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***Prolif Bad***

Prolif Bad- Extinction (1/2)
Every new nuclear state increases the risk of nuclear war

· Fear of nuclear blackmail and unpredictable leadership

· New and unstable command and control systems

· No CBMs in place

· Multiple agencies in charge of nuclear weapons

· On-going emotive disputes with regional rivals

· No crisis control mechanisms

· Political instability, internal stresses, fundamentalist groups

· Regional setting with multiple nuclear power centres divided by cross-cutting sources of conflict
ICNND 2009 (International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, chaired by Gareth Evans and Yoriko Kawaguchi, Eliminating Nuclear Threats, http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/pdf/ICNND_Report-EliminatingNuclearThreats.pdf)

3.1 Ensuring that no new states join the ranks of those already nuclear armed must continue to be one of the world’s top international security priorities. Every new nuclear-armed state will add significantly to the inherent risks – of accident or miscalculation as well as deliberate use – involved in any possession of these weapons, and potentially encourage more states to acquire nuclear weapons to avoid being left behind. Any scramble for nuclear capabilities is bound to generate severe instability in bilateral, regional and international relations. The carefully worked checks and balances of interstate relations will come under severe stress. There will be enhanced fears of nuclear blackmail, and of irresponsible and unpredictable leadership behaviour. 3.2 In conditions of inadequate command and control systems, absence of confidence building measures and multiple agencies in the nuclear weapons chain of authority, the possibility of an accidental or maverick usage of nuclear weapons will remain high. Unpredictable elements of risk and reward will impact on decision making processes. The dangers are compounded if the new and aspiring nuclear weapons states have, as is likely to be the case, ongoing inter-state disputes with ideological, territorial, historical – and for all those reasons, strongly emotive – dimensions. 3.3 The transitional period is likely to be most dangerous of all, with the arrival of nuclear weapons tending to be accompanied by sabre rattling and competitive nuclear chauvinism. For example, as between Pakistan and India a degree of stability might have now evolved, but 1998–2002 was a period of disturbingly fragile interstate relations. Command and control and risk management of nuclear weapons takes time to evolve. Military and political leadership in new nuclear-armed states need time to learn and implement credible safety and security systems. The risks of nuclear accidents and the possibility of nuclear action through inadequate crisis control mechanisms are very high in such circumstances. If this is coupled with political instability in such states, the risks escalate again. Where such countries are beset with internal stresses and fundamentalist groups with trans-national agendas, the risk of nuclear weapons or fissile material coming into possession of non‑state actors cannot be ignored. 3.4 The action–reaction cycle of nations on high alerts, of military deployments, threats and counter threats of military action, have all been witnessed in the Korean peninsula with unpredictable behavioural patterns driving interstate relations. The impact of a proliferation breakout in the Middle East would be much wider in scope and make stability management extraordinarily difficult. Whatever the chances of “stable deterrence” prevailing in a Cold War or India–Pakistan setting, the prospects are significantly less in a regional setting with multiple nuclear power centres divided by multiple and cross-cutting sources of conflict.

Prolif Bad- Extinction (2/2)
Proliferation risks global nuclear war and extinction
Krieger ‘9  (David, Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)

Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?
Prolif Bad- Accidents/Miscalc
New states accidentally launch- money, human error, false warning
Karl Heinz Chock, Professor of Political Science at the University of Vienna 2006, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons – More May be Worse, www.iuvienna.edu/788_EN-Documents-PDFs-Spread-of-Nuclear-Weapons-Paper.pdf -

Besides above mentioned evidences, there are strong reasons to expect that new  nuclear states will face even greater risk of nuclear accidents: lack of financial and  organizational resources to produce safe weapons design features, weapons that are  developed in secret manner tend to be less safe, geographical proximity between  conflicting states, and fearing of decapitation attack by the enemy may produce many  accidents.  In his own book, The Limits of Safety, Sagan adds political dimension to normal  accidents theory which could produce even greater pessimism about the likehood of  organizational accidents. Conflicting objectives inevitably exist inside any large  organization that manages hazardous technology: some top level authorities may place a  high priority on safety, but others may place a higher value on more parochial objectives  such as increasing production levels, enhancing the size of their subunit, promoting their  individual careers, etc. As a result, organizational learning about safety problems is often  severely limited. Normal accidents theory suggests that each of the three basic strategies  used to improve organizational safety is highly problematic. For example, adding  redundant back-up systems can be very counterproductive; redundancy makes the system  agan also emphasizes that the politics of blame inside organizations also reduces trial  and error learning from accidents because organizational leaders have great incentives to find operators at lower levels at fault; this absolves higher leaders from responsibility and  moreover it is usually cheaper to fire the operator than to change accident-prone  procedures or structures. Knowing this however, field-level operators have strong  incentives not to report safety incident whenever possible. Even though, these nuclear  states still did not experience any serious nuclear accident, there are good reasons to  anticipate that the probabilities will be high over time. It can happen from false warning  or unauthorized use of weapons. (Sagan, the Limits of Safety) 

Miscalc likely- terrorism and domestic conflict.

Krepon, Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center and Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, 2003 (Michael, “The Stability-Instability Paradox, Misperception, and Escalation Control in South Asia,” May, http://www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/ESCCONTROLCHAPTER1.pdf)

Deterrence optimists tend to discount accidents, inadvertence, and sabotage as contributing factors in crossing the nuclear threshold. But accidents happened during the Cold War. Fortunately, none produced a mushroom cloud. There were also decisions made by local commanders during deep crises that could have led to misjudgments and grave misfortune.67 Accidents, inadvertent steps, and misjudgments during crisis could also occur in South Asia. Catalytic acts of terrorism provide additional grounds for concern about escalation control in the subcontinent. The writings of deterrence optimists tend to downplay the factors of religious extremism and terrorism. The possibility of domestic turmoil and its potential impact on command and control – a concern that did not figure prominently during the Cold War, except in screenplays – is also more of a factor on the subcontinent.

Miscalc and accidents are likely- new states are likely to launch
Rosen, Stephen Peter, is Harvard College Professor and Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs at Harvard University. "After Proliferation: What to Do If More States Go Nuclear." Foreign Affairs 85.5 (Sept-Oct 2006): 9.
During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in an intense arms race and built up vast nuclear arsenals. Other binary nuclear competitions, however, such as that between India and Pakistan, have been free of such behavior. Those states' arsenals have remained fairly small and relatively unsophisticated.  Nuclear-armed countries in the Middle East would be unlikely to display such restraint. Iran and Iraq would be much too suspicious of each other, as would Saudi Arabia and Iran, Turkey and Iraq, and so forth. And then there is Israel. Wariness would create the classic conditions for a multipolar arms race, with Israel arming against all possible enemies and the Islamic states arming against Israel and one another.  Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. 
Prolif Bad- Preemption

Proliferation causes preemption- hostility towards new acquisitions
Asal and Beardsley ‘9  (Victor, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Albany, and Kyle, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Emory U., Conflict Management and Peace Science, “Nuclear Weapons as Shields*”, 26:3, Sage)

While we do not attempt to resolve the debate between proliferation optimists and pessimists, there are two notable implications to that debate. First, nuclear weapons do confer observable benefits to the possessors by making them less likely to be targets of violent aggression. This helps further explain why states bear considerable costs to achieve them. Note however, that nuclear weapons do not make states completely immune to hostile acts of aggression, as evident in the Israeli–Arab and India–Pakistan cases. Future studies might better assess crisis behavior that is “off the equilibrium path” from the logic presented here to understand under which situations states bear considerable risks by using violent aggression against a nuclear state. The second implication is that proliferation does not necessarily translate into either greater stability or net utility gains in the international system. We demonstrate that proliferation is undesirable for both other non-nuclear states and members already in the nuclear club. Both types of states will lament the loss in ability to use heavy handed coercive diplomacy. Moreover, the attempt at proliferation itself appears to be destabilizing to the international system as the nuclear program states tend to be the target and source of much hostility. We found that program states have some heightened tendencies toward aggression, despite the incentives to lie low during the development stage. This is puzzling and a potentially fertile topic of future study.
Preemption uniquely likely with new proliferators now
Cimbala ‘7  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND DETERRENCE IN ASIA: THE VIEW FROM VLADIVOSTOK”, 20, InformaWorld)

Deterrence (or compellence) theories depend for their effectiveness on an understanding of war or crisis as a bargaining process, in which utilities are defined commensurably as between the belligerents. The existing and future probable proliferators in the Middle East and Asia may see nuclear weapons as absolutes or gold standards of modern military power. They may also believe that preemptive (or preventive) war is preferable to riding out an attack that appears to be imminent (or inevitable). Smaller nuclear arsenals may tempt nuclear first strikes or first uses as the cutting edge of a first strike. From a systems perspective, deterrence in a multipolar nuclear world is not necessarily more likely to break down than in a bipolar one: but the term “necessarily” is used advisedly. More nuclear-armed states with dyadic or other conflicts may create a tipping point, beyond which deterrent fatigue gives way to competition in preemptive strategies. Such a process occurred on the eve of World War I, escalating the assassination of an archduke into a war of unprecedented destruction
Prolif Bad- Nuclear Terrorism Module
Prolif causes nuclear terrorism
Scott D Sagan, Political Science Professor at Stanford, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 16

I hope that this emergency nuclear security assistance effort is eventually accepted and is successful in meeting the severe counterterrorism challenge created by the ties between some Pakistanis and the Al Qaida terrorist group and its Taliban supporters. This challenge will continue, however, well beyond the initial antiterrorist military campaign. Over the longer term, an antiterrorist nonproliferation policy must include continual efforts to provide the highest possible levels of security for the weapons and nuclear materials storage sites in the former Soviet Union, as well as those of the United States. A long-term strategy should also continue to work to prevent Iraq, Iran, and Saudi Arabia-the three most likely candidates to get nuclear weapons next in the Muslim world-from getting nuclear weapons. Iran and Iraq have a long history of supporting terrorism against the United States and other countries. The government of Saudi Arabia is threatened by Islamic radicals from without and within. Nuclear weapons in any of these states would increase the risks of terrorist access, either through theft or through sym¬pathizers inside the governments. Kenneth Waltz and other proliferation optimists have assumed that the weapons of new nuclear states will remain in the hands of the central governments that built them. This assumption is not warranted. The risk of terrorist seizure of nuclear weapons or material is yet one more reason why we should fear nuclear proliferation. The spread of nuclear weapons to new states in the Islamic world will place tools of indiscriminate destruction closer and closer to the hands of terrorists, who will use them without fear of retaliation. 
Nuclear terrorist attack causes super power war
Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 (“After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld)
A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. t may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response.
Ext. Nuclear Terrorism Internal Link

Prolif increases nuclear terrorism- access and use
William J. Perry, Chairman, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, and James R. Schlesinger, serves as chairman of the board of The MITRE Corporation. He is also a consultant to the Departments of Defense and State, and a member of the Defense Policy Board and the International Security Advisory Board Vice-chairman, 2009, “America’s Strategic Posture The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States,”

Nuclear weapons have safeguarded our security for decades during the Cold War by deterring an attack on the United States or its allies. We will need to maintain this deterrence capability for some years to come. On the other hand, if nuclear weapons were to fall into the hands of a terror organi- zation, they could pose an extremely serious threat to our security, and one for which deterrence would not be applicable. This is not a theoretical danger. Al Qaeda, for example, has declared that obtaining a nuclear weapon is a “holy duty” for its members. Fortunately, no terror group is able to build a nuclear weapon from scratch, but as new nations achieve a nuclear weapons capability, the probability increases that one of these new nuclear powers will either sell or lose control of its fissile material or even one of its bombs. This is also not a theoretical danger, as illustrated by A. Q. Khan’s black market in nuclear materials and technology. Thus, preventing nuclear terrorism is closely tied to preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. But we are in danger of losing the battle to stop proliferation. Under the guise of a nuclear power program, North Korea has developed a small nuclear arsenal in the last few years. Iran appears to be following in its footsteps, and other nations, particularly in the Mideast, are starting nuclear power programs using Iran as a model. Thus, the proliferation of nuclear weapons and fissile materials is dangerously close to a “tipping point.
Prolif Bad- CBW
Advanced nuclear proliferation spurs CBW use - kills deterrence

