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2AC - Deterrence
1). NUQ – Delivery vehicles are outdated – Deterrence fails
Loh - 2010- former Air Force vice chief of staff and former commander of air Combat Command (4/06/10, John Michael “The Umbrella must not have Holes” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304252704575155751958779426.html?KEYWORDS=deterrence)
You rightly point out the need to retain more than 800 nuclear bombers and land- and sea-based missiles for adequate deterrence ("Springtime for Arms Control," Review & Outlook, March 31). The number and condition of these delivery vehicles are just as important as the number of weapons but the administration tends to minimize their value. All three legs of the nuclear triad need upgrading, particularly the bombers. Our current fleet of 96 nuclear bombers are too old and too few. But, more importantly, the bomber leg is more valuable for enforcing "extended deterrence," a point your editorial does not mention. Extended deterrence provides our umbrella of deterrence for others. We have made it clear to our friends and allies that they can depend on us to provide their nuclear deterrent. This is critically important for Japan, South Korea, the nations of NATO and our friends in the Middle East. If our allies cannot depend on us, then they will be motivated to develop their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them. Most of them are capable of doing that in a few years. Extended deterrence enforces nonproliferation, a nexus often overlooked in deterrence strategy. A modern nuclear arsenal is impotent if the nation doesn't have equally modern, dependable delivery systems. We need more than 800 delivery vehicles and more than 96 bombers to enforce extended deterrence and prevent further nuclear proliferation.
2). Nuclear deterrence empirically fails – Vietnam and Lebanon prove
Kober-2010- Research Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (6/13/2010, Stanley, The Guardian, “The Deterrence Illusion” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/10/deterrence-war-peace)
This failure of deterrence has not received the attention it deserves. It is, after all, not unique. The North Vietnamese were not deterred by the American guarantee to South Vietnam. Similarly, Hezbollah was not deterred in Lebanon in the 1980s, and American forces were assaulted in Somalia. What has been going wrong? The successful deterrence of the superpowers during the cold war led to the belief that if such powerful countries could be deterred, then lesser powers should fall into line when confronted with an overwhelmingly powerful adversary.
3). NUQ - United States deterrence has failed in North Korea - Chenoan incident proves
Kim-2010- research professor at Korea University's Ilmin Institute of International Relations, retired from U.S. Department of State as the senior Korean language interpreter in June 2005 after 27 years of service- (6/27/2010, Tong, Korea Times Opinion, “Military, Diplomatic strife” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/137_68355.html)
Even today, deterrence to war is an immediate objective, and peaceful unification remains the goal of all South Koreans. The ROK-U.S. combined deterrence has failed to prevent North Korea's surprise, unconventional attack of the Chenoan frigate. The incident exposed the South's vulnerabilities in its defense posture. Since the incident, President Lee has lined up a new team of military generals, who all said they would take resolute action against further provocations. 
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2AC - Deterrence
4). Turn - Nuclear deterrence by the United States lead to nuclearization of North Korea
MIJMC NS- 2010 (May 2010,  Monterey Institute’s James Martin Center for Non-Proliferation Studies “Existential Deterrence” http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/f1b6_6.html)
A key example of existential deterrence can be seen in the North Korean case. In the early 1990s, it acquired enough plutonium, outside of international monitoring, for a small nuclear weapons program.  By the mid-1990s, the United States feared that this material might have been used to make one or two nuclear weapons.  North Korea's threat in December 2002 to restart its Yongbyon nuclear plant, its removal of monitoring equipment and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) seals on nuclear materials, its expulsion of IAEA inspectors, and the announcement of its withdrawal from the NPT revived fears that Pyongyang would resume the pursuit of a plutonium-based weapons program. In September 2005, North Korea agreed to halt its nuclear weapons program in exchange for security guarantees, energy assistance, and financial incentives. However, the parties disagreed on the terms of this agreement, and on October 9, 2006, North Korea announced that it had tested a small nuclear device with a yield of less than one kiloton. North Korea claims that it developed a nuclear deterrent because it feels threatened by the United States. 
