is to divide them into two groups: those in which both nations have nuclear weapons and those in which only one of the nations has nuclear weapons. Let us address the second case – a nuclear nation and a non-nuclear nation – first. At one time there were considerable risks associated with attacking many of the countries that did not possess nuclear weapons. Cold War alliances covered a surprising number of nations with extended deterrence. All of Europe was covered (East and West), almost all of the Middle East, all of South America, much of Asia and even parts of Africa. Since the end of the Cold War, however, most of this system of extended deterrence has been quietly dismantled. There was a time when the US could not have considered attacking, say, North Korea or Syria with nuclear weapons without also contemplating the possibility of nuclear retaliation from the Soviet Union. Today that is not so. There are many parts of the world in which nuclear powers might use nuclear weapons without the fear of military response from another nuclear power. A nuclear power, then, when confronted with a crisis involving a non-nuclear nation (with only a handful of exceptions), is now restrained only by morality. It might be argued that even though the use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear nation might not lead to nuclear retaliation, it would lead to political consequences – or even sanctions – so serious that the nuclear power would be deterred. The recent war in Iraq demonstrates that a powerful nation may not be deterred from taking unilateral action even by very strong objections. And as a practical matter sanctions against a powerful nation have inherent difficulties. In the case of the United States, for example, much of the world's economy depends on the health of the economy of the US. Strong economic sanctions against a great power would necessarily harm the world's economy at large. Sanctions applied by the powerful against the weak have a modest track record at best. Why should sanctions applied by the weak against the strong be likely to work better? The rationality/risk argument is more likely to be effective in the case of two nuclear powers confronting one another. But even here there are problems. By their nature crises tend to distort and limit rational thinking. I would feel much greater confidence in the strength of theories of rational choice if they could be shown to work on people who are under great stress. Conclusions drawn from the “prisoner's dilemma,” for example, would be more persuasive if the example were not of two people making decisions each in his quiet cell, but of two people who were simultaneously being tortured. Security studies often assume a calmness and an unemotional setting that real crisis decision-making does not exhibit. But the most serious objection to the effectiveness of the rationality argument is the larger argument that there is a destructive urge in human nature that matches and sometimes overwhelms the reasoning part of our brains. I would hesitate to put such an argument, given its speculative nature, were I not in the company of men whose judgment I trust. Here is Robert Kennedy in To Seek A Newer World, the book of policy positions published for his 1968 run for the presidency: Those who disparage the threat of nuclear weapons ignore all evidence of the darker side of man, and of the history of the West – our history. Many times the nations of the West have plunged into inexplicable cataclysm, mutual slaughter so terrible and so widespread that it amounted nearly to the suicide of a civilization. The religious wars of the sixteenth century, the Thirty Years' war in the seventeenth century, the terrible excesses that followed the French Revolution these have been equaled and grotesquely outmatched in the modern twentieth century. Twice within the memory of living men, the nations of Europe, the most advanced and cultured societies of the world, have torn themselves and each other apart for causes so slight, in relation to the cost of struggle, that it is impossible to regard them as other than excuses for the expression of some darker impulse. Barbara Tuchman reminds us that the people of Europe were relieved at the outbreak of World War I: “Better a horrible ending than a horror without end,” said people in Germany. “Is not peace an element of civil corruption,” asked the great writer Thomas Mann, and war “a purification, a liberation, an enormous hope?” Englishmen cheered the news of war's outbreak all day and night, and Rupert Brook wrote: Now God be thanked Who has matched us with His hour Honour has come back And we have come into our heritage Perhaps only in Germany was similar enthusiasm to greet renewed combat in 1939. But the damage of the second war was greater, especially to noncombatants. The camps and ovens, the murders and mutual inhumanities of the Eastern front, the unrestricted bombing of cities (with deliberate concentration on areas of workers' housing), the first use of atomic bombs – truly this was war virtually without rules or limits. Its most important lesson for us is perhaps that we have no real explanation for it. We can explain how war broke out. We can understand our own response to the Nazi threat. But we have no reason for the fantastic disproportion between the combatants' war aims and the things that were done, none perhaps but the wrath of war described by Achilles in Book XVIII of the Iliad, that makes a man go mad for all his goodness of reason, That rage that rises within and swirls like smoke in the heart and becomes in our madness a thing more sweet than the dripping of honey. The destruction of the two World Wars was limited only by technology. Now nuclear weapons have removed that limit. Who can say that they will not be used, that a rational balance of terror will restrain emotions we do not understand? Of course, we have survived into the third decade of the Atomic Age. Despite many limited wars and crises before 1914, Europe had known substantial peace for a century – and at its end saw war as deliverance. Nuclear war may never come, but it would be the rashest folly and ignorance to think that it will not come because men, being reasonable beings, will realize the destruction it would cause. This argument is made stronger by the startling story told by Robert McNamara in the recent movie “The Fog of War.” McNamara met Fidel Castro at a conference for participants in the Cuban Missile crisis. They had gathered to review and reflect on the world's most dangerous crisis. Castro told McNamara that during the crisis there had been more than 150 usable nuclear warheads in Cuba and that at the height of the crisis he (Castro) had recommended to Khrushchev that those weapons be used to attack the US. “Didn't you know that that would lead to the total destruction of Cuba?” McNamara asked. “Oh, yes,” Fidel replied. Sometimes it seems, even when the danger is readily apparent, decision-makers make choices based on criteria other than rational analysis designed to maximize rewards. The point is not subject to final proof, but I believe strongly that those who assume that rationality alone would be sufficient to prevent the use of nuclear weapons in a crisis ignore important realities.
 

Exts – Impact 

Risk of a first strike is enough – US-Russia nuclear war devastates the global environment and makes extinction inevitable. 

Starr, 3-12-2010 

[Steven, director of the University of Missouri's Clinical Laboratory Science Program, as well as a senior scientist at the Physicians for Social Responsibility. He has worked with the Swiss, Chilean, and Swedish governments in support of their efforts at the United Nations to eliminate thousands of high-alert, launch-ready U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons; he maintains the website Nuclear Darkness, “The climatic consequences of nuclear war,” http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/the-climatic-consequences-of-nuclear-war] 