Paul Gaffney Institute National Strategic Studies, 2001, The Counter Proliferation Imperative, November

NBC weapons have strategic utility. An aggressor need not have a highly effective tactical NBC capability to achieve important effects. One clear lesson of the Gulf War was that even conventionally armed ballistic missiles could have strategic impact by altering the political dynamics of a coalition. The credible capability to hold friendly cities and other important civilian assets at risk with NBC weapons could conger significant strategic advantages to a regional aggressor, even if its overall NBC capability was limited. Missiles may be a preferred way to manifest this capability for purposes of coercion (at least until effective missile defenses are in place), though other means also exist to threaten strategic targets. Conceivably, the mere possession of nuclear weapons could embolden a rogue state and encourage risk-taking behavior. It could also raise the likelihood that chemical or biological weapons would be employed for coercive of operational purposes or to demonstrate the capability to escalate - while holding in reserve a nuclear "trump card" to hedge against a regime defeat or leverage more favorable war-termination terms. Key command-and-control facilities, logistics nodes, staging areas, and other traditional rear areas may be particularly attractive targets for a biological attack. Moreover, on this expanded battlefield, civilian assets may become prime strategic targets, and the theater of operations is likely to include both traditional areas of operation and also the United States and/or allied homelands.
Bioweapons cause extinction

John Steinbruner, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, Foreign Policy, December 22, 1997
That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.
Prolif Bad- Heg Module
Prolif causes war and kills US credibility 

General Larry Welch, USAF (retired), Foreword, The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation, U.S. Interests, and World Order, ed. Utgoff, 2000, p. vii-viii 

Some hope that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction will ultimately lead potential aggressors to conclude that war has become too dangerous. But centuries of history, including the past five decades, lead most observers of the international scene to be deeply skeptical that a more proliferated world would be more peaceful. It seems more likely that highly destructive wars would increase as the number of actors armed with these weapons rises. Thus, efforts to limit or roll back proliferation remain a national priority There is reason for some optimism about the outcome of such efforts. Looking back, international nonproliferation efforts, coupled with the self​restraint exercised by many nations, have been surprisingly effective. Predictions made decades ago of the number of states that would have weapons of mass destruction by 2000 have proven pessimistic. While the large majority of the world's states are now capable of building weapons of mass destruction, only a minority appear to have done so, or to be purposely moving toward such weapons. Many factors are involved in explaining this divergence between capabilities to build such weapons and the choice to do so. Among the most important is the belief that the major states will continue to play their post-World War II role of keeping sovereign states from conquering or destroying one another. But proliferation raises the risk involved in intervention, and the end of the global contest for power with the former Soviet Union causes some to believe that the outcomes of regional wars are less important to the United States. This combination could undermine confidence in the capability and the will of the United States to continue to play the key stabilizing role the world has come to expect of it. 
Leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Prolif Bad- Environment

Prolif causes global environmental collapse.

Joffe, director of the West Asia Environmental Security Project, 2001 (AH Joffe, Disarmament Diplomacy, February, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd54/54joffe.htm)

This paper contends that the issue of the environmental consequences of producing weapons of mass destruction (WMD) constitutes a significant lacuna in existing non-proliferation regimes and security thinking. Remedying this omission will have important practical and symbolic significance.  In many sectors of the international community there is growing realisation that 'security' can no longer be defined in primarily military or economic terms which focus on the geopolitical entities of nation states, imperial structures, and ideological divisions. Environmental degradation is a global phenomenon that affects the health of human populations, local and regional economies, and the stability of nations. Transborder pollution, resource depletion leading to ethnic or national conflict, and often migration, reductions in health and life expectancy, and economic dependence on polluting, inefficient extractive or manufacturing industries, are among the problems being confronted by societies around the world. Environmental security is simultaneously a security and human rights issue.1  Important subsets of environmental security are the consequences of WMD production, and military industries generally. The local and international impact of these industries is particularly great, aside from the real or potential impact of their finished products. Obvious examples are the radionuclides and chemicals involved in WMD, but beyond these lie a vast range of precursor chemicals, as well as solvents, reactants, and other byproducts, solid millings and tailings, gaseous emissions, and prosaic wastes such as used filters, gloves, and photographic developing solutions. Other military industries involved in production of conventional weapons produce an equally wide variety of wastes, as do 'formerly used defence sites' (FUDS) which may be only marginally less toxic and persistent than WMD production.  Non-proliferation regimes have focussed almost exclusively on restricting or reducing the products, that is, the weapons themselves, without taking into account the consequences of production. Programmatic discussions of the future of the Non-Proliferation Treaty have similar emphases.2 This reticence reflects the conventional structure of institutionalised negotiations between state actors which regard the balance of power within the international system as the overriding issue. Introducing environmental issues into non-proliferation thinking has apparently been regarded as a distraction from core concerns. Another explanation is that except for recent disarmament initiatives such as START process, where specific technical guidelines are agreed upon, environmental consequences of WMD production have been addressed by portions of the national security state partitioned from those negotiating arms control treaties.3  The experience of first- and second-generation proliferants, however, has shown that this compartmentalised perspective is shortsighted. States around the world are being confronted with the need to clean up the consequences of WMD production. Regardless of whether weapons were or are ultimately produced, the environmental consequences persist and worsen for a wide spectrum of countries, ranging from the major WMD powers, through threshold, undeclared, self-declared and thwarted WMD states, to states which have voluntarily renounced WMD production, and even to those states which considered but rejected a WMD option.4
Environmental collapse causes extinction

Ghista, 2005 (Garda, freelance journalist and public advocate http://www.worldproutassembly.org/archives/2005/04/biodiversity_un.html “Biodiversity - Underprotected or Overprotected?”)
Biodiversity is crucial to human survival, and far greater efforts must get underway to preserve biodiversity.[3] When we lose particular species, when they become extinct, it affects the entire ecosystem. In addition, potential drugs that could cure modern diseases are lost forever. For this very reason, if human beings do not take care of all other life forms on our planet, it is the people themselves who will incur the greatest suffering as a consequence. While extinction of species is a normal process in nature, and while 99.9 percent of all species that once lived are now extinct, that process of extinction is a gradual one and therefore does not cause harm to those left behind. If extinction occurs in a natural gradual manner, there will be new species to replace the old through allopatric or sympatric speciation.[4] Disease, new predators, climate change, habitat loss and other factors cause the normal extinction of plant and animal life. However, what is happening today is something entirely different. Today it is the calculated actions of a few human beings  greedy capitalists for whom money is the summum bonum of life � that are causing havoc to our environment.
Prolif = Fast/Snowball

Domino theory is true – coercive bargaining
Asal and Beardsley, Department of Political Science at Emory and Department of Political Science at the State University of New York, 2009 (Kyle and Victor, Journal of Conflict Resolution, April, p.297, NOTE: This is the last paragraph of this article)

The findings here importantly suggest an additional reason why “proliferation begets proliferation,” in the words of George Shultz (1984, 18). If both parties to a crisis have nuclear weapons, the advantage is effectively cancelled out. When states develop nuclear weapons, doing so may encourage their rivals to also proliferate for fear of being exploited by the shifting bargaining positions. And once the rivals proliferate, the initial proliferator no longer has much bargaining advantage. On one hand, this dynamic adds some restraint to initial proliferation within a rivalry relationship: states fear that their arsenal will encourage their rivals to pursue nuclear weapons, which will leave them no better off (Davis 1993; Cirincione 2007). On the other hand, once proliferation has occurred, all other states that are likely to experience coercive bargaining with the new nuclear state will also want nuclear weapons. The rate of proliferation has the potential to accelerate because the desire to posses the “equalizer” will increase as the number of nuclear powers slowly rises.

-Group decision making
Wulf, Former Special Representative of the President for Nuclear Nonproliferation who served for 14 years in the US Arms Control Disarmament Agency, 2008 (Norman, Federal News Service, June 16, Lexis Academic)

Now, some argue that the views of what the United States does really does not influence other countries, and that just because we're not engaging in nuclear disarmament, that doesn't mean other countries are going to decide to proliferate, for example. I think one of the real contributions of the "Reykjavik Revisited" publication is the following paragraph, I think, in the article by Jim Goodby and Sid Drell because I think it pretty well lays to rest that canard. They said those experts are right to believe that several impulses go into the decision-making process of would-be nuclear-weapon states, but they're wrong to believe that expectations about future trends in the world regarding the role of nuclear weapons and international relations have no part in national decision-making. If decision- makers think the world is going to be increasingly armed with nuclear weapons, and that those are going to be seen as normal and legitimate defense postures, those decision-makers will logically lean toward keeping open the option of building a nuclear arsenal and will exercise that option when conditions seem to require it. Expectations about the actions of others have always played a large part in policymaking, and things are no different in the area of the nuclear weapons.  In short, I believe the expectations are being created for increased reliance on nuclear weapons and for an increasing number of countries that are beginning to look toward that expectation for themselves. Based upon this belief, it is not surprising that I agree with another phrase that we can owe to the "Reykjavik Revisited," and that is I do think we are, in fact, approaching rapidly a tipping point; a tipping point in which we either try to recede back and keep in check nuclear proliferation, or a point at which we see many other countries joining in the race.

Vertical Prolif Bad
Vertical prolif causes accidents, miscalc, and war - turns don't apply

Wallace J. Thies is a Associate Professor of Politics at the Catholic University of America, 2000 , Journal of Strategic Studies, v. 23, n. 4 December

In sum, proliferation optimists are probably right about how low likelihood of preemptive war between states that have just crossed the nuclear threshold. small nuclear weapons stockpiles and limited or unreliable delivery systems suggest that first strike payoff (u21, v21) will be tiny compared to the no-all-out war outcomes, (u11, v11) and, because of the near-impossibility of destroying an opponent's deterrent in a first strike, probably not much greater than the payoffs for striking second (u12, u12). Hence critical risk should be relatively high for recent proliferators and the danger of war relatively low. But as weapons stockpiles grow and delivery systems improve, the number of deliverable warheads will likely increase faster than the number of sites at which the other side's deterrent is stored in peacetime; hence first strike payoffs will likely increase relative for striking second. These changes in payoff structures suggest declining critical risks which in turn point toward a growing danger that accidents, miscalculations, or unexpected interactions will catalyze a war that neither side may want or expect. Thus, while very small nuclear forces and large, diverse nuclear forces may both be associated with stable deterrence, the transition from one to the other is likely to be filled with peril. Ellsberg's framework can be used to generate criteria for evaluating the kids of forces that new nuclear powers are likely to deploy, which is the subject of the next section
Vertical prolif increases 1st strike incentives

Wallace J. Thies is a Associate Professor of Politics at the Catholic University of America, 2000 , Journal of Strategic Studies, v. 23, n. 4 December
First, proliferation optimists argue that statesmen will realize that a first strike against a nuclear-armed opponent - be it premeditated or preemptive - would be senseless and even suicidal, hence they will refrain from striking first, despite the growth in the number and sophistication of new nuclear powers' warheads and delivery systems. But while these analysts make a strong empirical case that preemptive wars occur only rarely, they give insufficient weight to chances in critical risk and thus the likelihood of war as a new nuclear power increase their ability to strike first relative to their ability to strike second. New nuclear powers almost by definition possess only small nuclear forces. Small warhead stockpiles, small numbers of potentially unreliable delivery systems, and limited experience with tasks such as attaching warheads to delivery systems or quickly moving missiles to pre-surveyed firing points will likely combine to make it all but impossible for recent proliferators to execute a disarming first strike. But as they add to their warhead stockpiles and improve their delivery capability, their ability to strike first will likely improve faster than their ability to strike second. Ellsberg's framework suggests that an increase in first strike payoffs relative to striking second lowers critical risk and thus increase the danger that one or both sides will prefer to strike rather than wait in response to indications that the other side may be about to strike.
Vertical proliferation increases first strike incentives – miscalc and accidental launch