5). NUQ and No Impact - credibility of the nuclear umbrella is shot: Allies and enemies alike recognize the commitment trap inherent in nuclear deterrence – the US won’t defend it’s allies with nukes over minor incidents
Acton- 2009- Nuclear Policy Program associate at Carnegie Endowment and a Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow, Acton is co-author of the Adelphi Paper, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, and co-editor of the follow-up volume, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: A Debate. He is currently the joint UK member of the International Panel on Fissile Materials (December 2009, James “Extended Deterrence and Communicating Resolve” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24653 )
Conventional military action—let alone nuclear weapons—has little role to play in combating most of the security threats faced by U.S. allies today. Threatening nuclear use in response to a cyber attack on an ally is simply not credible. Similarly, military capabilities do not appear to have any relevance to deterring a Russian cut-off of the gas supply to U.S, allies, or, in the event that deterrence fails (as it frequently does in this case), to compelling Russia to re-instate supply. One key task, therefore, for the United States and its allies is to develop credible plans for preventing and combating the spectrum of threats for which a nuclear response would not be justified, especially those for which there is no military solution.[10]The only scenarios in which nuclear deterrence might be relevant are those in which the very existence of an ally is under threat. In addition, therefore, to developing strategies for combating threats below the nuclear and military thresholds, the United States is faced with the second important task of assuring its allies that it will, if necessary, only use nuclear weapons when their national survival is at stake.
6). Nukes aren’t an effective deterrent- the umbrella strategy risks nuclear destruction globally
Crandell ’09 [Steven, Director of Development & Public Affairs for the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, July 13, “Start a Revolution With A Video -- A 17 Year-Old Wins National Competition” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-crandell/start-a-revolution-with-a_b_247941.html]
Last century, the United States and other nuclear nations created an international power system based on the perverse idea that we could keep our countries safe by developing and deploying weapons of mass destruction that target large numbers of civilians. This century the fallacy of that argument has become apparent. Proliferation has become the norm while nuclear security grows more and more problematic. Developing nuclear power is deemed a right of all countries and yet it is also the first step on the path to developing nuclear weapons. There is a sense of increasing danger and vulnerability. As the world becomes more unstable under the influences of poverty, injustice, environmental degradation, resource scarity and climate change, the post-modern idea of a nuclear weapons defensive "umbrella" grows more ridiculous and risky. These weapons can only do harm -- whether through being detonated or by detonating arms races around the world as new nations push to join the Nuclear Bullies' Club. This is no protective umbrella, but the means to seed clouds of destruction with black rain. So the first step is to discard the old idea of nuclear weapons as essential to the world order. Cold War thinking that nuclear weapons protect us must be identified for what it is- -- old-fashioned, misguided and just plain false.
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1AR Ext – Deterrence fails
Nonstate actors and totalitarian regimes make the collapse of deterrence inevitable 
Oraman 2009 (Undersecretary of Defense, British MOD, Letter to Washington Times, “Deterring the decision on deterrence,” 5-10-09, Lexis Nexis)
[bookmark: HIT_3][bookmark: ORIGHIT_3][bookmark: HIT_4][bookmark: ORIGHIT_4]We also need to rethink very carefully the meaning and effectiveness of deterrence in this new environment. During the Cold War, deterrence was a procedure devised to ensure nuclear weapons would not be used. Now, with both totalitarian regimes and nonstate actors actively seeking nuclear weapons, we could be heading toward a situation where their use becomes far more likely.
US nuclear deterrent fails – aging technology and nonproliferation hypocrisy prove 
Oraman 2009 (Undersecretary of Defense, British MOD, Letter to Washington Times, “Deterring the decision on deterrence,” 5-10-09, Lexis Nexis)
Mr. Monroe rightly says that we need to revitalize our nuclear-weapons capability and recruit new personnel if we are to maintain our deterrent posture well into the future. Yet he fails to explain how we can, in his words, "convince the world that future enforcement (of nonproliferation) must be in the hands of responsible states with nuclear weapons."