Although the ongoing Nuclear Posture Review is supposed to include all aspects of the strategy and doctrine that govern the  use of U.S. nuclear weapons, it once again will not consider one crucial question: What would be the long-term consequences to Earth's environment if the U.S. nuclear arsenal were detonated during a conflict? This isn't a question to be avoided. Recent scientific studies PDF have found that a war fought with the deployed U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals would leave Earth virtually uninhabitable. In fact, NASA computer models have shown that even a "successful" first strike by Washington or Moscow would inflict catastrophic environmental damage that would make agriculture impossible and cause mass starvation. Similarly, in the January Scientific American, Alan Robock and Brian Toon, the foremost experts on the climatic impact of nuclear war, warn that the environmental consequences of a "regional" nuclear war would cause a global famine that could kill one billion people. Their article, "Local Nuclear War: Global Suffering," PDF predicts that the detonation of 100 15-kiloton nuclear weapons in any number of Indian and Pakistani megacities would create urban firestorms that would loft 5 million tons of thick, black smoke above cloud level. (This smoke would engulf the entire planet within 10 days.) Because the smoke couldn't be rained out, it would remain in the stratosphere for at least a decade and have profoundly disruptive effects. Specifically, the smoke layer would block sunlight, heat the upper atmosphere, and cause massive destruction of protective stratospheric ozone. A 2008 study PDF calculated ozone losses (after the described conflict) of 25-45 percent above mid-latitudes and 50-70 percent above northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for another five years. Such severe ozone depletion would allow intense levels of harmful ultraviolet light to reach Earth's surface--even with the stratospheric smoke layer in place. Beneath the smoke, the loss of warming sunlight would produce average surface temperatures colder than any experienced in the last 1,000 years. There would be a corresponding shortening of growing seasons by up to 30 days and significant reductions in average rainfall in many areas, with a 40-percent decrease of precipitation in the Asian monsoon region. Basically, the Earth's surface would become cold, dark, and dry. Humans have had some experience with this sort of deadly global climate change. In 1815, the largest volcanic eruption in recorded history took place in Indonesia. Mount Tambora exploded and created a stratospheric layer of sulfuric acid droplets that blocked sunlight from reaching Earth. During the following year, which was known as "The Year without Summer," the northeastern United States experienced snowstorms in June and debilitating frosts every month of the year. In an earlier study PDF, Robock, Toon, and their colleagues predicted that the decreases in average surface temperatures following the nuclear conflict described above would be 2-3 times colder than those experienced in 1816 and that the black soot produced by subsequent nuclear firestorms would remain in the stratosphere five times longer than the acid clouds from volcanic eruptions. In other words, 10 years after a regional nuclear war, Earth's average surface temperatures would still be as cold, or colder, than they were in 1816. Most likely, the long-lived smoke layer would produce a "decade without a summer." Here it's important to point out that the 100 Hiroshima-size weapons detonated in Robock and Toon's regional war scenario contain less than 1 percent of the combined explosive power in the 7,000 or so operational and deployed nuclear weapons the United States and Russia possess. If even one-half of these weapons were detonated in urban areas, Robock and Toon have predicted that the resulting nuclear darkness would cause daily minimum temperatures to fall below freezing in the largest agricultural areas of the Northern Hemisphere for a period of between one to three years. Meanwhile, average global surface temperatures would become colder than those experienced 18,000 years ago at the height of the last Ice Age. Amazingly, however, no follow-up studies have been initiated to further evaluate the decreases in temperature, precipitation, or ozone depletion predicted to arise from either regional or strategic nuclear war. Large studies were conducted in the 1980s on "nuclear winter" by the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, the World Meteorological Organization, and the International Council for Science's Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment. But given that Robock and Toon's new research has found that these early studies significantly underestimated the climatic and environmental consequences of nuclear war, wouldn't it make sense for such groups to now revisit the subject? At the very least, Washington and Moscow, with 95 percent of the world's nuclear weapons, should be required to investigate the environmental and climatic consequences from a nuclear war created by their nuclear arsenals. Moreover, in the United States, there appears to be a legal basis to force the Defense Department to evaluate the likely consequences of its nuclear arsenal. According to the EPA's website, "The National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA] requires federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision-making processes by considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives to those actions. To meet NEPA requirements, federal agencies [must] prepare a detailed statement known as an Environmental Impact Statement." If that's the case, why not require Defense to create an Environmental Impact Statement for the more than 1,000 U.S. strategic nuclear weapons now on high-alert? To date, the discussion of a nuclear-weapons-free world has included no mention of the environmental consequences of nuclear war. I fear that without such a dialogue, the debate lacks the sense of urgency required to change the nuclear status quo. That's why I believe that a wake-up call from the scientific community is seriously needed. Regardless of how "safe from use" U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons are considered to be, they still could wipe out humanity. Thus, the recognition by Washington that its nuclear arsenal, if used in conflict, will make the whole world--including all of its territory--uninhabitable, is long overdue.
ONLY eliminating ICBMs prevents accidental launch and miscalculation by giving the president adequate decision time. 

Daalder and Lodal, 2008
[Ivo, Brookings Institute Senior Fellow, Jan, Foreign Affairs, US Atlantic Council Former President, Former White House and Defense Department Official to Nixon, Ford, Clinton, "The Logic of Zero," Vol. 87, Issue 6, EBSCO]
The United States also needs to rethink the planning process for using nuclear weapons and to restructure its nuclear operations. There has long been great concern about U.S. and Russian nuclear forces being on hair-trigger alert, ready to fire at a moment's notice. It is indeed critical that the risk of accidental use or miscalculation be eliminated, but the alert rate is less the problem than are plans to launch a nuclear strike quickly during a crisis, including on receiving warning of an attack, in order to ensure the survivability of the forces or deny an opponent the ability to launch additional strikes. To eliminate the need to ever make a decision to launch nuclear weapons before the situation is completely clear, the bulk of U.S. nuclear forces should be deployed at sea, where they are invulnerable while on patrol and could ride out any attack. The United States should also retain a few weapons for delivery by aircraft, both because such weapons can be more flexibly and quickly targeted than missiles and because they can be deployed in ways that demonstrate the continued U.S. commitment to the security of others. But the United States no longer needs land-based missiles, which, because of their inherent vulnerability, confront the president with a use-them-or-lose-them dilemma he can do without. Instead of preparing to launch weapons on warning, when under attack, or in prompt retaliation, the United States needs forces and planning that would enable any president to decide on retaliating at a time of his or her choosing. Rather than having just minutes or hours, the president should have days or weeks to make that decision.

CP Solves Ballistic Missile Prolif

Eliminating ballistic missiles erases hostile perceptions of arsenal disparity and kills the motivation for prolif. 
Pettis, 2002  
[Roy, Director of National Intelligence Senior System Engineer, Ph.D., Former Lockheed Missile and Space Chief System Engineer ,“Do we still need Ballistic Missiles?,”  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA441621&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
Finally, removing strategic ballistic missiles from our arsenal could help the U.S. goals for the non-proliferation of ballistic missiles. One of the most challenging parts of the U.S. position has 14 been the disparity between our possession of such missiles and our claim that other countries should not build them. Some analysts argue that the prestige of having ballistic missiles – which represent the core of the U.S. and Soviet nuclear deterrent – is a primary reason for other countries to seek such weapons. If so, an U.S. decision that the country can live without strategic ballistic missiles could be a useful element in discouraging ballistic missile proliferation.
US preemptive nuclear posture is driving ballistic missile prolif globally – threatens instability and wars – cutting ICBMs key. 
Gormley, 2008   

[Dennis M., Monterey Institute Nonproliferation Studies Center Senior Fellow, The Risks and Challenges of a Cruise Missile Tipping Point, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_missile_tipping_point.html]