Wallace J. Thies is a Associate Professor of Politics at the Catholic University of America, 2000 , Journal of Strategic Studies, v. 23, n. 4 December
The more likely the prospect of retaliation, the lower the value of u21 and v21 relative to both u11, v11 and u12, v12 and the wider the interval Wait - Strike, thereby making a premeditated attack less likely. But strategic balances are dynamic rather than static; a state facing a nuclear-armed opponent is unlikely to stand pat merely because it believes it currently has the ability to retaliate even in the event of attack. A new nuclear power almost by definition is one with only a small retaliatory force. As it enlarges its nuclear weapons stockpile and adds to its delivery systems, it hedges against improvements in its opponent's ability to strike first but it also increases its own ability to strike first. If both sides start out with small numbers of warheads and delivery systems located, for reasons of economy and security, at a handful of sites, then even small additions to their forces will likely increase the payoff for striking first faster than the payoff for striking second, by improving their ability to target the sites at which their opponent's deterrent is store with a larger number of weapons. In Ellsberg's framework, this kind of change affects the likelihood of war in two ways. First, an increase in the payoff for striking first (v21) relative to that for striking second (v12) lowers the critical risk, Q (Equation 6, above), thereby increasing the likelihood that accidents, false alarms, unauthorized actions, and uncoordinated policies will trigger a decision to Strike rather than Wait.
Vertical Prolif Snowballs
Vertical proliferation snowballs into global proliferation

Robert Sancton 2005 is from Saint John, New Brunswick and is now with Pax Christi International, in Brussels, Belgium. Robert completed his MA in Peace Studies at Bradford University, UK, where one major area of study was the effect of the Sri Lankan diaspora on the conflict within that country. He will assist in peace advocacy efforts and work on developing strategies for strengthening networking and partnerships among Pax Christi section, ISYP Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 1, No. 2, 2005 103-112 Dispositioning military plutonium to promote nuclear non-proliferation, http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/Sancton_Vol1.pdf.
Nuclear proliferation includes both horizontal and vertical proliferation activities. Horizontal proliferation occurs when states and non-state actors acquire or develop nuclear weapons for the first time, and vertical proliferation occurs when nuclear weapon states [34] quantitatively expand or qualitatively improve their nuclear arsenals [3]. Nuclear proliferation is a threat to global security because as the number of nuclear weapons in existence grows so does the likelihood that they will be intentionally or accidentally used to seriously imperil human existence. This effect is magnified because instances of proliferation increase the likelihood of further proliferation. The appearance of a new nuclear weapon state can motivate a regional adversary to undertake further proliferation in response, as in the case of Pakistan following India’s lead in the late 1960s [19]. Vertical proliferation also increases the likelihood of further proliferation if it is interpreted by state and non-state observers as evidence that existing nuclear-weapon states are not sincerely committed to fulfilling their legally-mandated disarmament commitments [6].
AT: Deterrence Solves (1/3)
Deterrence fails- accidents, rogue states, terrorist, escalation, miscalc
Barash and Webel, Professor of Psychology at the University of Washington specializing in human aggression, and lecturer at Berkeley with a multidisciplinary PhD in Political Science, Philosophy and Psychology, 2009 (David P. and Charles P., Peace and Conflict Studies, 2nd edition,  pp.22-23)

In the age of nuclear and biochemical weapons, some people claim that the destructiveness of these devices has made war obsolete.  It is interesting to note, however, that this suggestion is not unique to contemporary weapons of mass destruction.  Throughout history, people have regularly claimed that the latest advances in weaponry, by their very deadliness, will somehow prevent war.  And then comes the next one. (This brings to mind Mark Twain’s comment: “It is easy to stop smoking.  I’ve done it many times.”)  Following the invention of the bayonet, for example, an English editor wrote in 1715 that “perhaps Heaven hath in Judgment inflicted the Cruelty of this invention on purpose to fright Men into Amity and Peace, and into an Abhorrence of the Tumult and Inhumanity of War.”  Similarly, Alfred Nobel hoped that his new invention, dynamite, would make war impossible.  In 1910, an Englishman, Norman Angell, wrote a best-selling book, The Great Illusion, in which he argued that because of the economic interconnectedness of nations, as well as the increased destructiveness of modern military forces, war had finally become impossible.  The “great illusion” was that no one could rationally conceive of or wage war in the 20th century; ironically, World War I began just 3 years after the publication of Angell’s book.  And in that conflict, the invention of the machine gun made neither people nor war obsolete.  Rather, it led to the deaths of hundreds of thousands, often in just a single battle, such as the Battle of the Somme. Since the dawn of the nuclear age in 1945, some observers of the global military scene have once again suggested that since war has become unacceptably destructive—to a would-be aggressor and even to a supposed “victor”—the likelihood of war has actually decreased.  Although this line of reasoning may appear somewhat comforting, it is also seriously flawed.  Let us grant that nuclear war, because of its potential for global annihilation, is in a sense its own deterrent.  States possessing nuclear weapons (especially the major superpowers) may well be very cautious  in any conflict with other nuclear weapons states.  But at the same time, theories of mutual nuclear deterrence seem to have produced the expectation that because of the seriousness of nuclear war, each side can count on the other to refrain from anything resembling a nuclear provocation, which in turn makes the world yet more “safe for conventional war.” In addition, there is the great danger that in a nuclear confrontation, each side will presume that the other will be deterred by the prospect of annihilation and, therefore, expect the other to back down, while remaining determined to stand firm itself.  Moreover, nuclear weapons carry with them an inherent ambiguity: Since the consequences of using them are so extreme, the threat to do so lacks credibility.  As a result, although technological “progress” in war making has undeniably made war—especially nuclear war—horrifically destructive, it remains uncertain whether such developments have actually made war any less likely.  In fact, it may well be true that a nuclear conflict, detonation, or accident is more, not less, likely in this century than in the previous one.  This is because of the increased likelihood of “accidental” local (or theater) nuclear wars, as well as the likely proliferation of small nuclear devices (possibly deliverable in suitcases) and of “rogue states” and “terrorists” seeking to acquire them. Perhaps most disturbing of all, the fact remains that human beings, including decision makers, are influenced by many things beyond a cool, rational calculation of their perceived best interests.  Wars have been initiated for many reasons, often including mistaken judgment or faulty information.  Never in the history of human warfare has an effective weapon been invented and then allowed to rust without at some time being used.

AT: Deterrence Solves (2/3)

-Outdated, rogue states, new tech
George P. Shultz et al, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger and Sam Nunn, Mr. Shultz, a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford, was secretary of  state from 1982 to 1989. Mr. Perry was secretary of defense from 1994 to 1997. Mr.  Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state from 1973 to 1977.  Mr. Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee.   “A WORLD FREE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” The Wall Street Journal, January 4, 2007, disarmament.nrpa.no
 Nuclear weapons were essential to maintaining international security during the Cold  War because they were a means of deterrence. The end of the Cold War made the  doctrine of mutual Soviet-American deterrence obsolete. Deterrence continues to be a  relevant consideration for many states with regard to threats from other states. But  reliance on nuclear weapons for this purpose is becoming increasingly hazardous and  decreasingly effective.    North Korea's recent nuclear test and Iran's refusal to stop its program to enrich uranium -  - potentially to weapons grade -- highlight the fact that the world is now on the precipice  of a new and dangerous nuclear era. Most alarmingly, the likelihood that non-state  terrorists will get their hands on nuclear weaponry is increasing. In today's war waged on  world order by terrorists, nuclear weapons are the ultimate means of mass devastation.  And non-state terrorist groups with nuclear weapons are conceptually outside the bounds  of a deterrent strategy and present difficult new security challenges.    Apart from the terrorist threat, unless urgent new actions are taken, the U.S. soon will be  compelled to enter a new nuclear era that will be more precarious, psychologically  disorienting, and economically even more costly than was Cold War deterrence. It is far  from certain that we can successfully replicate the old Soviet-American "mutually  assured destruction" with an increasing number of potential nuclear enemies world-wide  without dramatically increasing the risk that nuclear weapons will be used. New nuclear  states do not have the benefit of years of step-by-step safeguards put in effect during the  Cold War to prevent nuclear accidents, misjudgments or unauthorized launches. The  United States and the Soviet Union learned from mistakes that were less than fatal. Both  countries were diligent to ensure that no nuclear weapon was used during the Cold War  by design or by accident. Will new nuclear nations and the world be as fortunate in the  next 50 years as we were during the Cold War?  
- New states increase risk-taking
Krepon, Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center and Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, 2003 (Michael, “The Stability-Instability Paradox, Misperception, and Escalation Control in South Asia,” May, http://www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/ESCCONTROLCHAPTER1.pdf)

The earliest stages of offsetting nuclear capabilities between states with significant grievances are inherently the most dangerous. During this period, lines of communication tend to be unreliable, and crisis management procedures are especially ad hoc. As Richard Betts has noted, “Confusion can be used against an enemy by increasing his uncertainty and encouraging caution, but it also widens the range for miscalculation.”35 In the early stages of developing nuclear arsenals, the size and disposition of each side’s nuclear deterrent are mostly opaque to the other, which can prompt worst-case assessments during an intense crisis. Another core element of strategic stability identified by western deterrence strategists—secure secondstrike capabilities—is difficult to constitute during the early stages of a new nuclear rivalry. New nuclear capabilities, as well as uncertainties regarding the nuclear balance, can encourage risk taking. In this dangerous passage, the United States and the Soviet Union went eyeball-to-eyeball over Berlin and Cuba, and the two pairings of contiguous nuclear-weapon states—China and the USSR as well as India and Pakistan—both fought border clashes soon after these adversaries demonstrated offsetting nuclear capabilities.
AT: Deterrence Solves (3/3)

-Theory flawed, no rational actors, collectivism, human behavior

Karl Heinz Chock, Professor of Political Science at the University of Vienna 2006, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons – More May be Worse, www.iuvienna.edu/788_EN-Documents-PDFs-Spread-of-Nuclear-Weapons-Paper.pdf)

Walt’s rational deterrence theory suggests three major operational requirements for its  stability:  1. there must not be a preventive war during the transition period when one state has  nuclear weapons and the other state is building, but has not yet achieved, a  nuclear capability.  2. both states must develop, not just the ability to inflict some level of unacceptable  damage to the other side, but also a sufficient degree of “second-strike”  survivability so that its forces could retaliate if attacked first, and  3. the nuclear arsenals must not be prone to accidental or unauthorized use. (Waltz  and Sagan)  Nuclear optimists believe that new nuclear powers will meet these requirements  because it is in their interest to do so. Also, it is enough that statesman are very sensitive to the cost which in turn will make this theory work. Settings for stable nuclear  deterrence requirements involve human communications, human assessments, and  projected human behavior - none of which can be expected to be perfect. As such, we  could consider that deterrence is imperfect as those settings mentioned above and will not  function rationally as Waltz argues. As a result, there is number of different risks that  face uncertainty of existence of rational deterrence theory. Moreover, there are several  hurdles to overcome in attempting to meet settings which make deterrence to work  successfully.  First, people should not be led by belief that others think,  behave, or act the way we  do. Every person is individual who has own value and attitude and as such will be  completely different than others. Thus, one has to accomplish objective and broad study  of another's behavior and then predict the other behavior without any bias. However, this  is a psychologically impossible task in terms that it is just impossible to predict how one  will behave even if we would have all factors in analysis. I say so, because there will  always be some variable factors that change constantly and ones who will make results  quite inaccurate. A second hurdle to overcome is in thinking critical military decisions are made by  one person in isolation. It is usually not so, since those decisions involve collectivism and  assessments. If one wants to predict how the group will behave in certain situation, than  one should consider all group members which have had influence on decision maker.  Even if one misses to asses and interpret behavior of only one group member than total prediction will make no sense. Therefore, assurance of successful deterrence requires a  reasonably accurate prediction.  A third hurdle is in rejecting the anticipation that the other county and its statesmen  will always be wise, rational, and cautious during its decision making process. Such an  attitude can cause belief that deterrence will work which on the other hand might be very  dangerous in time of crisis. Moreover, it can produce catastrophic results when talking  about stability of international relations. It should be expected that decision making on  the brink of nuclear war would be in a high stress, emotionally-charged environment not  conducive to cool-headed, rational thinking.  A fourth hurdle is accepting the fact that the best deterrence will be less than perfect.  Deterrence will always be corrupted because condition 3 above can never be 100%  assured. For example, one never knows how other persons would balance consequences  with rewards or would calculate risks. Even worse, the degree of degradation is beyond  accurate estimation. Therefore, a nation that chooses to depend on nuclear deterrence  should understand that such deterrence is not dependable. Deterrence psychology is not  compatible with assured protection.