****Robert Monroe=U.S. Navy Vice Admiral
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1AR Ext – Deterrence fails for NoKo
Nuclear Deterrence: Unreliable when dealing with irrational actors, namely North Korea
Corcoran-2005- ended his military career as a Strategic Analyst at the US Army War College where he chaired studies for the Office of the Deputy Chief of Operations. Soviet affairs specialist, spent two years as a Liaison Officer to the Commander-in-Chief, Group of Soviet Forces, Germany. (11/29/2005, Edward, “Strategic Nuclear Weapons and Deterrence” http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/report/2005/sndeterrence.htm )

[bookmark: _ednref66][bookmark: _ednref67][bookmark: _ednref68][bookmark: _ednref69]Deterrence can fail. Even rational actors may make bad decisions based on faulty information, such as false attack warnings. Deterrence is certainly unreliable when dealing with fanatic, desperate, or irrational actors. In particular, terrorists cannot be deterred by a retaliatory threat. In reality, there are few conceivable situations in which a nuclear response would make sense. Battlefield and theater weapons have some actual war fighting application; their use in extreme situations might be attractive. Strategic nuclear weapons, on the other hand, have negligible war fighting utility, but their use could result in a catastrophic exchange. At a minimum, any use would result in tens of thousands of civilian deaths. Moreover, as the discussion above shows, these weapons have little applicability to the threats currently facing the nation. Indeed, the Defense Science Board Report concluded that the aging stockpile of legacy nuclear weapons was of declining relevance; they have characteristics unsuitable to the threat environment.[66] Similarly, the Secretary of Defense has commented that “The only thing we have is very large, very dirty, big nuclear weapons.” [67] Our current nuclear arsenal simply has the wrong weapons to address the contemporary threat.From a deterrence point of view, a handful of strategic weapons would be adequate for the entire range of current threats. In regard to Russia, our counterforce posture is based on outmoded assumptions. Russia is no longer an actively hostile nation. Our main challenge with Russia is now to integrate it into the family of nations as an increasingly democratic and prosperous nation. Despite its autocratic drift, Russia continues to seek cooperation opportunities with the West. For example, there are active Congressional efforts to broaden space cooperation with the Russians.[68] More recently, President Putin and British Prime Minister Blair have agreed to broader security cooperation.[69] Cooperative efforts are essential because with its large oil reserves and high world market prices, Russia is well insulated from Western economic pressures.Strategic nuclear deterrence has its costs, and these are significant: The direct costs of maintaining the strategic nuclear systems, many at a high state of readiness.  There are also the support costs, including costs of the nuclear complex that designs, tests, and maintains these weapons and their components. The potential for disaster, particularly in regard to the US-Russian nuclear posture. False warnings, unauthorized actions, or unforeseen circumstances could initiate a nuclear exchange.  On a lower level, the larger the nuclear complexes, the more likely that some insider will initiate a major incident. The potential for leakage of nuclear materials or know how to terrorist groups. This is roughly proportional to the total size of global nuclear complexes. Weakening of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. By maintaining relatively large strategic systems, the United States, Great Britain, France and Russia are all failing in their responsibility under the treaty to work for “the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.” This complicates using the treaty to pressure non-nuclear nations to refrain from potential proliferation activities. North Korea, which has withdrawn from the treaty, claims it has as much inherent right to develop nuclear weapons as the United States originally had. Other nations could easily act similarly.
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NEG – UQ ups – Deterrence high/solves
US deterrence is effective- enemies must face the thought of nuclear warfare
Acton- 2009- Nuclear Policy Program associate at Carnegie Endowment and a Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow, Acton is co-author of the Adelphi Paper, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, and co-editor of the follow-up volume, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: A Debate. He is currently the joint UK member of the International Panel on Fissile Materials (December 2009, James “Extended Deterrence and Communicating Resolve” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24653 )

 First, an enemy considering threatening the existence of a U.S. ally must factor in the possibility that the U.S. would use nuclear weapons because the President judged that the threat to the ally also constituted an existential threat to the United States. This adds to the credibility of extended nuclear deterrence. It is enhanced further by the symmetrical, but frequently forgotten nature, of the ‘resolve problem’. Just as a U.S. President would probably not sacrifice New York in the defense of Tokyo, so the Chinese leadership would probably not be willing to risk Beijing (and much else besides) to acquire it. This promotes the same extreme caution in Chinese decision makers contemplating an action that might incur a nuclear response as it does in their American counterparts. Second, even if an enemy could somehow discount the possibility of a direct U.S. nuclear response, it could certainly not ignore the possibility of a conventional response. Even besides the deterrence value of a conventional war with the U.S., such a conflict could escalate—through design, miscalculation or accident—to a nuclear one. This possibility—Schelling’s "threat that leaves something to chance" also adds credibility to extended nuclear deterrence. Its effect does not dependent greatly on the size or composition of the U.S. arsenal. Admittedly, allies would probably find these lines of reasoning cold comfort. Yet, they are more credible than the attempt to make extended nuclear deterrence plausible by damage limitation capabilities or of allies "going it alone" by procuring their own nuclear weapons and, in the process, forsaking the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Taking advantage of this the U.S. should seek to emphasize that its resolve is fit for purpose.