Shifting Norms Norms against missile proliferation do not have nearly the robustness or legal standing of those pertaining to the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, yet there have been recent attempts to strengthen them.[26] In 1999, the 34-nation Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), a supplier cartel launched in 1987 by the United States and its the Group of Seven (G7) partners to curb missile proliferation, initiated work that eventually led, in November 2002, to the adoption of the Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation. Open to all states and meant to complement the MTCR's supply-side restrictions on the transfer of technology and missiles, the Hague Code established a broad international norm against the spread of ballistic missiles. As of February 2008, 128 nations had subscribed. Despite the fact that the MTCR covers both ballistic and cruise missiles, its members regrettably left cruise missiles out of the Hague code's normative content. In so doing, they have inadvertently contributed to an epidemic of LACMs. Three months prior to the launch of the Hague Code, the Bush administration issued a new national security strategy emphasizing preemption. The doctrine moved policy away from deterrence and containment toward attacking enemies before they could attack the United States. From the purely military point of view, there are obvious advantages to decisive and successful preemption, but from the policy point of view there is equally the danger that brandishing such an aggressive strategy will establish a precedent for others to follow and generate unwanted instability during regional crises.[27] Indeed, it is worrisome to see the emulation of the U.S. preemption doctrine interact with weak missile nonproliferation norms to make cruise missiles the "first strike" weapon of choice in several volatile regions. Shortly after the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, President Vladimir Putin said Russia retained the right to launch preemptive strikes to defend its interests. Israel, too, cited U.S. preemption doctrine when it attacked an alleged terrorist camp in Syria in October 2003. North Korea announced that "a preemptive strike is not the monopoly of the United States."[28] The Indian external affairs minister avowed that India had a more persuasive case to launch preemptive strikes against Pakistan than did the United States against Iraq.[29] In October 2004, a Japanese Defense Agency panel report stipulated a requirement for launching preemptive strikes against enemy ballistic missile launch installations with a ballistic missile of its own.[30] Under pressure from its coalition partner, the Liberal Democratic Party decided to drop the ballistic missile study plan, but it was later revealed that Japanese planners had turned instead to considering LACMs. According to Japanese defense officials, they anticipate fewer obstacles, both inside and outside Japan, to acquiring cruise missiles rather than ballistic missiles.[31] Further, the high cost of purchasing U.S. land- and sea-based missile defenses, particularly in light of the ever-growing size of Chinese and North Korean offensive missile arsenals, furnishes economic and strategic logic for LACM acquisition. Cheaper offensive missile options allow the Japanese to mimic the U.S. military's doctrinal preference for "attack operations," or counterforce strikes to reduce the enemy's capacity to overwhelm missile defenses.[32] Elsewhere in Northeast Asia, the United States has long sought to curb the missile ambitions of South Korea and Taiwan. Worried about a North-South arms race as well as sowing suspicion in Tokyo and Beijing if South Korea commenced a missile buildup, Washington persuaded Seoul to accept a 300km range/500kg payload limit on ballistic as a condition of South Korea's entry into the MTCR in 2001. Yet, despite the MTCR's equal treatment of ballistic and cruise missiles, Washington gave Seoul the go-ahead to develop LACMs no matter the range, as long as the payload was under 500kg.[33] Shortly after Pyongyang's October 2006 nuclear test, South Korean military authorities leaked the existence of four LACM programs, with ranges between 500 and 1,500km. The South Korean press took immediate note of the fact that not just all of North Korea would be within range of these missiles, but also neighboring countries, including Japan and China.[34] The South Korean military nearly simultaneously rolled out a new defense plan, involving preemptive use of "surgical strike" weapons, including its LACMs, against enemy missile batteries.[35] For cost reasons, South Korea has also rejected America's wish to sell them its Patriot missile defense system.[36] Offensive solutions are clearly winning out over missile defense in South Korea. A similar story is unfolding in Taiwan. Since the mid-1970s, Washington has pressured Taiwan to steer clear of ballistic missile development, while allowing Taipei to pursue a short-range anti-ship cruise missile. To cope with China's relentless build-up of ballistic missiles facing Taiwan, Washington preferred that Taipei purchase Patriot missile defenses. Taiwan finally did so in the mid-1990s, but has thus far balked against purchasing the latest American "hit-to-kill" missile defenses due to their extraordinarily high cost and the realization that they won't alone suffice against China's new LACM developments. Taiwan now appears headed, increasingly openly, toward emphasizing offensive missiles as its best option. In early 2005, Taiwan test-fired its first LACM, initially to a range of 500km, but with intentions to expand to 1,000km and to deploy 500 of them on mobile launchers.[37] Taiwanese military analysts also spoke of a "preventive self-defense" strike option, entailing early preemptive use of cruise missiles to sow confusion in China's strike plans.[38] The U.S. State Department has pressured Taiwan to terminate its LACM program, but with few signs of success. In fact, Washington's longstanding policy against Taiwan's acquisition of ballistic missiles is showing signs of failure, too. Taiwan told a visiting U.S. delegation in April 2007 that it is converting its Tien Kung air defense interceptor into a ballistic missile to complement its growing LACM ambitions.[39] Nor is South Asia immune to the contagion. In early 2004, the Indian military rolled out a new offensive strategy, called "Cold Start," involving the capacity to conduct lightning strikes across the Line of Control in Kashmir followed by withdrawal before Pakistan had a chance to react.[40] Precision, long-range strikes would play a featured role in such a strategy, including India's new BrahMos LACM slated for deployment with Indian army units. But Indian strategists have reacted to Pakistan's Babur LACM, which has a substantial range advantage over BrahMos (initially by 200km, now 400km, achieved in Pakistan's March 2007 test), by suggesting that India approach its missile partner, Russia, to obtain certain "restrictive technologies" to match, or even greatly exceed, Babur's range. Such an expansion of BrahMos' capabilities is seen as feasible because, unlike Indian ballistic missile programs, the BrahMos cruise missile is "not under the global scanner."[41] The discrepancy in missile norms also came into play after Pakistan's surprise test launch of its Babur cruise missile in August 2005. Only a few days earlier, Pakistan and India had agreed in principle to notify each other before missile tests. But the agreement-like the Hague Code-dealt only with ballistic missiles. The Challenges Ahead Ballistic missiles have dominated the missile proliferation scene thus far. They emblematized ultimate military power during the Cold War. Iraq's use of modified Scud ballistic missiles during the 1991 Gulf War mesmerized the public with lasting images of duels between Iraqi ballistic Scuds and U.S. Patriot missile defenses. Ballistic missiles based on Scud technology have spread widely to potential American adversaries and, as a potential means of WMD delivery, they represent significant impediments to U.S. force projection and a potent means of future coercive diplomacy. An epidemic of cruise missile proliferation would aggravate matters gravely. If the use of large numbers of LACMs becomes a major feature of military operations in the next decade, a combination of cruise and ballistic missile attacks, even with conventional payloads, could make early entry into regional bases of operation increasingly problematic. Nuclear, and possibly biological, payloads would produce catastrophic consequences. By fixating on the familiar threat of ballistic missiles, strategic planners and nonproliferation specialists are in danger of overlooking the broader implications of cruise and ballistic missile proliferation. As far back as December 1996, a congressionally mandated independent review panel chaired by Robert Gates, former director of the CIA and current Secretary of Defense, chided the intelligence community and, by implication, policymakers for "an inconsistency in ... its treatment of ballistic and cruise missiles."[42] While the Gates panel found ample reason for concern about cruise missile threats to the American homeland, it disclosed that the intelligence community had dismissed LACMs, despite their technological feasibility, largely because it could not imagine reasons and scenarios for their use. The intelligence community has since sought to treat missile threats with greater balance, but evenhandedness is far less evident in nonproliferation policy and missile defense planning. Faulty nonproliferation policies need urgent attention. The second-class treatment of cruise missiles will not change until the Hague Code gives equal normative status to both ballistic and cruise missiles. A more progressive approach to addressing missile proliferation within the MTCR is also required to stanch the LACM epidemic. Given the cardinal importance of specialized knowledge in enabling indigenous development of LACMs-particularly those skills transferred through direct, face-to-face engagement between skilled practitioners and novice engineers-much better thinking is needed on ways and means of preventing, or interfering with, intangible technology transfers. The transfer of explicit knowledge via the Internet or fax machine is virtually impossible to detect unless intelligence services are tipped off in advance to suspicious activity. On the other hand, the nature of tacit knowledge transfer as well as the physical and social circumstances under which such transfer takes place suggest that a fairly specific set of observables probably exist to detect evidence of illicit activities. There is reason to believe that the pool of highly skilled missile specialists is not unmanageably large. Repeated defense industry restructurings in the United States since 1991 have contributed to an acute shortage of highly skilled systems engineers remaining in today's defense industry. Russia's key design bureaus specializing in cruise missile development may be more flush with financial support today than they were when circumstances led many apparently to retreat to Shanghai to train China's engineers in the 1990s. But the names of key individuals are knowable and conceivably the Russian government and perhaps other governments too ought to be able to monitor such activities to stanch their flow. Detecting substantial tacit knowledge transfers is in fact conceivable and therefore risky for the perpetrator. The MTCR should heighten awareness of the importance of monitoring tacit knowledge transfers, and highlight opportunities for intelligence sharing and collaboration among key member states. The United States correctly points its finger at Russia and China (not a formal regime member but an avowed adherent to its principles) for their inconsistent export practices. Most notably, China's suspected support to Pakistan's new LACM program, if true, egregiously violates MTCR principles. On balance, however, it would be better to have China operating from within the MTCR than as a mere adherent, but only on the condition that Beijing adjust its behavior particularly in regard to accepting changes in the regime incorporated since 1993 that improve its treatment of cruise missile and UAV transfers. MTCR members should also encourage Russia to ignore any Indian requests for technological assistance to help India develop strategic-range LACMs in response to Pakistan's new cruise missile. And Russia should exercise extreme caution in selling the Russo-Indian BrahMos cruise missile to interested countries in Latin America and Southeast Asia, among others. U.S. export behavior warrants adjustment as well. Unless the United States decides to add cruise missiles to the Hague Code, normative change is doomed. Washington should also reverse course in regard to its reported wish to loosen MTCR rules governing the sale of both large UAVs and missile defense interceptors, and possibly remove interceptors altogether from MTCR consideration. Though the Bush administration has grand plans for global missile defenses and views UAVs as tools that allow for precision delivery of conventional weapons rather than WMD, it is foolish to view interceptors or large UAVs as purely defensive systems, incapable of offensive use. Large UAVs can deliver nuclear payloads or large quantities of biological or chemical agents, and the Soviet-era SA-2 interceptor has been widely used as a basis for building offensive ballistic missiles. In the end, incautious missile defense and UAV exports could accelerate rather than abate the LACM epidemic. While improved defenses against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles have made LACMs more attractive offensive options for several states, cruise missile defense programs remain stalled. Fighters equipped with advanced detection and tracking radars will eventually possess some modest capability to deal with low-volume attacks. But existing U.S. programs are underfunded, while interoperability, doctrinal, and organizational issues discourage the military services from producing joint and effective systems for defending U.S. forces and allies in regional military campaigns. Homeland defense is even more sadly lacking: an August 2006 Pentagon assessment identified nine "capability gaps" that may not be rectified until 2015.[43] Looming large in any missile defense debate is the question of affordability. During the height of the Reagan-era Strategic Defense Initiative, defense strategist Paul Nitze, no critic of missile defenses, argued that they should be "cost effective at the margin," meaning that it should be less expensive to make incremental improvements to missile defenses than it would be to achieve offensive gains. Whereas such a proposition always seemed dubious with respect to ballistic missiles, it appears inconceivable when large arsenals of relatively cheap cruise missiles are added to the mix. In a new era in which denying one's adversaries their military objectives has superseded mutual assured nuclear destruction as a strategic imperative, the missile defense challenge will stiffen immeasurably if LACMs spread. At the very least, the United States, as the predominant if not exclusive purveyor of missile defenses globally, should carefully remind its friends and allies of what its missile defenses can-and cannot-be expected to accomplish against current and prospective missile threats, ballistic and cruise missiles alike. Though new weapons do not inherently increase the risk of conflict, when coupled with preemptive doctrines, advanced weapons that are difficult to detect and that could allow for a surprise attack-especially those seen as capable of producing decisive results without recourse to WMD-may tempt states to take risks. Past wars in the Middle East come readily to mind, and so too does China's increasing reliance on a doctrine espousing "actively taking the initiative" to catch the enemy unprepared.[44] That Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan, driven by the high costs of missile defenses and the perceived benefits of cruise missiles, have also turned to preemptive strike notions, ought to be a matter of great concern. By tying precision conventional strike weapons to truly offensive war doctrines, a number of states-including several great powers-may inadvertently be moving closer to lowering the vital threshold between peace and war. These developments suggest the urgent need for the United States to cut a path back to strategic stability by toning down, if not entirely eliminating, the preemption option.