AT: No Preventive War
Preventive wars likely – empirical evidence.

Feaver, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duke, 1997 (Peter, Security Studies, Vol 6, No 4, pp.107-8, NOTE: This article specifically responds to the neg authors)

Second, although preventive wars are hard to do and perhaps unlikely, they are not as remote a possibility as neooptimists claim. On the one hand, as neooptimists remind us, there are some important dogs that have not barked. India did not launch a preventive war to prevent the final development of a Pakistani nuclear capability, nor has the United States launched a war against North Korea. Both cases would have met the pessimist criteria of a likely case for preventive war. On the other hand, there are examples of attacks that approximate a preventive war. Israel engaged in something resembling a preventive covert war to stop Egypt's nuclear arsenal;35 Israel famously launched a preventive strike against Iraq; the United States exploited Iraq's invasion of Kuwait to wage a preventive war against Hussein's arsenal. Moreover, the more we learn about nuclear history, the more evidence we find that states took the planning for preventive war seriously. 36 The jury is still out on a number of cases that also might meet the criteria for most-likely; what, for instance, would China's reaction be to credible evidence that Taiwan or Japan were developing nuclear weapons? Third, minor proliferators may have more reason to worry about their strategic environment than the neooptimists claim. Neooptimists base their rosy analyses of regional competition on the capabilities of the regional players alone. Neooptimists assume that minor proliferators only worry about regional enemies who themselves will be constrained by financial considerations.37 Since all the actors in the picture are equally financially strapped, neooptimists reason that no player need worry about first-strike instabilities. The proliferators' arsenals might be small enough to make a tempting target, but the counterproliferators' arsenals are also too small to execute a first strike. The weakness on offense cancels the weakness on defense; deterrence remains because the arsenals are "proportional."38 If Iran only worried about Iraq or Israel, if Iraq only worried about Iran, if North Korea only worried about South Korea, if Libya only worried about Egypt: in short, if regional competitors were all that mattered, the neooptimists' confidence might be more warranted. Of course, all of those proliferators worry about at least one other player, one whose arsenal is anything but proportional: the United States. Worrying about the United States makes eminent sense from the point of view of the minor proliferator and, although the neooptimists have missed the point, only the most imprudent proliferator would fail to factor U.S. capabilities into its strategic calculus. The United States has explicitly identified the arsenals or potential arsenals of most minor proliferators as a major threat, the legitimate target of the U.S. military; indeed, one of the missions reserved for the post—cold war U.S. nuclear arsenal is to target minor proliferators. 39 In a glossy new publication, Proliferation: Threat and Response, the Department of Defense lays out the proliferation challenge posed by many of the minor proliferators of interest to the optimist/pessimist debate. Significantly, in a section describing the U.S. response to proliferation, the report discusses counterforce options which commit the DOD to the "development of military capabilities to target (using battlefield surveillance and other intelligence assets), plan attacks, seize, disable, destroy, disrupt, interdict, neutralize, or deny the use of NBC weapons and launch platforms and their supporting command, control, and communications (c3)...Attack options include action by air, land, sea, space, and special operations forces."40 Moreover, many of the minor proliferators also have a worldview and geopolitical aspirations that are anathema to U.S. interests; many are, in the purest sense, enemies of the United States. Since they must consider how to protect their nuclear delivery capability against the United States as well as any regional competitors, their small arsenals are not nearly as desirable as neooptimists claim. While the United States may not have a guaranteed first-strike capability—the United States doubted its ability to launch a surgical preventive strike against North Korea in 1993—9441—it nevertheless has a formidable capability. Even if proliferators believe that the nuclear taboo is great enough to deter any nuclear attack from the United States, they still have to worry about a massive conventional attack. Recent attention paid to the information dominance of the United States, supposedly prefigured in the Gulf War and alleged to be the defining military capability of the next era, only exacerbates these concerns.42 It is reasonable to think that the same worst-case planning that would cause the United States to hesitate in launching a preventive strike would also cause the minor proliferator to worry about just such a preventive strike. The United States has to worry that every break in the attack will go the proliferator's way, leaving the proliferator with enough of a retaliatory capability to strike back with unacceptable damage; the minor proliferator has to worry that every break in the attack will go the United States' way, rendering any retaliation impossible. In other words, small proliferators will have reason to worry about survivability and to seek ways of assuring that they have a retaliation capability.

AT: Command and Control Solves

Command and control fails- cyberterrorism
Nunn, Cochairman and Chief Executive Of½cer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative and Distinguished Professor at the Sam Nunn School of International Affairs at the Georgia Institute of Technology, 2009 (Sam, “Taking Steps Toward a World Free of Nuclear Weapons,” Daedalus, Fall, p.154)

The number of nuclear-weapons states is increasing. A world with 12 or 20 nuclear-weapons states will be immeasurably more dangerous than today’s world and will make it more likely that weapons or materials to make them will fall into the hands of terrorists with no return address. Developments in cyberterrorism pose new threats that could have disastrous consequences if the command-and-control systems of any nuclear-weapons state are compromised.

- Domestic instability
Feaver, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duke, 1997 (Peter, Security Studies, Vol 6, No 4, pp.113-5, NOTE: This article specifically responds to the neg authors)

Neooptimists turn the domestic political vices of minor proliferators into command and control virtues. Precisely because domestic instability is potentially troubling, neooptimists argue mat minor proliferators who have reason to worry about this will take countermeasures that have the net effect of tightening control over the weapons.59 The empirical record is perhaps too thin to settle the issue. On the one hand, to my knowledge no nuclear power has ever lost control of one of its nuclear weapons even under conditions of extreme domestic instability. On the other hand, domestic instability is rightly viewed as raising die risks of a catastrophic collapse of Russia's nuclear command and control system.60 Here it would be helpful to clarify a confusion about the determinants of command and control systems and, in particular, to distinguish between what may be called "enabling" and "motivating" factors. Enabling factors are ones mat actually facilitate the behavior; "motivating" factors are ones that create incentives for certain behavior, without necessarily making that behavior any easier. Enabling and motivating factors can work at crosspurposes. Domestic instability has precisely such a cross-cutting effect. It is true that domestic instability is a motivating factor for assertive control, but it is not an enabling factor. Indeed, domestic instability undercuts the ability of states to secure tight control over nuclear forces. Thus, I was careful to hedge my prediction mat countries with volatile civil-military relations would have assertive command and control positions with the caveat that countries with especially volatile civil-military relations may not be able to achieve as assertive a command system as it is in their interests to adopt.61 This deductive indeterminacy permits neopessimists and neooptimists to draw different inferences from the same historical event. Consider the now-famous case of die French Algerian generals revolt in 1961. Recall that during the coup attempt, rebellious generals sought to gain access to die nuclear test site but were stymied by central authorities.62 Neooptimists point to die event and argue that France took the proper precautions of insulating the military custodians from the rest of the Army precisely because they had reason to worry. Such appropriate prophylactic measures reassure neooptimists that functionalist logic will prevail; leaders who have every reason to adopt safe nuclear behaviors will do so.63 The neopessimist can look at the case and see reasons to doubt that nuclear weapons will ever be entirely insulated from domestic political factors, however segregated the command and control system may be.64 It should be possible, however, to agree that domestic political factors at the very least cut both ways. Consider the case of personnel reliability programs, which neooptimists confidently assert will be easier to maintain by minor proliferators because the numbers of personnel involved will be so small.65 To this advantage, one might add that authoritarian regimes are likely also to have an edge over countries like the United States where the niceties of civil rights restrictions complicate efforts to monitor nuclear custodians. Unstable regimes, with greater reason to worry, are even less likely to let considerations of human rights frustrate their efforts to control the people handling nuclear weapons. Against these advantages must be weighed the corrosive effects regime instability has on military professionalism. Nuclear command and control consists of hardware (use-control technologies), software (administrative procedures) and wetware (the quality of the personnel involved). The reliability of the wetware determines the reliability of the software which bounds the control benefits any given level of technology can provide.66 Domestic instability directly undermines wetware. The factionalist intrigue that characterizes many of the political systems of proliferators of interest would cut against human reliability programs. By analogy, in some ways it is easier to monitor drug use in prisons (because prisoners have fewer rights to privacy and access is controlled); on the other hand, prison populations have more incentives to use drugs and fewer personal disincentives. The anecdotal evidence seems to suggest that the net result is that drug use in prison mirrors drug use in society.67
AT: Prefer Quantitative Studies
Quantitative studies ignore impact magnitude – even if prolif decreases war in most cases, smaller risk of nuclear conflict outweighs their impacts.

Montgomery and Sagan, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Reed College and Professor of Political Science at Stanford,  2009 (Alexander and Scott, Journal of Conflict Resolution, April, p.319)

Finally, the results that quantitative studies produce do not necessarily make for sound policy advice; what may be true across an entire population does not necessarily make good sense for dealing with individual cases. The finding that civilian nuclear assistance may often lead to proliferation, for example, should not lead scholars to oppose the Clinton and Bush administrations’ agreements to give light water-moderated nuclear-power reactors to North Korea, for that policy option is conditional on North Korea’s dismantling its more proliferation-prone graphitemoderated reactor and returning its weapons-grade plutonium stockpile to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The observation that nuclear-armed dyads are less likely to go to war against each other similarly should not necessarily lead to the prescription that more nuclear states would be better, since the possible destruction of a full-scale war between nuclear powers could outweigh the benefits of decreased likelihood of conventional conflict. The curious case of Kargil underlines this final lesson for both the democratic peace and the nuclear peace: rare does not mean never. This is less damaging for the democratic peace; as long as democracy decreases war, there is still a net benefit that results from an increase in the number of democratic states. But if nuclear weapons do not eliminate the possibility of nuclear war entirely, their proliferation could lead to a disastrous outcome over time. While nuclear optimists may therefore take some comfort in the results of some of these articles, nuclear pessimists will remind us that unless the probability of nuclear war is zero, the potential consequences of nuclear proliferation may still outweigh the benefits.
Quantitative studies of prolif ignore key case studies – Kargil war disproves their thesis.