Other substitutes for deterrence are questionable and less effective 
Record-2004- well-known defense policy critic and teaches strategy at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama. He has served as a pacification advisor in the Mekong Delta during the Vietnam War, Rockefeller Younger Scholar on the Brookings Institution’s Defense Analysis Staff, and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, the Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation (7/08/2004, Jeffery, “Nuclear Deterrence, Preventative War,  and Counter-Proliferation”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1641)

The wisdom and necessity of preventive war as a substitute for nuclear deterrence are, however, highly questionable. The evidence strongly suggests that credible nuclear deterrence remains effective against rogue state use of WMD, if not against attacks by fanatical terrorist organizations; unlike terrorist groups, rogue states have critical assets that can be held hostage to the threat of devastating retaliation, and no rogue state has ever used WMD against an enemy capable of such retaliation. Additionally, preventive war is not only contrary to the traditions of American statecraft that have served U.S. security interests so well but also anathema to many longstanding friends and allies.
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Deterrence has worked in the past: Cold War proves
Pifer-2010- A former ambassador to Ukraine, Steven Pifer’s career as a Foreign Service officer centered on Europe, the former Soviet Union and arms control. In addition to Kyiv, Pifer had postings in London, Moscow, Geneva and Warsaw, as well as on the National Security Council. At Brookings, Pifer focuses on arms control, Ukraine and Russia issues (June 2010, “U.S. Nuclear and Extended Deterrence: Considerations and Challenges”  http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2010/06_nuclear_deterrence.aspx  ) 
Nuclear deterrence has been a central element of American security policy since the Cold War began. The deterrence concept is straight-forward: persuade a potential adversary that the risks and costs of his proposed action far outweigh any gains that he might hope to achieve. To make deterrence credible, the United States built up powerful strategic, theater and tactical nuclear forces that could threaten any potential aggressor with the catastrophic risks and costs of a nuclear retaliatory strike against his homeland.  During the Cold War, the primary focus of this deterrent was the Soviet Union. The Soviets built their own nuclear force targeting the United States, producing a situation of mutual deterrence, often referred to as “mutual assured destruction” or MAD. Many argue that MAD worked and kept the United States and Soviet Union from an all-out war—despite the intense political, economic and ideological competition between the two—as the horrific prospect of nuclear conflict gave both strong incentives to avoid conflict. Others note that it was too often a close thing: crises, such as those over Cuba and Berlin, brought the two countries perilously close to nuclear war.As the United States developed a post-war alliance system, the question of extended deterrence—the ability of U.S. military forces, particularly nuclear forces, to deter attack on U.S. allies and thereby reassure them—received greater attention. Extending deterrence in a credible way proved a more complicated proposition than deterring direct attack. It was entirely credible to threaten the Soviet Union with the use of nuclear weapons in response to a Soviet attack on the United States. But how could the United States make credible the threat to use nuclear weapons against the Soviet homeland in response to a Soviet attack on U.S. allies in Europe? Or, as it was often put, how could an American president credibly persuade his Soviet counterpart that he was prepared to risk Chicago for Hamburg?

deterrent |diˈtərənt|
noun
a thing that discourages or is intended to discourage someone from doing something.
• a nuclear weapon or weapons system regarded as deterring an enemy from attack.	
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