The CP is key to modeling. 

Frye, 1992 

[Alton, first presidential senior fellow emeritus at the Council on Foreign Relations, over 30 years at the Council, has served in many roles including president, senior vice president, and national director, “Zero Ballistic Missiles,” Foreign Policy, No. 88 (Autumn, 1992), pp. 3-20, JSTOR]

In short, a decisive shift by Moscow and Washington to slower strategic delivery systems would encourage other governments to follow suit. It would underscore the utility of avoiding mutual missile threats and advertise the techniques for verifying the prohibition. That expectation is more than mere speculation. Russian and U.S. initiatives have already led to major changes in other countries' military establishments. Following the Bush- Gorbachev-Yeltsin reductions in tactical nuclear weapons, France abandoned its main "prestrategic" missile program, and Great Britain eliminated its nuclear depth-charges and other sea- based tactical weapons. The belated accession of China, France, and South Africa to the NPT, along with North Korea's acceptance of inspections of its nuclear activities by the International Atomic Energy Agency, shows that even obstinate holdouts can reconsider their positions in the light of new circumstances and dangers. Dramatic intervention to stifle ballistic missiles could elicit a more rapid movement toward universal concurrence than the 24 years the NIT has taken to achieve general acceptance.
More ev. 

Frye, 1996

[Alton, first presidential senior fellow emeritus at the Council on Foreign Relations, over 30 years at the Council, has served in many roles including president, senior vice president, and national director, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 75, No. 6 (Nov. - Dec., 1996), pp. 99-112, “Banning Ballistic Missiles” JSTOR] 

No one can know in advance how successful a campaign by Americans and Russians to establish a global prohibition on long-range ballistic missiles would be, since regional factors drive a number of states to acquire such weapons. Yet the impetus toward restraint would surely be powerful. It would exemplify both their recognition that these systems are more dangerous than useful and their readiness to forgo presumed strategic advantages over states not in a position to compete in the most advanced of these technologies. 

CP Solves Prolif 

ICBMs are key – the plan reverses a uniquely aggressive posture. 

Faunda, 2009

[Major Mike, strategist assigned to the Pentagon.  He is currently deployed to Iraq serving as a strategist with Multi-National Force - Iraq in Baghdad.  He is a senior space operator in the United States Air Force and holds Master's degrees from Central Michigan University, Air Command and Staff College, and The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “America’s Last ICBM: Why now is the best time to eliminate land-based ICBMs,” 4-5, http://www.au.af.mil/au/aunews/archive/2009/0405/Articles/AmericaLastICBM.htm]  