Montgomery and Sagan, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Reed College and Professor of Political Science at Stanford,  2009 (Alexander and Scott, Journal of Conflict Resolution, April, p.319)

Statistical studies are a useful, indeed essential, method of testing social-science theories about how the world works, and the articles in this issue have clearly helped generate new insights about the sources of nuclear proliferation and its consequences. The use of quantitative research methods, however, too often leads scholars to ignore important disconfirming evidence or to treat it as “measurement error.” Such disconfirming evidence should instead lead to questioning about the accuracy of the initial test of a theory or research about why there may be exceptions to the rule. Consider, for example, the curious case of Kargil. The Kargil war of 1999 is curious in two ways: first, because it offers apparently damning evidence against both the democratic-peace theory and the nuclear-peace theory, and second, because quantitative scholars on both subjects have largely ignored the implications of the Kargil war. The war occurred in the spring of 1999, when Indian armed forces discovered that Pakistani Northern Light Infantry soldiers, disguised as Mujahideen guerilla fighters, had crossed the Line of Control in Indianheld Kashmir and had taken up fortified positions in the mountains above the town of Kargil. India and Pakistan were clearly nuclear-weapons states after their 1998 nuclear tests. The 1999 conflict should be coded as an interstate war, since the most reliable estimates of the fatalities in Kargil, from the Kargil Review Committee (2000), set the number of Indians dead at 474 (p. 23) and the “lowest estimate of regular Pakistani Army casualties is 700 killed” (p. 98), for a conservative minimum of 1,174. This is well above the 1,000 battle deaths for war criteria used in the COW and other data sets. Kargil is an exception to the democratic-peace theory as well because India and Pakistan score a +9 and +7, respectively, in the Polity IV data set for 1999 (Marshall and Jaggers 2003). Still, all the articles in this journal issue have ignored this fact and its implications for the robustness of the tests about the consequences of proliferation. A leading work in the democratic-peace literature does at least address the Kargil war: Russett and Oneal recognize Kargil as an apparent exception to the theory, but they incorrectly suggest that it may not count as a war because many of the deaths were “Islamic guerrillas, not regular Pakistani troops” (Russett and Oneal 2001, 48). It would be better to analyze apparent exceptions to the rule to develop alternative theories and hypotheses for future research. In the case of Kargil, the Pakistani decision to send troops into Indian-held Kashmir was apparently made by military leaders, with minimal involvement of the democratically elected prime minister (Bennett-Jones 2002, 102-3; Sagan 2009). This leads to a testable hypothesis that military-run governments or civilian governments with inadequate operational control over the military may behave differently regarding nuclear weapons and war initiation. The fact that the Pakistani military also opposed the withdrawal from Indian-held Kashmir and the cease-fire settlement in 1999 also suggests that such governments may behave differently regarding nuclear weapons and escalation in crises and conflicts (Sagan and Waltz 2003, 97; Musharraf 2006, 96). Future qualitative and quantitative research will be needed to test these hypotheses.
AT: New States = Safe

None of their studies will assume the distinction between new and experienced nuclear weapons states – new states are MORE likely to initiate conflict – studies prove.

Horowitz, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, 2009 (Michael, Journal of Conflict Resolution, April, p.234)

Does the fact that new nuclear states lack experience in dealing with nuclear weapons influence the way they behave and the way they are treated by potential adversaries? This question is highly relevant for both academics and policy makers. In the United States, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and especially nuclear weapons, has been at the top of the foreign-policy agenda for decades. Given that nuclear weapons have not been used in war since 1945, that modern biological weapons have arguably never been used in warfare, and that the risk of chemical weapons is often considered exaggerated, one might think preventing the proliferation of WMDs is not a critical policy issue. However, the proliferation of new weapons systems can have a profound impact on international politics even at levels short of war. The impact on the coercive power of states and the potential for actual use make nuclear weapons potentially destabilizing in the international security environment. This article presents a quantitative test of the belief in policy circles and one of the central arguments of this special journal issue (Gartzke and Kroenig 2009, this issue) that nuclear weapons increase the coercive bargaining power of the states that possess them.While it is almost certainly true that nuclear weapons affect the balance of power between states, it is also possible that variations in experience with nuclear weapons are relevant for international politics. Specifically, the length of time countries have nuclear weapons may influence both the way they think about how to use their arsenal to achieve national goals and they way they are perceived by adversaries; nuclear learning may occur. The results of this project provide strong initial evidence that nuclear states and their opponents behave differently over time in dispute situations. New nuclear states, with a nascent arsenal and lack of experience in nuclearized disputes, play the “nuclear card” significantly more often than their more experienced nuclear counterparts, making them more likely to reciprocate militarized disputes. Perhaps counterintuitively, more experienced nuclear states reciprocate disputes less frequently, which suggests perhaps that opponents learn over time about how to calibrate their challenges against nuclear powers.

AT: Arsenals Stay Small

Arsenals won’t stay small – no historical evidence on their side.

Feaver, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duke, 1997 (Peter, Security Studies, Vol 6, No 4, pp.105-6, NOTE: This article specifically responds to the neg authors)

Thus, the neooptimists' case reduces to the same argument paleooptimists advanced. The spread of nuclear proliferation is stabilizing, they claim, because even the most backward minor proliferator will have an arsenal capable of providing some minimal existential deterrence—and states, recognizing this, will never try to provoke the minor proliferator. Since the proliferator will never be provoked, the proliferator will never feel compelled to worry about the reliability of his nuclear arsenal and will never adopt unsafe practices designed to boost its deterrent value. I remain unpersuaded by this logic for five reasons. First, no state I know of has ever relied on existential or minimum deterrence for very long. Certainly, none of the first generation nuclear powers ever acted as if they believed in true minimum deterrence. Even France and China spent the money to buy a fairly robust missile capability. If neooptimists code these countries—each with at least four hundred weapons aboard a wide mix of delivery systems kept at fairly high levels of readiness— as the minimum deterrent models for minor proliferators, then neooptimists have to admit of all the organizational and complexity concerns pessimists have raised.34 The acid test will be in South Asia and that test is in its infancy (on which more in the conclusion). The fact is that states have shown a proclivity for worst-case strategizing and this leads them to distrust existential deterrence schemes.

Optimists are wrong – arsenals won’t stay small and that won’t solve the impact.

Feaver, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duke, 1997 (Peter, Security Studies, Vol 6, No 4, pp.99-101, NOTE: This article specifically responds to the neg authors)
BOTH SENG AND Karl lean heavily on the putative virtues of a small and simple arsenal.16 They concede that command and control problems attend large and complex arsenals, but claim this is precisely why we need not worry about minor proliferators. The small size and simple procedures associated with the arsenals of minor proliferators effectively neutralize most of the historical analogies proffered by nuclear pessimists. Every example of dangerous nuclear behavior by one of the superpowers can be explained away as the obvious, perhaps unavoidable consequence of trying to maintain a large and unwieldy nuclear force posture. From the point of view of rhetoric, this is a shrewd tactical withdrawal on the part of nuclear optimists; it concedes a large and mounting pile of evidence that neither superpower behaved as chastely as rational deterrence theory would expect, but neatly dismisses all of these implications as irrelevant.17 Such a concession, however, undermines a core assumption of nuclear optimism (neoand paleo-), namely that when states are faced with nuclear options they will pick ones that lead to more-safe rather than less-safe behavior (on which more later). Small and simple arsenals are, ceteris paribus, easier to protect against unauthorized use and are less prone to the kind of "normal accidents" problems afflicting large, tightly connected systems.18 Whether the states have small and simple arsenals, however, and whether they will always remain so, is debatable. For instance, the Israeli arsenal may in fact be much larger than one hundred weapons as claimed by Seng, if the information from Vanunu can be believed.19 Even at one hundred, the Israeli arsenal would be considerably larger than Israel needs if the rest of the neooptimists' argument about the ease of hiding weapons and the impossibility of preventive war is correct; viewed this way, the arsenal appears relatively large, raising doubt as to whether Israeli leaders are as sanguine about the virtues of extremely small arsenals as are the neooptimists. As for how simple the arsenal will be (meaning how many different launch vehicles and how elaborate the deployment patterns are), neooptimists tend to disagree among themselves. Karl thinks financial constraints will dictate a reliance on air-delivery.20 Seng thinks financial constraints, coupled with the widespread proliferation of missile technology, dictate a reliance on mobile missiles. On the one hand, they imply that minor proliferators will probably rely on proven technologies, probably deployed on a few dedicated bases, and well-insulated from the regular conventional military. 21 On the other hand, Seng stresses that use of mobile missiles "adds diversity to a state's nuclear arsenal and increases the places where warheads can be hidden and die opportunity for deploying decoys."22 Yes, but it also adds complexity. In the end, about the only thing neooptimists agree on concerning the size and scope of the nuclear arsenals is that minor proliferators are unlikely to purchase ballistic-missile submarines and are unlikely to maintain twenty-four-hour airborne alerts. Most neopessimists would accept that, but such limits leave considerable room for the kind of complexity that neopessimists identify as pathological. Neooptimists thus see a virtue where pessimists have seen a vice. Financial constraints, neooptimists argue, will keep arsenals small and simple. The factors that constrain the size of the arsenal, however, such as financial pressures and the effects of the nonproliferation regime, also affect other features of the arsenal directly related to desirable nuclear behaviors. The constraints may tend to keep arsenals small but they also tend to keep the arsenals untested, unproven, and probably unsafe. Smallness and simplicity are not intrinsically preferable (except for the fact that fewer numbers of warheads would translate into a statistically lower probability of accidents, provided that the small size has not encouraged risk-prone deployment patterns and ceteris paribus). Smallness and simplicity may make safe behaviors more affordable and assertive control more tractable, ceteris paribus, but they do not in and of themselves constitute safe behavior. It is one thing to say that minor proliferators will find it easier to maintain smaller arsenals than they would larger arsenals. It is another thing to say that they will, in fact, maintain small arsenals adequately. The Iraqi "arsenal" was so small that it was nothing more than a laboratory design, but we know from postwar inspectors that it would have been prone to accidental use if it had been built—perhaps precisely because Iraq was forced to design its weapon in secret and with scant resources.23

AT: Solves Conventional Wars (1/2)
India/Pakistan disproves– nuclear deterrence has fueled lower-level conflict and risk of nuclear escalation – Cold War models wrong.

Kapur, Visiting Scholar at Stanford University’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, 2005 (S. Paul, International Security, Fall, pp.128-130)

Determining the stability/instability paradox’s impact on South Asia also has implications well beyond the region. If the paradox does explain ongoing South Asian violence, it would suggest that the relationship between strategic and conventional stability that held for the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War also applies to emerging nuclear-conflict dyads.5 But if continuing Indo-Pakistani conflict runs counter to the expectations of the stability/instability paradox, then the relationship between strategic and tactical stability, and its resulting dangers, may be different for future proliferants than it was for the United States and the Soviet Union. The stability/instability paradox does not explain continuing conflict in a nuclearized South Asia. Recent violence has been characterized both by aggressive Pakistani attempts to revise territorial boundaries in the region and by relatively restrained Indian efforts to preserve the status quo; Pakistani forces or their proxies have repeatedly crossed de facto international borders to launch limited conventional attacks on Indian territory, while India has refused to retaliate with cross-border strikes of its own. Contrary to the expectations of the stability/instability paradox, a small probability of lower-level conflict escalating to the nuclear threshold would not encourage such behavior. A low likelihood of nuclear escalation would reduce the ability of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons to deter a conventional attack. This reduction in deterrence would leave weaker Pakistan less protected from India’s conventional advantage in the event of conflict, and thus would discourage Pakistani aggression. Simultaneously it would encourage vigorous Indian action to defend the status quo and defeat Pakistani adventurism. Pakistani boldness and Indian restraint have in fact resulted from a different strategic environment, in which instability in the nuclear realm encourages instability at lower levels of conflict. In this environment, limited conventional conflict is unlikely to provoke an immediate nuclear confrontation.6 However, in the event that a limited conventional confrontation subsequently spirals into a full-scale conventional conflict, escalation to the nuclear level becomes a serious possibility. This danger of nuclear escalation allows nuclear powers to engage in limited violence against each other. In the South Asian context, weaker Pakistan can undertake limited conventional aggression against India, in hopes of altering regional boundaries while deterring a full-scale Indian conventional response. In addition, nuclear danger draws international attention, potentially securing for weaker Pakistan third-party mediation of its territorial dispute with India and a diplomatic settlement superior to any that Pakistan could achieve on its own. Thus, contrary to Cold War stability/instability logic, the existence of a substantial degree of strategic instability has fueled lower-level violence in South Asia.7 Ironically, the characteristic of the regional strategic environment that Cold War logic predicts should impede subnuclear conflict has instead facilitated ongoing violence.8 In the next section, I assess the South Asian security literature’s discussion of the stability/instability paradox. I show that although scholars overwhelmingly agree that the stability/instability paradox is responsible for ongoing conflict in South Asia, they are unclear as to how the phenomenon has actually caused such violence. To clarify the workings of the stability/instability paradox, the article’s subsequent section examines the phenomenon in detail, paying particular attention to its emergence in the context of the Cold War. The article then explains the nature of ongoing instability in South Asia, compares this instability to the logic of the stability/instability paradox, and demonstrates that stability/instability logic has not facilitated ongoing Indo-Pakistani violence. I show instead that a significant danger of nuclear escalation has promoted low-level violence on the subcontinent. Finally, the article’s conclusion explores the implications of my findings.

AT: Solves Conventional Wars (2/2)
No causal link- conventional wars are independent of proliferation
Kapur, Visiting Scholar at Stanford University’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, 2005 (S. Paul, International Security, Fall, p.152)

More generally, the relationship between strategic and tactical stability for new nuclear powers may be different than it was for the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Assessments of the dangers of nuclear proliferation for states such as North Korea and Iran must address the possibility that instability in the strategic realm could have destabilizing effects at the lower levels of conflict must be considered. If the leaders of newly nuclear states are dissatisfied with the territorial status quo, they may engage in limited aggression, believing that the danger of nuclear escalation will reduce the risk of full-scale conventional retaliation by stronger adversaries and will attract international attention. Such behavior would result not from organizational pathologies or irrationality on the part of nuclear proliferants, but rather from calculations based on their strategic environments, their conventional military capabilities, and their territorial preferences. In these cases, the strategic approach most likely to minimize conventional violence would be the reverse of the strategically destabilizing policies that the United States and NATO pursued during the Cold War; arms control and confidence-building measures designed to increase strategic stability and lower the likelihood of nuclear escalation would undercut a new proliferant’s ability to engage in aggressive conventional behavior from behind a shield of nuclear deterrence.

The moderation argument is wrong- doesn’t change the actors’ judgment
Erik Gartzke  Department of Political Science  University of California, San Diego and Dong-Joon Jo  Department of International Relations  University of Seoul, Republic of Korea  Jan 30, 2009 Bargaining, Nuclear Proliferation, and Interstate Disputes, Journal of Conflict Resolution http://jcr.sagepub.com
Deterrence is a special case of coercive foreign policy in which the demand the  deterring nation makes is the status quo. The claims of proliferation optimists hinge  on the assertion that nuclear nations do not expand their objectives as they increase  their capabilities. Yet proliferators face incentives to do just this. While often couched  in terms of deterrence, brinkmanship involves an attempt by at least one nation to  challenge and alter the status quo. If a challenger is equipped with nuclear weapons,  then either this capacity is not being exercised or the challenger is using its nuclear  status to seek to compel not deter. Scholars generally agree that compellence does not  reduce the risk of conflict. It follows that the risk of war is contingent on what is being  demanded by both sides and that what is being demanded is in turn subject to the  expectations of competitors. Countries with a nuclear advantage must choose  between spending some or all of this advantage on security (freedom from harm) or  influence (discretion over outcomes). The bounded nature of any budget means that  a country cannot increase its security and influence with the same increment of  power. A country that only sought to deter could lower the probability of experienc-  ing a dispute, but to do so, the country must refrain from pursuing any changes in the  status quo that might be opposed by other nations. Countries with nuclear weapons  that want to alter the status quo have the potential to do so but again, only by increas-  ing opposition and, in turn, the risk of conflict. Nuclear nations may prefer security  to influence, but this is a more idiosyncratic claim than the assertion that nuclear status deters. There is a case to be made on either side of the debate. Not all nations proliferate. Those that do must be different in some way from those that do not. One way  that proliferators might differ from nonproliferators is in their valuation for influence.  The pessimist view sees proliferation porridge as hot. Nuclear weapons may feed a  political appetite that exceeds the national grasp, exacerbating instability and encouraging conflict. Proliferation might also cause other countries to underestimate the  nuclear country’s capabilities or resolve. Disagreements about the efficaciousness of  nuclear weapons, rapid changes in the balance of power brought about by nuclear  weapons, or secrecy could lead nations to misperceive. Finally, nuclear weapons could encourage leaders to act precipitously or without consulting with opponents.  While it is reasonable to be concerned that nuclear weapons may lead to reck-  lessness, it is no less plausible that proliferation encourages restraint. To get the pro-  liferation story “just right” requires mixing elements of both stories. The ardor for  war among some leaders may diminish in the face of nuclear weapons. Anecdotes  from the Cold War and from crises in the Indian subcontinent suggest that leaders  are well aware of the tremendous dangers posed by escalating in the face of nuclear  capabilities. At other times, the presence of nuclear weapons might inflame hostili-  ties. Efforts by nuclear powers to use force appear to be encouraged by their secu-  rity from retaliation under a nuclear umbrella. If nuclear weapons deter in some  instances and spiral at other times, then these two forces will tend to cancel one  another out. Even if one tendency occurs more often, the overall relationship is  weakened by the countervailing tendency. 
Nuclear War > Conventional War
Conventional crises can’t outweigh future nuclear wars, even if we don’t win extinction – prefer our comparative evidence.

Hellman, member of the National Academy of Engineering and Professor Emeritus at Stanford University, 2008 (Martin, “Risk Analysis of Nuclear Deterrence,” The Bent of Tau Beta Pi, Spring, http://nuclearrisk.org/paper.pdf)

The danger associated with nuclear deterrence depends on both the cost of a failure and the failure rate.3 This section explores the cost of a failure of nuclear deterrence, and the next section is concerned with the failure rate. While other definitions are possible, this article defines a failure of deterrence to mean a full-scale exchange of all nuclear weapons available to the U.S. and Russia, an event that will be termed World War III. Approximately 20 million people died as a result of the first World War. World War II’s fatalities were double or triple that number—chaos prevented a more precise determination. In both cases humanity recovered, and the world today bears few scars that attest to the horror of those two wars. Many people therefore implicitly believe that a third World War would be horrible but survivable, an extrapolation of the effects of the first two global wars. In that view, World War III, while horrible, is something that humanity may just have to face and from which it will then have to recover. In contrast, some of those most qualified to assess the situation hold a very different view. In a 1961 speech to a joint session of the Philippine Congress, General Douglas MacArthur, stated, “Global war has become a Frankenstein to destroy both sides. … If you lose, you are annihilated. If you win, you stand only to lose. No longer does it possess even the chance of the winner of a duel. It contains now only the germs of double suicide.” Former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara expressed a similar view: “If deterrence fails and conflict develops, the present U.S. and NATO strategy carries with it a high risk that Western civilization will be destroyed” [McNamara 1986, page 6]. More recently, George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn4 echoed those concerns when they quoted President Reagan’s belief that nuclear weapons were “totally irrational, totally inhumane, good for nothing but killing, possibly destructive of life on earth and civilization.” [Shultz 2007] Official studies, while couched in less emotional terms, still convey the horrendous toll that World War III would exact: “The resulting deaths would be far beyond any precedent. Executive branch calculations show a range of U.S. deaths from 35 to 77 percent (i.e., 79-160 million dead) … a change in targeting could kill somewhere between 20 million and 30 million additional people on each side .... These calculations reflect only deaths during the first 30 days. Additional millions would be injured, and many would eventually die from lack of adequate medical care … millions of people might starve or freeze during the following winter, but it is not possible to estimate how many. … further millions … might eventually die of latent radiation effects.” [OTA 1979, page 8] This OTA report also noted the possibility of serious ecological damage [OTA 1979, page 9], a concern that assumed a new potentiality when the TTAPS report [TTAPS 1983] proposed that the ash and dust from so many nearly simultaneous nuclear explosions and their resultant firestorms could usher in a nuclear winter that might erase homo sapiens from the face of the earth, much as many scientists now believe the K-T Extinction that wiped out the dinosaurs resulted from an impact winter caused by ash and dust from a large asteroid or comet striking Earth. The TTAPS report produced a heated debate, and there is still no scientific consensus on whether a nuclear winter would follow a full-scale nuclear war. Recent work [Robock 2007, Toon 2007] suggests that even a limited nuclear exchange or one between newer nuclear-weapon states, such as India and Pakistan, could have devastating long-lasting climatic consequences due to the large volumes of smoke that would be generated by fires in modern megacities. While it is uncertain how destructive World War III would be, prudence dictates that we apply the same engineering conservatism that saved the Golden Gate Bridge from collapsing on its 50th anniversary and assume that preventing World War III is a necessity—not an option.  Nuclear Near Misses Some might argue that, because World War III would be so destructive, no one in his right mind would start such a devastating conflict and there is no need to worry. But much the same could have been said prior to the first World War, demonstrating that in times of crisis we are often not in our right minds. If civilization is destroyed in a nuclear holocaust, it is likely to start as World War I did—a sequence of events that spirals out of control. Former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara sums up what he learned from participating in three world crises—Berlin in 1961, Cuba in 1962, and the Mideast war of 1967—each of which had the potential to go nuclear: “In no one of the three incidents did either … [the U.S. or the Soviet Union] intend to act in a way that would lead to military conflict, but on each of the occasions lack of information, misinformation, and misjudgments led to confrontation. And in each of them, as the crisis evolved, tensions heightened, emotions rose, and the danger of irrational decisions increased.” [McNamara 1986, page 13]

AT: Social Spending Turn

Proliferants trade off social spending to develop nuclear weapons

Joseph Cirincione, is the President of the Ploughshares Fund, previously served as vice president for national security and international policy at the Center for American Progress in Washington, DC, and for eight years as the director for non-proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2007, Bomb Scare, p. ix

Nuclear weapons are big-ticket items. They and their delivery systems are expensive to make. Economic considerations alone cannot explain a state’s pursuit of nuclear weapons. A country does not launch a nuclear program just because it can afford one. Nor will economic costs have much impact if a state decides nuclear weapons are vital to it national security. Pakistan is the most often-cited example of a state that neglected the well-being of it people for nuclear weapons capability. Evidence indicates that North Korea operates this same principle today. Despite being one of the world’s poorest countries, with a Gross Domestic Product (GDP per capita of $1,700, Pyongyang continues to pursue nuclear weapons and spends 25 percent of it GDP on defense each year. 
Nuclear testing is expensive – each test costs $60 million, more than social spending

Inter Press Service 01 (May 29th, Lexis)

Conducting nuclear tests is expensive for countries like Pakistan, because one nuclear test costs around 3.22 billion rupees (around $60 million), says Asim Akhtar or the Citizen’s Peace Commission (CPC). The six nuclear tests conducted by Pakistan on May 28 and 30, 1998 should have cost it around 19.32 billion rupees ($420 million), he says. The total allocation for the social sector is mere 11.7 billion rupees ($220 million).
Nuclear programs drive up costs – no trade-off with conventional weapons

Sethi 6/99 (Manpreet, Research Officer, The Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, “India’s Pursuit of Nuclear Disarmament: Efforts Must Continue,” http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/sa/sa_99sem03.html)

Sheer economics too prompts India to strive for nuclear disarmament. While it is often argued that nuclear weapons present themselves as low cost security enhancers, the fact cannot be overlooked that the paraphernalia around them that is required to sustain their operability is not cheap by any measure. Therefore, even if the cost of the nuclear weapon itself may not be very high, the cost of the system as a whole can be exorbitant. The USA, after arguing that nuclear weapons were a cheaper option, ended up spending $4 trillion on the weapon stockpiles, delivery vehicles and a command, control, communications and intelligence (C3I) system. 7   Out of this total expenditure, only 10 per cent went towards the cost of the weapons themselves, the rest was spent on delivery systems and C3I. China claimed that it would have a modest programme but it has spent over $100 billion. 8  It needs to be realised that nuclear weapons are for defence and deterrence. They do not form a part of warfighting strategy which must necessarily remain confined to conventional weaponry. Therefore, even when nuclear weapons are available, a high level of conventional capability is still needed to raise the nuclear threshold. Consequently, the cost of nuclear weaponisation is always in addition to the existing expenditures on sustaining and modernising the conventional capabilities of a nation. A logical deduction from the above therefore, is that the cost of national defence can only go up and not come down with the induction of a nuclear weaponisation programme. The costs of building delivery capabilities and putting C3I systems in place would pose an additional exorbitant burden. As far back as in 1968, Indira Gandhi had said, “The choice before us involves not only the question of making a few atomic bombs, but of engaging in an arms race with sophisticated nuclear warheads and an effective missile delivery system. Such a course, I do not think would strengthen national security. On the other hand, it may well endanger our internal security by imposing a very heavy economic burden which would be in addition to the present expenditure on defence.” 
AT: Prolif Key to Prevent Interventionism

They have it backwards – fear that prolif will discourage intervention INCREASES the risk of preemptive strikes.