The ICBM is the perfect weapon.  It can strike nearly anywhere on the globe in approximately thirty minutes with enough destructive power to kill hundreds of thousands.  Its mere existence in a state’s arsenal places all other states on notice, effectively saying “Don’t Tread on Me” or else.  America’s land-based ICBMs lie buried beneath its northern plains.  These powerful weapons were built to contend with the worst of possible situations – an all-out nuclear exchange.  Yet ‘Doomsday’ never came.  The ICBM mission became one of deterrence – convincing others that a nuclear attack against the U.S. was a no-win situation.  The U.S. now maintains only 450 land-based ICBMs – over 600 fewer than the force it once fielded as a deterrent to Soviet aggression.  Today, the missile fields are quiet and missileers are merely caretakers for these relics of past glory buried deep below.  In today’s dynamic and multi-polar environment, the ICBM is no longer a relevant or effective means to thwart aggression and secure U.S. national interests.     The primary mission of the ICBM force is deterrence.  The current number of ICBMs is still being justified based on a 1960’s bi-polar calculus that assumed Russia had a superior nuclear bomber and missile force.  With the demise of the Soviet Union and the emergence of non-state actors, the U.S. should re-examine this dated ICBM requirement.  While the U.S. has reduced its total number of ICBMs, it has done so in a piece-meal effort without thoroughly analyzing how the ICBM fits into U.S. national security strategy or how deter aggression.  This oversight became painfully clear on September 11, 2001, when America’s vast nuclear capability failed to deter Al Qaeda from attacking the U.S. homeland.  Worse yet, U.S. nuclear capabilities have even failed to deter other states from acquiring their own nuclear weapons.   While prudence dictates that the U.S. remains a nuclear-capable nation, the deterrence argument has lost its luster due to America’s unwillingness to use nuclear weapons against its adversaries.  While nuclear weapons still provide a deterrent capability against peer- and near-peer competitors, small states, sub-states, and non-state actors are not deterred because the risk of a U.S. nuclear retaliatory strike is virtually non-existent.  There are many valid reasons for this.  First, America’s conventional capabilities are unmatched.  While a state or non-state actor may use a nuclear (or other WMD) device against U.S. interests, proportionality dictates a measured response.  The U.S. does not need to use an ICBM to do what its conventional forces can accomplish.  Thus, using an ICBM to retaliate against anything other than an ICBM attack is a disproportionate response and would invite vast international and domestic reprisals against the U.S.     Additionally, an attack by a non-state actor cannot be effectively deterred by an ICBM.  The inability to assign direct responsibility to a state or region for the actions of non-state actors makes using an ICBM politically untenable.  Further, launching an ICBM may open “Pandora’s Box” as ICBMs cannot be recalled or stopped mid-flight.  More serious still is the risk that Russia or China might perceive a U.S. launch as a pre-emptive strike against them and retaliate in-kind.  Finally, should the U.S. decide to conduct a nuclear strike, it would most likely be with an aircraft or other delivery system, that could be recalled if desired, vice an ICBM.   An equally, if not more, important piece of the deterrence equation is the perception adversaries hold of the U.S. capability and will to employ nuclear weapons.  While they likely believe the U.S. has the capability, their perception may be changing in light of the recent sub-par performance and track record of America’s ICBM forces.  Further, due to the reasons listed above, it is unlikely that adversaries perceive the U.S. as having the will to employ such a weapon.  Although the U.S. possesses the capability to retaliate against non-peer competitors using an ICBM, it does not possess the will to employ such a weapon.  Thus, the unlikely use if ICBMs, coupled with the adversary’s perceptions of capability and will, suggest that America’s ICBMs no longer deter or pose a threat to anyone other than peer- or near-peer competitors who are not prone to conducting a first-strike against the U.S. using nuclear weapons anyway.  Essentially then, the U.S. is maintaining a fairly robust and costly ICBM force, from acquisition to maintenance, training, and infrastructure, for a very limited purpose – to deter and, if necessary, retaliate for a nuclear strike conducted by a state actor.   Rather than maintaining a costly and outdated ICBM force, the U.S. should eliminate the remaining ICBMs and close the two missile-only bases.  This is a radical approach, but America will still retain its nuclear-deterrent capabilities through its SLBM, aircraft, and cruise missile capabilities.  The air and sea nuclear-capable delivery systems will ensure the U.S. has the means to counter its nuclear armed competitors for decades to come and hedges against an unpredictable future.  In eliminating the land-based ICBMs, the U.S. has a unique opportunity to remove a financially burdensome weapon system from its inventory and to lead by example in the non-proliferation arena.  During the Cold War, the U.S. needed the ICBM to counter a Soviet threat.  Today, the U.S. needs capabilities to counter existing and emerging threats from around the globe.  The cost-savings from eliminating the remaining ICBMs and closing the two missile-only bases, hundreds of millions of dollars per year, can be re-directed to more critical mission areas.  In a resource-constrained environment, especially when the nation is in the midst of a severe economic downturn, tough choices must be made.  The nation is facing lower defense budgets for 2010 and beyond.  This is one choice that can be made without sacrificing capabilities or security.  Finally, eliminating ICBMs gives America a chance to regain its credibility as the global leader in nuclear non-proliferation.  No longer would America appear hypocritical when calling on states to abandon or limit their nuclear weapons programs.  Having, but choosing to eliminate, the perfect weapon would demonstrate America’s commitment to peace and prosperity.  It can be done with no impact to America’s defensive and deterrent capabilities.  It frees funding for critical mission areas.  And all for the price of an ineffective deterrent, from an era long passed.  America has seen its last ICBM.  The decision to bury the ICBM in the northern plains was based on force protection, but those burials foreshadowed the ultimate end of a weapon system that has outlived its useful life.  The time is right to eliminate this system before more time, money, and manpower is invested in keeping a system alive that the changing global environment has already made obsolete.
CP credibility creates effective international cooperation that’s vital to halting prolif. 

Perry & Schlesinger, 2009 

[William J., Chairman, United States Institute of Peace, James R., Vice-Chair, “America’s

Strategic Posture,” http://www.usip.org/files/file/strat_posture_report_adv_copy.pdf] 

While the programs that maintain our deterrence force are primarily national, the programs that prevent proliferation and safeguard nuclear weapons and fissile material are primarily international. Indeed, it is clear that we cannot meet our goal of reducing the proliferation threat without substantial international cooperation, for example in bringing effective global economic pressure on Iran and North Korea. But cooperation of other nations increasingly depends on whether these nations perceive that the U.S. and Russia are moving to seriously reduce the salience of nuclear weapons in their own force posture and are continuing to make significant reductions in their nuclear arsenal. This has been called into question with the new nuclear programs and rhetoric in Russia, the debate in the U.S. about nuclear weapons being used for tactical roles (nuclear bunker busters) and by a perceived stall in formal arms control treaties. Thus U.S. nuclear forces must be postured to have the needed deterrence benefits but also to promote the international cooperation needed for preventing and rolling back proliferation. In any complex strategy involving multiple goals and policies a balance must be struck that promotes complementary effects. But sometimes there are tradeoffs and these must be faced squarely. It is possible that the different policies to achieve these different security requirements will be in conflict. In fact much of the disagreement in our commission arose because some commissioners give a priority to dealing with one security need while others give a priority to dealing with the other. But throughout the deliberations of the commission, all of our members sought to strike a balance that supports to reasonable levels both of these security needs. To a large extent, we were able to meet that goal. The need to strike such a balance has been with us at least since the ending of the Cold War. President Clinton’s nuclear posture spoke of the need to “lead but hedge.” That policy called for the United States to lead the world in nuclear arms reductions and in programs to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, while at the same time maintaining a nuclear deterrent force that hedged against adverse geopolitical developments. The leadership aspect of this policy was demonstrated most vividly by a cooperative program with Russia, established under the bipartisan Nunn-Lugar Program, which was responsible for the dismantlement of more than 4,000 nuclear weapons and assisted Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan in removing all of their nuclear weapons. U.S. leadership was also demonstrated by signing the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and negotiating with Russia a new arms control treaty, neither of which, however, was ratified by the Senate. The Bush administration initially took a different view of overall strategic priorities, but last year Secretary Gates explicitly reaffirmed that the American nuclear posture would be based on “lead but hedge.” President Obama has stated that the United States should work towards the goal of the global elimination of nuclear weapons. But he has also said that until that goal is reached, he is committed to maintain a nuclear deterrent that is safe, secure, and reliable. This is, in a sense, the most recent formulation of the “lead but hedge” policy. All of the commission members believe that reaching the ultimate goal of global nuclear elimination would require a fundamental change in geopolitics. Indeed, if the vision of nuclear elimination is thought of as the “top of the mountain,” it is clear that it cannot be seen at this time. But I believe that we should be heading up the mountain to a “base camp” that would be safer than where we are today. And I also believe that getting the international political support necessary to move to this base camp will be greatly facilitated if the United States is seen as working for the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons. At the base camp, we would have nuclear forces that are safe, secure and can reliably serve the perceived need for deterrence and extended deterrence; we would be headed in the direction of nuclear elimination; and our nuclear forces would be stable—that is, they should be sustainable even under normal fluctuations in geopolitical conditions. This base camp concept serves as an organizing principle for my own thinking about our strategic posture, since it allows the United States to both lead and hedge. While some of the commissioners do not accept the feasibility or even the desirability of seeking global elimination, all commissioners accept the view that the United States must support programs that both lead and hedge. That is, all commissioners support programs that move in two parallel paths—one path which reduces nuclear dangers by maintaining our deterrence, and the other which reduces nuclear dangers through arms control and international programs to prevent proliferation. 

AT Deterrence DA

ICBMs are deteriorating in deterrent value – no credible international perception. 