Lind, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Director, Economic Growth Program, New America Foundation, 2007 (Michael, National Interest, May-June, Lexis Academic)

So proliferation undermines American regional hegemony in two ways. First, it forces the U.S. military to adopt costly and awkward strategies in wartime. Second, it discourages intimidated neighbors of the nuclear state from allowing American bases and military build-ups on its soil.  With this in mind, proponents of the hegemony strategy often advocate a policy of preventive war to keep countries deemed to be hostile to the United States from obtaining nuclear weapons or WMD. Preventive war (as distinguished from pre-emptive attack to avert an impending strike) is not only a violation of international law but also a repudiation of America's own traditions. Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson all ruled out preventive wars against the Soviet Union and China to cripple or destroy their nuclear programs, and President Ronald Reagan, along with Britain's Margaret Thatcher, denounced Israel's 1981 attack on Iraq's nuclear reactor at Osirak. Yet, by 2002, a bipartisan majority in the Congress authorized President George W. Bush to wage the first-and to date the only-preventive war in American history against Iraq. Although it turned out to be a disaster, it was perfectly consistent with the radical neoconservative variant of U.S. global hegemony strategy.

US Global engagement inevitable –no risk of willful restraint

Mead, ’09 (Walter Russell, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=334&MId=16)

Barry Posen puts his fingers on some of the classic and enduring tensions in American foreign policy and makes a strong, Jeffersonian case for a grand strategy based on restraint. However, given the multiplicity of actors in the American foreign policy process and the conflicting perspectives and interests that they bring to the political process, it seems unlikely to me that his vision will prevail. American policy is likely to remain more interventionist than Posen would like, in part because too many Americans have too many convictions and interests that seek a more engaged and activist America. In part, too, American policy is likely to remain more activist and engaged because developments in a tumultuous world will cry out for American engagement. That engagement will not always be wise or well planned. We will often not like the consequences of the engagements we undertake, either. But from the early 20th century when the British world system began to fray at the edges, the pattern of world history has been that the United States, despite the hunger of many of its citizens and of its foreign policy intellectuals for a quiet life, has been drawn over and over again into a series of engagements because the consequences of disengagement seem unacceptable. That is likely to remain the case in coming decades, particularly so in Asia. In a short paper, Posen cannot present a full picture of his views on the unfolding Asian order, but his recommendation (that the United States “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”) covers only a very short stretch of a very large waterfront. Responding to the rising power of China and India (or responding to the failure of one or both to rise and to stabilize) is a big job. A new Asian framework has to be created, and while the United States neither can nor should seek to control this development, Asia is unlikely to find a stable geopolitical framework without a great deal of American engagement: political, military and economic. It is likely that U.S. involvement with Africa will also deepen in coming decades. Energy needs and investments will entangle the United States with the fate of Nigeria and other West African states; the rise of African Christianity and the growing political, cultural and moral ties between American Christians and their African counterparts is likely to add to the strong currents that already favor deeper American commitment to the economic, social and political development of this emerging but still troubled continent. The engagement of the American people with the rest of the world is going to continue to deepen and grow. Economic, religious, humanitarian, social and political engagements and commitments made by American business, American religious groups, secular civil society organizations, and the need for closer intergovernmental coordination over a variety of transnational issues continually press American foreign policy toward a closer engagement than Jeffersonians want; this is unlikely to change any time soon.

AT: Prolif Inevitable
Prolif not inevitable – proper policy decisions will stop proliferation

Joseph Cirincione, is the President of the Ploughshares Fund, previously served as vice president for national security and international policy at the Center for American Progress in Washington, DC, and for eight years as the director for non-proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2007, Bomb Scare, p. 87

As these experts indicated, there are still very serious nuclear dangers. Despite its long record of success, the nonproliferation regime today is unstable. Early in the twenty-first century we face four nuclear threats: The danger of nuclear terrorism, though not new, is the most serious threat. Some Islamist terrorists are know to be actively seeking intact nuclear warheads or the fissile be actively seeking intact nuclear warheads or the fissile material necessary to construct a crude nuclear device. Existing nuclear arsenals pose a second serious challenge. Even as the stockpiles continue to decline, Russia and the United States still maintain thousands of warheads on hair-trigger alert, ready to launch within fifteen minutes, and they and some of the other nuclear weapon powers are actively researching options for new nuclear weapons. After nuclear terrorism, this is the most likely threat to American cities. There is also the danger of new nuclear weapon states in the Middle East and Northeast Asia. Finally, there is the real risk that the entire nonproliferation regime could collapse, leading many states to reconsider their nuclear options. Indeed, some seem to be doing so already as they begin to construct plants to enrich uranium for fuel rods, a process that could easily be used to enrich uranium for nuclear bombs. None of these dangers is unstoppable, however. Each can be diminished if not eliminated entirely. Harvard’s Graham Allison calls nuclear terrorism “the ultimate preventable catastrophe.” Just as the policy choice made in the early days of the nuclear age shaped the Cold War nuclear threats, the decision we make in the next few years will determine whether we continue to roll back these four threats or launch instead into a new wave of proliferation. 
***Prolif Good***

Prolif = Slow/Won’t Snowball

No chain reactions. Prolif domino effects never materialize.

Alagappa ‘8  (Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow – East-West Center, in “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, Ed. Muthiah Alagappa , p. 521-522)

It will be useful at this juncture to address more directly the set of instability arguments advanced by certain policy makers and scholars: the domino effect of new nuclear weapon states, the probability of preventive action against new nuclear weapon states, and the compulsion of these states to use their small arsenals early for fear of losing them in a preventive or preemptive strike by a stronger nuclear adversary. On the domino effect, India's and Pakistan's nuclear weapon programs have not fueled new programs in South Asia or beyond. Iran's quest for nuclear weapons is not a reaction to the Indian or Pakistani programs. It is grounded in that country's security concerns about the United States and Tehran's regional aspirations. The North Korean test has evoked mixed reactions in Northeast Asia. Tokyo is certainly concerned; its reaction, though, has not been to initiate its own nuclear weapon program but to reaffirm and strengthen the American extended deterrence commitment to Japan. Even if the U.S. Japan security treaty were to weaken, it is not certain that Japan would embark on a nuclear weapon program. Likewise, South Korea has sought reaffirmation of the American extended deterrence commitment, but has firmly held to its nonnuclear posture. Without dramatic change in its political, economic, and security circumstances, South Korea is highly unlikely to embark on a covert (or overt) nuclear weapon program as it did in the 1970s. South Korea could still become a nuclear weapon state by inheriting the nuclear weapons of North Korea should the Kim Jong Il regime collapse. Whether it retains or gives up that capability will hinge on the security circumstances of a unified Korea. The North Korean nuclear test has not spurred Taiwan or Mongolia to develop nuclear weapon capability. The point is that each country's decision to embark on and sustain nuclear weapon programs is contingent on its particular security and other circumstances. Though appealing, the domino theory is not predictive; often it is employed to justify policy on the basis of alarmist predictions. The loss of South Vietnam, for example, did not lead to the predicted domino effect in Southeast Asia. In fact the so-called dominos became drivers of a vibrant Southeast Asia and brought about a fundamental transformation in that subregion (Lord 1993, 1996). In the nuclear arena, the nuclear programs of China, India, and Pakistan were part of a security chain reaction, not mechanically falling dominos. However, as observed earlier the Indian, Pakistani, and North Korean nuclear tests have thus far not had the domino effect predicted by alarmist analysts and policy makers. Great caution should be exercised in accepting at face value the sensational predictions of individuals who have a vested interest in accentuating the dangers of nuclear proliferation. Such analysts are now focused on the dangers of a nuclear Iran. A nuclear Iran may or may not have destabilizing effects. Such claims must be assessed on the basis of an objective reading of the drivers of national and regional security in Iran and the Middle East. 
Prolif will be slow even in the new era.

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

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

Deterrence Solves (1/3)
Deterrence reduces the likelihood of nuclear use- empirics, new countries show restraint
Muthiah Alagappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center PhD, International Affairs, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University  “Reinforcing National Security and Regional Stability The Implications if Nuclear Weapons and Strategies,” The Long Shadow,  2009, p. 514

Second, the new states recognize the revolutionary nature of nuclear weapons; they are not immune to the strategic logic of these weapons. They have not behaved differently from the "rational" Western states. Just like the United States, Russia, Britain, and France, "new" countries see nuclear weapons as being useful in a deterrence role. They are in the process of developing more survivable forces but doing it responsibly in the context of other national priorities, avoiding intense arms competition that characterized the interaction of the advanced countries during the Cold War. Some new nuclear weapon states have attempted offensive strategies in the employment of nuclear weapons, but this attempt is not peculiar to them. The United States is in the forefront in developing offensive and strategic defense capabilities that some Asian states consider destabilizing.   Third, the claim that so-called rogue states cannot be deterred does not withstand scrutiny. The Soviet Union was a revolutionary state seeking to fundamentally transform the international order. Yet deterrence was the primary nuclear strategy in dealing with that country. Deterrence was also the strategy against a China that under Mao was deemed a rogue and irrational state, especially during the Cultural Revolution. Characterization of China as a revolutionary state also did not stop the United States from negotiating with Mao and forming a strategic alignment with that country against the Soviet Union. Despite the claim that rogue states cannot be deterred, deterrence (conventional and nuclear) has been and continues to be the primary U.S. strategy against North Korea. The United States is now negotiating with a regime that it labels as irrational and tyrannical in an effort to freeze and eliminate North Korea's nuclear weapon capability. Certain frustrated arms controllers in the United States now attempt to depict India, the world's largest democracy and the fourth or fifth largest economy in terms of purchasing power parity, as a rogue state, although the Bush administration through its bilateral deal with India is seeking to bring that country into the formal nuclear order. The ongoing debate in Asia over the pros and cons of   a first-use policy is not much different from that in the Atlantic alliance during the Cold War or that in post-Cold War Russia. The point here is that the nuclear behavior of non-Western states is not substantively different from that of Western ones. Further, a country like the United States, which has a formidable nuclear arsenal, can deter them. I now turn to supporting my claim that nuclear weapons have contributed to security and stability in Asia.  
-Uncertainty of consequences deters

Bzostek ‘5  (Rachel, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – LSU, “WHY NOT PREEMPT? AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF LEGAL AND NORMATIVE CONSTRAINTS ON THE USE OF ANTICIPATORY MILITARY ACTIVITIES”, A Dissertation Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in The Department of Political Science”, August, http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-06302005-104805/unrestricted/Bzostek_dis.pdf)

An additional constraint against the use of anticipatory military action is the fact that “the greatest danger inherent in preventive war is that it sets in motion a course of events over which statesmen soon lose control.”153 Particularly since the true nature of the threat is often unknown, especially with regard to the more “distant” threats, it is possible that the anticipatory action could unleash a chain of events that are more destructive and costly than the action, which was a mere potentiality, they were designed to forestall. This raises the costs associated with such activities, and therefore could decrease the attractiveness of the activities.
- Proximity reinforces stability- no preemption
McNaughter ’90  (Thomas, Senior Fellow – Brookings, International Security, “Ballistic Missiles and Chemical Weapons: The Legacy of the Iran-Iraq War”, 15:2, Autumn, JSTOR)

Does this promise instability until secure second strike capabilities are in place. Gerald Steinberg argues that it does, and that the geographic proximity of antagonists in the region makes the problem of crisis instability even more dangerous in the  Middle East than it was between the superpowers.71 It seems more logical, however, to argue that the physical proximity of Middle Eastern powers makes it inappropriate to transfer superpower logic to local confrontations. Precisely because Iran and Iraq share a common border, the variety of delivery vehicles for weapons of mass destruction available to these antagonists goes well beyond ballistic missiles and strategic bombers, to include trucks, small aircraft, small tactical missiles, and even artillery. Although Israel and Iraq are separated by 
Continues…