Faunda, 2009

[Major Mike, strategist assigned to the Pentagon.  He is currently deployed to Iraq serving as a strategist with Multi-National Force - Iraq in Baghdad.  He is a senior space operator in the United States Air Force and holds Master's degrees from Central Michigan University, Air Command and Staff College, and The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “America’s Last ICBM: Why now is the best time to eliminate land-based ICBMs,” 4-5, http://www.au.af.mil/au/aunews/archive/2009/0405/Articles/AmericaLastICBM.htm]  

The primary mission of the ICBM force is deterrence.  The current number of ICBMs is still being justified based on a 1960’s bi-polar calculus that assumed Russia had a superior nuclear bomber and missile force. With the demise of the Soviet Union and the emergence of non-state actors, the U.S. should re-examine this dated ICBM requirement.  While the U.S. has reduced its total number of ICBMs, it has done so in a piece-meal effort without thoroughly analyzing how the ICBM fits into U.S. national security strategy or how deter aggression.  This oversight became painfully clear on September 11, 2001, when America’s vast nuclear capability failed to deter Al Qaeda from attacking the U.S. homeland.  Worse yet, U.S. nuclear capabilities have even failed to deter other states from acquiring their own nuclear weapons.  While prudence dictates that the U.S. remains a nuclear-capable nation, the deterrence argument has lost its luster due to America’s unwillingness to use nuclear weapons against its adversaries. While nuclear weapons still provide a deterrent capability against peer- and near-peer competitors, small states, sub-states, and non-state actors are not deterred because the risk of a U.S. nuclear retaliatory strike is virtually non-existent.  There are many valid reasons for this.  First, America’s conventional capabilities are unmatched.  While a state or non-stateactor may use a nuclear (or other WMD) device against U.S. interests, proportionality dictates a measured response.  The U.S. does not need to use an ICBM to do what its conventional forces can accomplish.  Thus, using an ICBM to retaliate against anything other than an ICBM attack is a disproportionate response and would invite vast international and domestic reprisals against the U.S.  Additionally, an attack by a non-state actor cannot be effectively deterred by an ICBM.  The inability to assign direct responsibility to a state or region for the actions of non-state actors makes using an ICBM politically untenable.  Further, launching an ICBM may open “Pandora’s Box” as ICBMs cannot be recalled or stopped mid-flight.  More serious still is the risk that Russia or China might perceive a U.S. launch as a pre-emptive strike against them and retaliate in-kind.  Finally, should the U.S. decide to conduct a nuclear strike, it would most likely be with an aircraft or other delivery system, that could be recalled if desired, vice an ICBM.  An equally, if not more, important piece of the deterrence equation is the perception adversaries hold of the U.S. capability and will to employ nuclear weapons. While they likely believe the U.S. has the capability, their perception may be changing in light of the recent sub-par performance and track record of America’s ICBM forces.  Further, due to the reasons listed above, it is unlikely that adversaries perceive the U.S. as having the will to employ such a weapon.  Although the U.S. possesses the capability to retaliate against non-peer competitors using an ICBM, it does not possess the will to employ such a weapon.  Thus, the unlikely use of ICBMs, coupled with the adversary’s perceptions of capability and will, suggest that America’s ICBMs no longer deter or pose a threat to anyone other than peer- or near-peer competitors who are not prone to conducting a first-strike against the U.S. using nuclear weapons anyway. Essentially then, the U.S. is maintaining a fairly robust and costly ICBM force, from acquisition to maintenance, training, and infrastructure, for a very limited purpose – to deter and, if necessary, retaliate for a nuclear strike conducted by a state actor. Rather than maintaining a costly and outdated ICBM force, the U.S. should eliminate the remaining ICBMs and close the two missile-only bases.  This is a radical approach, but America will still retain its nuclear-deterrent capabilities through its SLBM, aircraft, and cruise missile capabilities.  The air and sea nuclear-capable delivery systems will ensure the U.S. has the means to counter its nuclear armed competitors for decades to come and hedges against an unpredictable future.  In eliminating the land-based ICBMs, the U.S. has a unique opportunity to remove a financially burdensome weapon system from its inventory and to lead by example in the non-proliferation arena.  During the Cold War, the U.S. needed the ICBM to counter a Soviet threat.  Today, the U.S. needs capabilities to counter existing and emerging threats from around the globe.  The cost-savings from eliminating the remaining ICBMs and closing the two missile-only bases, hundreds of millions of dollars per year, can be re-directed to more critical mission areas.  In a resource-constrained environment, especially when the nation is in the midst of a severe economic downturn, tough choices must be made.  The nation is facing lower defense budgets for 2010 and beyond.  This is one choice that can be made without sacrificing capabilities or security. 

Minimum deterrence is inevitable – only a question of what delivery systems get removed, solves crisis instability and prolif. 

Minium, 1-25-2010 

[Scott, Captain, US Navy, “Going Low Order: Shifting the United States to Minimum Deterrence,” Naval War College, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25897246/Shifting-to-Minimum-Deterrence] 

First, although the number of nuclear weapons is likely to decline, there is no reason to believe that conventional forces will follow this trend. Since counterforce targets conventional and nuclear forces, there is a point at which counterforce becomes numerically impossible. A minimum deterrent, one based on punishment rather than denial, is an effective alternative. Such a deterrent is countervalue, but it need not follow the 1950s model and target cities. Instead, it holds at risk both nuclear forces and the infrastructure necessary for modern civilization to function. Second, as the number of warheads decreases, the per warhead cost to replace delivery systems grows proportionally. At this time each ICBM in the U.S. inventory carries but one warhead, making a replacement much more costly on a per warhead basis than if they each carried the two or three warheads of the past. SSBNs, while very expensive to build, are cost-effective because they each carry a large number of warheads – nominally eight in each of 24 missiles. However, START-II, had it entered into force, would have reduced the number of warheads per SLBM to four, thus halving the effectiveness and doubling the cost per warhead of any replacement. As will be discussed later, this trend toward fewer numbers and fewer warheads per vehicle is likely to continue regardless of arms negotiations. Although this will most adversely impact SSBN cost-effectiveness due to the cost of the submarine, submarine enthusiasts point out the one unique advantage provided by SSBNs: their near certain survivability. But while SSBNs may be the only survivable deterrent force in the U.S., both Russia and China have fielded an alternative: the land-based mobile ICBM. The U.S. explored these weapons for over thirty years before canceling the program in the early 1990s because it was simply not cost-effective compared to SSBNs. With each land based missile, and thus essentially each warhead, needing its own crew and support system, the cost per warhead was easily beaten by SSBNs in spite of the cost of the submarine. However, declining numbers require this calculation to be revisited. And while there are many variables in this equation, with current numbers the land-based mobile missile becomes the cost-effective choice to replace SSBNs once the number of warheads per SLBM falls below five (as it would have under START-II). This points to a future shift away from SSBNs that will be discussed below. Connecting the Present to the Future What remains, therefore, is to bridge the gap between now and then, going from deterrence by counterforce with our current triad, to minimum deterrence provided with only a survivable deterrent. If we choose to wait for the reductions to come from the slow pace of arms control negotiations, we are likely to continue on a path of acquiring replacement systems that become less and less cost-effective. As previously demonstrated, eventually the number of weapons will render strict counterforce unworkable. When that happens the U.S. will shift, by necessity, to some other deterrent strategy, the best option for which is minimum deterrence as discussed above. The question is, do we let smaller numbers drive the change in strategy, or do we shift strategy now and change forces to match? There are two paths the U.S. can follow to a future which is certain to contain fewer nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. The first continues the slow and measured pace of disarmament begun with the SALT process in the 1970s. Weapons and launchers are decreased in number in a lock step fashion with Russia. The slow pace of reductions will likely mean many platforms are kept, and probably replaced, long past when they cease to be cost-effective. This slow pace also fails to demonstrate a meaningful commitment to disarmament that the super powers committed to under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The second, better path takes the initiative, saves significant money, and demonstrates U.S. leadership in the disarmament process. As China has demonstrated, smaller numbers can successfully deter the Russians (and the U.S. for that matter) without the need for negotiated arms control. Taking this path, the U.S. shifts to minimum deterrence and can immediately proceed to reduce its numbers unilaterally. The first step is the inactivation of all silo-based ICBMs. This is an immediate reduction of 25% of deployed warheads. ICBMs are tempting targets that encourage counterforce targeting, large numbers of weapons on both sides, and the launch on warning status that provides the best chance for inadvertent launch. Launch on warning also prevents U.S. development and use of conventionally armed ballistic missiles out of concern that such launches could be misinterpreted as nuclear attacks. Elimination of nuclear armed ICBMs thus removes several concerns and vulnerabilities while offering to become a valuable conventional global strike weapon. The second step is to reduce SSBN numbers from fourteen to eight by converting six single mission SSBNs to multi-mission SSGNs. This reduces the number of SLBM warheads by forty percent. 
Nuclear deterrence isn’t credible – self-deterrence – adversaries will just engage in attacks that are under the threshold for retaliation. 

DFI International, 2001 [“Non-Nuclear Strategic Deterrence of State and Non-State Adversaries: Potential Approaches and Prospects for Success,” A Study for The Defense Threat Reduction Agency Advanced Systems and Concepts Office, FINAL REPORT, October 2001, pg. handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA459871]
Nuclear weapons are broadly accepted as being capable of inflicting massive damage, although controlling collateral damage can be a problem. In the current context, however, there is the potential for “self-deterrence” when it comes to the use of nuclear weapons due to concerns about domestic and international reactions to the use of such overwhelmingly destructive weapons in anything but the most extreme circumstances. Adversaries, therefore, are not likely to doubt the capability of nuclear weapons. However, with the exception of Russia and China, growing doubts exist over the credibility of nuclear threats. If such threats are not judged credible, deterrence based on nuclear options is unlikely to significantly affect the risk calculations of WMD-armed adversaries, especially if they are particularly risk-acceptant. In fact, the problems with the credibility of nuclear threats suggest that there is a “threshold” for the effectiveness of nuclear deterrence. In other words, adversaries may believe that nuclear retaliation is only credible in response to a substantial WMD attack and not likely for a lower-level or more limited WMD attack. Unfortunately, such an apparent or perceived threshold may also suggest that there are actions that may be taken by adversaries (such as limited use of WMD) that do not risk nuclear retaliation. This further undermines the credibility of deterrence based on nuclear options, especially for the lower-level uses of WMD from smaller adversaries. Conventional weapons appear to address many of these problems. They have advantages in that they seem to be a more credible threat given their potential for greater precision (to limit collateral damage) and an appreciation that the US would not feel constrained about their employment, unlike nuclear weapons. Pg. 14-15
ICBM vulnerability destroys perceptions of the whole arsenal. 
Schelling, 1987 

[Thomas C., Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Political Economy at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, “Abolition of Ballistic Missiles,” International Security, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Summer, 1987), pp. 179-183] 

With today’s technology, land-based missiles are an embarrassment. They invite accusations of vulnerability to preemptive attack. Furthermore, while their vulnerability may be “voluntary” in that they can be destroyed only if they still while enemy missiles detonate on or near them, the alternative – launch on warning – is widely regarded, at least publicly, as unattractive. Because of their vulnerability, the land-based missiles seem to give the entire deterrent force a bad name. If we had no land-based missiles, hardly anyone would question whether we had a supremely potent and reliable force. In years to come, submarines may become more susceptible to some kind of concerted attack, and new alternatives to submarines and bombers may have to be examined, but nobody currently foresees a “window of vulnerability” for the powerful undersea retaliatory force. It is the imagery with which strategic forces are sometimes discussed that makes the land-based missile force worrisome. The Soviets may be able to preempt a large part of the land-based missile force; what they cannot do is to preempt massive retaliation. The entire deterrent force seemed for a while to suffer a kind of “vulnerability by association,” as if vulnerability were to be measured by the fraction of the force that could be preemptively destroyed rather than by the fraction untouched by Soviet attack.  

Minimum deterrence solves.

Lewis, 2008 [Jeffrey, New American Foundation, “Minimum Deterrence,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Jul/Aug, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/minimum_deterrence_7552]

Nuclear deterrence is a rather subjective concept: How many weapons are enough to ensure deterrence? How difficult is it to achieve and maintain deterrence? How important are the technical details of a country’s nuclear forces, such as the size, configuration, and readiness, to the goal of maintaining deterrence? The answers to these questions vary across recent history and across geographic areas. One view, I would say the dominant view in U.S. defense planning, is that deterrence can be achieved only through difficult choices, sustained with intelligent effort, and will depend very much on the technical details. This is the view expressed in Albert Wohlstetter’s 1958 Rand monograph, The Delicate Balance of Terror, which helped to shape the dominant Cold War attitudes about deterrence. A different view is that, beyond a certain point, all of this is crazy talk, and the technical details don’t matter very much at all. The balance of terror is anything but delicate. An enemy who can be deterred, will be deterred by the prospect of a counterattack, even if it consists of only a few nuclear weapons. Beyond that minimum threshold, nuclear weapons provide little additional deterrent benefit. This view, which is often referred to as minimum deterrence, is probably the most prevalent view regarding nuclear strategy -- outside of the small and dwindling group of people who have dedicated their lives to modeling force exchange ratios (how much of an enemy’s war-fighting capacity would survive an attack compared to how much of their own war-fighting capacity would survive) and calculating equivalent megatons. In 1960, strategist Herman Kahn, no great fan of what was then called either “minimum” or “finite” deterrence, was tempted to call it the layman’s view but resisted, because the “view is held by such a surprisingly large number of experts that it may be gratuitously insulting” to use that description. Kahn had a point. After all, no one could call J. Robert Oppenheimer, director of the Manhattan Project, a layman. Oppenheimer perfectly expressed the logic of minimum deterrence in response to the growth in U.S. and Soviet nuclear forces in 1953 when he said, “Our twenty thousandth bomb will not in any deep strategic sense offset their two thousandth.” Oppenheimer emphasized numbers, but the argument for minimum deterrence is about more than just arsenal size. At its core, the argument for minimum deterrence has been that, despite the fine calculations of strategic planners, political leaders in particular will recoil at the terrible destructiveness of nuclear war, making the balance of terror quite robust regardless of differences in the number or type of weapons. This certainly is how policy makers tend to talk about nuclear weapons. For example, in Unarmed Forces: The Transnational Movement to End the Cold War, scholar Matthew Evangelista cites a wonderful pair of remarks from Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev and President Dwight D. Eisenhower that suggest both saw nuclear weapons in terms of minimum deterrence. “Missiles are not cucumbers,” Khrushchev said, “one cannot eat them, and one does not require more than a certain number in order to ward off an attack.” Eisenhower was more precise about that “certain number.” “We should develop a few of these missiles as a threat, but not 1,000 or more,” Eisenhower said. He added that if the Soviet Union and the United States could launch more than that, then “he personally would want to take off for the Argentine.” The layman’s view, though it seemed rooted in common sense, did not survive the onslaught of bureaucratic and technical pressure for more, more, more -- more warheads, more yield, more types of delivery vehicles, and other innovations. The air force and army fought over which would control the new ballistic missile -- an argument that the air force essentially won. The air force and the navy argued about whether the United States should rely on very accurate land-based missiles or more survivable submarines. The air force pressed for missiles with better inertial guidance, the ability to place multiple warheads on each missile, and eventually mobile missiles. The navy, too, eventually sought better accuracy and nuclear weapons with larger explosive yields to stop air force officers from derisively calling navy nuclear weapons “firecrackers.” These debates played out, beginning in the late 1950s, with some military theorists arguing for a counterforce nuclear strategy -- the idea that the United States should target military assets as part of a credible war-winning strategy rather than cities as a means for deterrence. The dominant trend was clear by the end of the decade. At the end of the Eisenhower administration, U.S. nuclear forces had grown from more than 800 nuclear weapons to more than 18,000. And, despite Ike’s preference for the Pampas over thousands of missiles, the air force was pressing the incoming president, John F. Kennedy, for 1,950 new Minuteman missiles. It is in this context that we find the first use of the phrase “minimum deterrence” in an official document, presented as an opportunity to cap the Minuteman force at significantly lower numbers than desired by the air force. Defense Secretary Robert McNamara rejected the strawman strategy, along with a first-strike force. In a 1961 memo, McNamara rejected minimum deterrence on two grounds, both of which would become the canonical arguments against the posture. First, he argued that deterrence in general might fail, and in that case, a large force might limit damage to the United States. This argument receded over time as Soviet capabilities grew and the aspirations of advocates of nuclear “victory” were reduced to “limiting” the number of Americans killed to 20 million or so. Second, McNamara argued that if it adopted minimum deterrence, the United States would be unable to extend its nuclear umbrella to its allies. This argument endured, while damage limitation did not, and to some extent remains part of the nuclear weapons debate today. For example, when president-elect Jimmy Carter asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a study of a minimum deterrent posture based on 200–250 submarine-launched ballistic missiles, the request was leaked to conservative journalists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak who raised the issue of the nuclear umbrella and modestly warned that the proposal would “presage the end of democratic Western Europe.” Carter’s experience captured, in many ways, the plight of proponents of minimum deterrence. Journalist Thomas Powers, imagining the incident, made an amusing comparison: “Proposing to the Joint Chiefs of Staff a retreat to a mere 200 nuclear weapons would be like proposing to a conference of international bankers that they solve the problem of poverty by dissolving their corporations and distributing their assets to the poor. Minimum deterrence is just plain unthinkable -- the kind of thing that leaves a room in embarrassed silence.” Minimum deterrence seemed to many, as historian Lawrence Freedman wrote in his magisterial The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, the province of “erstwhile disarmers” who had conceded the practical case for deterrence. Minimum deterrence was, however, more than a strawman or a calumny, taken seriously only by former disarmers and nuclear pacifists. Though not everyone liked the phrase “minimum deterrence” or agreed on the optimal posture, a strong case could be made for the idea that a policy maker sane enough to be deterred in the first place is unlikely to consult force exchange ratios or find comfort in strategic superiority when contemplating a nuclear war. After leaving office, officials from the Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson administrations, including McNamara and National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy, forcefully argued this point, drawing heavily on their experience during the Cuban Missile Crisis to suggest that strategic superiority offered no comfort in October 1962. In addition, scholars began applying the lessons of organizational theory to nuclear deterrence. If the chances that a rational leader would initiate a nuclear war were vanishingly small, then the only route to nuclear war would be inadvertent -- the possibility that large, alert nuclear forces, embedded in the day-to-day military hostility of the Cold War, might be prone to accident or error, especially in a crisis. In particular, scholars such as John Steinbruner, Bruce Blair, and Scott Sagan argued that the federal government systematically ignored the organizational dangers of the U.S. nuclear posture in an effort to wring out ever-smaller amounts of deterrence from our nuclear forces. Serious reductions in readiness, they argued, would dramatically reduce the risk of accidents or inadvertent war at little or no cost to the stability of deterrence. As these arguments fell on deaf ears in the United States, strategic thinkers made better use of them in China and India, both of which have postures that are firmly grounded in minimalist conceptions. Chinese officials tend to eschew the word “deterrence,” yet they eagerly describe Chinese nuclear forces as minimal or, more often, limited. For many years, China has deployed a strategic monad of a hundred or so ballistic missiles, including fewer than two dozen intercontinental ballistic missiles and has pledged not to be the first to introduce nuclear weapons into a conflict. Similarly, India did not move to weaponize its deterrent after a successful nuclear test in 1974. Following a further round of nuclear tests in 1998, India deployed a small nuclear force, which Indian officials openly describe as a minimum deterrent, and it has issued a no-first-use pledge. In the Chinese case, the idea of minimalism was integral to the process of developing nuclear weapons. In Minimum Means of Reprisal, I argue that Chinese policy makers have tended to make decisions about China’s strategic forces that suggest a widespread belief that deterrence is achieved early and with a small number of forces. Chinese advocates for strategic programs, including Marshal Nie Rongzhen, butted up against other military officials who tended to see nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles as expensive distractions from the pressing need for new ships, tanks, and airplanes. Chinese scientists were looking at broader issues. Rather than emphasizing the battlefield prowess of nuclear weapons, Chinese scientists saw their benefit for China in terms of mastering a particular set of technologies, not deploying certain forces. In India, too, scientists were the principal advocates for the nuclear program, as George Perkovich has argued in India’s Nuclear Bomb. When Indian scientists prevailed upon policy makers to test and build nuclear weapons, their arguments emphasized national ideas of greatness more than military exigency. Some observers have suggested that minimal deterrence is a default posture for China and India and not a considered decision, arguing that they lack the economic and technical resources for any other posture or, more condescendingly, that Chinese and Indian thinkers simply don’t understand deterrence theory. But it is quite a coincidence that China and India -- countries in which the technical community played an unusually large role in shaping the development of nuclear strategy -- maintain nuclear policies, forces, and postures similar to those preferred by Oppenheimer and many other Manhattan Project scientists. It is not simply insulting to call minimum deterrence the layman’s view, it is wrong. More often than not, it seems, scientists working from the technical realities of nuclear weapons come to the minimalist conclusion. Rather than waiting for the Chinese and Indian postures to become more like the U.S. posture, perhaps the United States should take a closer look at the minimum option. In particular, what about Carter’s proposed force of 200–250 submarine-launched ballistic missiles? This force would translate into approximately 12 ballistic missile submarines (the United States has 14 today) and 960 nuclear warheads. Could the United States meet its vital security interests with 1,000 nuclear warheads, maintained only to retaliate against nuclear attack? There are two challenges to minimum deterrence -- one old, the other new. The old challenge is, as always, this question of allies. The George W. Bush administration broadened this debate by relying so heavily on the concepts of assurance and dissuasion. To be specific, the Bush administration has said that the United States assures its allies by maintaining numerical parity with the Russians and dissuades adversaries by maintaining deployed forces some factor (say, a factor of four) larger than the worst-case Chinese strategic force. This, along with the forward deployment of a few hundred tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, presumably keeps our friends in Germany, Japan, Turkey, and elsewhere from developing their own nuclear weapons. Will allies feel protected by the U.S. nuclear umbrella if the United States were to have 1,000 nuclear weapons for the sole purpose of retaliating against a nuclear attack? It isn’t clear to me that nuclear weapons can or should bear the burden of maintaining the credibility of any alliance. Take Turkey, for example. If the United States and Europe get the big questions about Turkey right -- its interests in Northern Iraq and membership in the European Union -- then NATO’s nuclear posture is probably irrelevant. And if they get those things wrong, then, well, NATO’s nuclear posture is still irrelevant. Nuclear weapons are one tool, but they aren’t -- and really never have been -- a substitute for alliance diplomacy. The new challenge is a legal one and relates to the targeting of a minimum deterrent. Would the nuclear weapons be aimed at military targets and the enemy’s weapons (in other words, a counterforce strategy) or would they be pointed toward population centers -- a countervalue strategy? In rejecting the use of the term “countervalue” in the draft Joint Doctrine on Nuclear Operations, a commenter from the Joint Staff argued, “Many operational law attorneys do not believe ‘countervalue’ targeting... is a lawful justification for employment of force, much less nuclear force.... For example, under the countervalue target philosophy, the attack on the World Trade Center Towers on 9/11 could be justified.” This is a serious objection. If a credible deterrent cannot be based, as McNamara once argued, on taking an incredible action, then what is the appropriate target set for a minimum deterrent? One option would be to say that the United States should only target those assets that cannot be held at risk with conventional forces. Does such a target set exist? It may, perhaps in the form of hard and deeply buried targets that happen to be located in or near major urban areas. Yet, it may not; some military officials have come close to suggesting that nuclear weapons meet no unique military need. In 2007, for example, Gen. James Cartwright, then-commander of U.S. Strategic Command, testified before the House Armed Services Committee that conventional capabilities have largely replaced nuclear capabilities, with the single exception of global reach against fleeting targets. If true, then the credibility of deterrence rests very heavily on the mere existence of nuclear weapons and their inherent potential for use, rather than on plans, postures, or declaratory policies. This is the central question of minimum deterrence, whether one is talking about the stability of deterrence, assuring allies, or credibly threatening retaliation. How much do the details matter relative to the existence of the most destructive weapons in human history? For many, talk about nuclear strategy has a surreal quality that seems disconnected, both from the realities of political life and the horror that would ensue in the event of a nuclear war. It’s this essential judgment, more than any other, that informs whether one is willing to place one’s faith in a minimum deterrent or not.