Deterrence Solves (2/3)
….continues

Jordan, weapons of mass destruction could still be delivered by trucks, by aircraft, and by small missiles trucked into Jordan. Proximity multiplies the range of available delivery means, and thus reduces the viability of preemption as a defense. Put another way, under these conditions “secure second strike” capabilities of some sort are much more easily available. The acquisition of ballistic missiles does not fundamentally change this equation. Population distributions in many of these countries reinforce this logic. Populations in Israel, Iraq, and Syria are highly concentrated; Israel and Iraq, in particular, are little more than “two-target” states for real “city-busting” weapons. U.S. strategists who contemplated the usefulness of preemption never saw it as 100 percent effective; at best it would have held casualties to a minimum. For two-target states, however, any remaining weapons of mass destruction promise disaster. Thus preemptive attacks on an adversary’s delivery means are unlikely to save any Middle Eastern power from nuclear destruction, assuming the adversary possesses a nuclear arsenal of reasonable size. Nor should regional leaders feel compelled to fire nuclear weapons first to eliminate opponents’ missile delivery systems. Assuming that those leaders wish to fire nuclear weapons in the first place, their decision to do so will depend mainly on their assessment of their adversary’s retaliatory capabilities, which will be impossible to eliminate. 
-Stops escalation, fear retaliation

Asal and Beardsley ‘7  (Victor, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Albany, and Kyle, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Emory U., Journal of Peace Research, “Proliferation and International Crisis Behavior*”, 44:2, Sage)
Other, more optimistic, scholars see benefits to nuclear proliferation or, perhaps not actively advocating the development of more nuclear weapons and nuclear-weapon states, see that the presence of nuclear weapons has at least been stabilizing in the past. For example, some scholars are confident of the promise of the ‘nuclear peace’.4 While those who oppose proliferation present a number of arguments, those who contend that nuclear weapons would reduce interstate wars are fairly consistent in focusing on one key argument: nuclear weapons make the risk of war unacceptable for states. As Waltz argues, the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves toward winning them, the more surely that country invites retaliation and risks its own destruction. States are not likely to run major risks for minor gains. War between nuclear states may escalate as the loser uses larger and larger warheads. Fearing that, states will want to draw back. Not escalation but deescalation becomes likely. War remains possible, but victory in war is too dangerous to fight for. (Sagan & Waltz, 2003: 6–7) ‘Nuclear war simply makes the risks of war much higher and shrinks the chance that a country will go to war’ (Snyder & Diesing, 1977: 450). Using similar logic, Bueno de Mesquita & Riker (1982) demonstrate formally that a world with almost universal membership in the nuclear club will be much less likely to experience nuclear war than a world with only a few members.
-Costs of war
Karl ’96  (David, PhD in International Relations from USC, International Security, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers”, Vol. 21, No. 3, Winter, p. 95-96)
Optimists have relaxed views of the preventive-war dangers entailed in situations in which a nuclear power confronts a nuclearizing rival. The practical difficulties of ensuring a disarming strike to preclude any possibility of nuclear retaliation make preventive actions a military gamble that states are very unlikely to take. As Waltz explains, "prevention and pre-emption are difficult games because the costs are so high if the games are not perfectly played. . . . Ultimately, the inhibitions [against such attacks] lie in the impossibility of knowing for sure that a disarming strike will totally destroy an opposing force and in the immense destruction even a few warheads can wreak." 25 To optimists, states will have to learn to live with a rival's emerging nuclear armory. Because strategic uncertainty is seen as having a powerful dissuasive effect, optimists usually view the very increase in the numbers of nuclear-armed states as an additional element of stability. Dagobert Brito and Michael Intriligator, for instance, argue that uncertainty over the reaction of other nuclear powers will make all hesitant to strike individually. 26 As an example, they point to the restraint the superpowers exercised on each other in the 1960s, when first the United States and then the Soviet Union contemplated military action against China's nascent nuclear weapon sites. The net effect of the uncertain reaction of others is that "the probability of deliberate nuclear attack falls to near zero with three, four, or more nuclear nations." 27 Similarly, Waltz reasons that even in cases of asymmetric proliferation within conflict dyads, nuclear weapons will prove "poor instruments for blackmail" because a "country that takes the nuclear offensive has to fear an appropriately punishing strike by someone. Far from lowering the expected cost of aggression, a nuclear offense even against a non-nuclear state raises the possible costs of aggression to incalculable heights because the aggressor cannot be sure of the reaction of other nuclear powers."28
Deterrence Solves (3/3)
Deterrence failure is very unlikely- comparatively and statistically a better strategy
Preston ‘7  (Thomas, Associate Prof. IR – Washington State U. and Faculty Research Associate – Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs, “From Lambs to Lions: Future Security relationships in a World of Biological and Nuclear Weapons”, p. 31-32)
1.) The Cost of Deterrence Failure Is Too Great Advocates of deterrence seldom take the position that it will always work or that it cannot fail. Rather, they take the position that if one can achieve the requisite elements required to achieve a stable deterrent relationship between parties, it vastly decreases the chances of miscalculation and resorting to war—even in contexts where it might otherwise be expected to occur (George and Smoke 1974; Harvey 1997a; Powell 1990, 2003; Goldstein 2000). Unfortunately, critics of deterrence take the understandable, if unrealistic, position that if deterrence cannot be 100 percent effective under all circumstances, then it is an unsound strategic approach for states to rely upon, especially considering the immense destructiveness of nuclear weapons. Feaver (1993, 162), for example, criticizes reliance on nuclear deterrence because it can fail and that rational deterrence theory can only predict that peace should occur most of the time (e.g., Lebow and Stein 1989). Yet, were we to apply this standard of perfection to most other policy approaches concerning security matters — whether it be arms control or proliferation regime efforts, military procurement policies, alliance formation strategies, diplomacy, or sanctions —none could be argued with any more certainty to completely remove the threat of equally devastating wars either. Indeed, one could easily make the argument that these alternative means have shown themselves historically to be far less effective than nuclear arms in preventing wars. Certainly, the twentieth century was replete with examples of devastating conventional conflicts which were not deterred through nonnuclear measures. Although the potential costs of a nuclear exchange between small states would indeed cause a frightful loss of life, it would be no more costly (and likely far less so) than large-scale conventional conflicts have been for combatants. Moreover, if nuclear deterrence raises the potential costs of war high enough for policy makers to want to avoid (rather than risk) conflict, it is just as legitimate (if not more so) for optimists to argue in favor of nuclear deterrence in terms of the lives saved through the avoidance of far more likely recourses to conventional wars, as it is for pessimists to warn of the potential costs of deterrence failure. And, while some accounts describing the "immense weaknesses" of deterrence theory (Lebow and Stein 1989, 1990) would lead one to believe deterrence was almost impossible to either obtain or maintain, since 1945 there has not been one single historical instance of nuclear deterrence failure (especially when this notion is limited to threats to key central state interests like survival, and not to minor probing of peripheral interests). Moreover, the actual costs of twentieth-century conventional conflicts have been staggeringly immense, especially when compared to the actual costs of nuclear conflicts (for example, 210,000 fatalities in the combined 1945 Hiroshima and Nagasaki atomic bombings compared to 62 million killed overall during World War II, over three million dead in both the Korean and Vietnam conflicts, etc.) (McKinzie et al. 2001, 28).3 Further, as Gray (1999, 158-59) observes, "it is improbable that policymakers anywhere need to be educated as to the extraordinary qualities and quantities of nuclear armaments." Indeed, the high costs and uncontestable, immense levels of destruction that would be caused by nuclear weapons have been shown historically to be facts that have not only been readily apparent and salient to a wide range of policy makers, but ones that have clearly been demonstrated to moderate extreme policy or risk-taking behavior (Blight 1992; Preston 2001) Could it go wrong? Of course. There is always that potential with human beings in the loop. Nevertheless, it has also been shown to be effective at moderating policy maker behavior and introducing an element of constraint into situations that otherwise would likely have resulted in war (Hagerty 1998).

AT: New Nuclear States Unsafe
New states are MORE save- have smaller arsenals
Seng ’98  (Jordan, PhD Candidate in Pol. Sci. – U. Chicago, Dissertation, “STRATEGY FOR PANDORA'S CHILDREN: STABLE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AMONG MINOR STATES”, p. 203-206)
However, this "state of affairs" is not as dangerous as it might seem. The nuclear arsenals of limited nuclear proliferators will be small and, consequently, the command and control organizations that manage chose arsenals will be small as well. The small arsenals of limited nuclear proliferators will mitigate against many of the dangers of the highly delegative, 'non-centralized' launch procedures Third World states are likely to use. This will happen in two main ways. First, only a small number of people need be involved in Third World command and control. The superpowers had tens of thousands of nuclear warheads and thousands of nuclear weapons personnel in a variety of deployments organized around numerous nuclear delivery platforms. A state that has, say, fifty nuclear weapons needs at most fifty launch operators and only a handful of group commanders. This has both quantitative and qualitative repercussions. Quantitatively, the very small number of people 'in the loop' greatly diminishes the statistical probability that accidents or human error will result in inappropriate nuclear launches. All else being equal, the chances of finding some guard asleep at some post increases with the number of guards and posts one has to cover. Qualitatively, small numbers makes it possible to centrally train operators, to screen and choose them with exceeding care, 7 and to keep each of them in direct contact with central authorities in times of crises. With very small control communities, there is no need for intermediary commanders. Important information and instructions can get out quickly and directly. Quality control of launch operators and operations is easier. In some part, at least, Third World states can compensate for their lack of sophisticated use-control technology with a more controlled selection of, and more extensive communication with, human operators. Secondly, and relatedly, Third World proliferators will not need to rely on cumbersome standard operating procedures to manage and launch their nuclear weapons. This is because the number of weapons will be so small, and also because the arsenals will be very simple in composition. Third World stares simply will not have that many weapons to keep track of. Third World states will not have the great variety of delivery platforms that the superpowers had (various ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, long range bombers, fighter bombers, missile submarines, nuclear armed ships, nuclear mortars, etc., etc.), or the great number and variety of basing options, and they will not employ the complicated strategies of international basing that the superpowers used. The small and simple arsenals of Third World proliferators will not require highly complex systems to coordinate nuclear activities. This creates two specific organizational advantages. One, small organizations, even if they do rely to some extent of standard operating procedures, can be flexible in times of crisis. As we have discussed, the essential problem of standard operating procedures in nuclear launch processes is that the full range if possible strategic developments cannot be predicted and specified before the fact, and thus responses to them cannot be standardized fully. An unexpected event can lead to 'mismatched' and inappropriate organizational reactions. In complex and extensive command and control organizations, standard operating procedures coordinate great numbers of people at numerous levels of command structure in a great multiplicity of places. If an unexpected event triggers operating procedures leading to what would be an inappropriate nuclear launch, it would be very difficult for central commanders to “get the word out' to everyone involved. The coordination needed to stop launch activity would be at least as complicated as the coordination needed to initiate it, and, depending on the speed of launch processes, there may be less time to accomplish it. However, the small numbers of people involved in nuclear launches and the simplicity of arsenals will make it far easier for Third World leaders to 'get the word out' and reverse launch procedures if necessary. Again, so few will be the numbers of weapons that all launch operators could be contacted directly by central leaders. The programmed triggers of standard operating procedures can be passed over in favor of unscripted, flexible responses based on a limited number of human-to-human communications and confirmations. Two, the smallness and simplicity of Third World command and control organizations will make it easier for leaders to keep track of everything that is going on at any given moment. One of the great dangers of complex organizational procedures is that once one organizational event is triggered—once an alarm is sounded and a programmed response is made—other branches of the organization are likely to be affected as well. This is what Charles Perrow refers to as interactive complexity, 8 and it has been a mainstay in organizational critiques of nuclear command and control s ystems.9 The more complex the organization is, the more likely these secondary effects are, and the less likely they are to be foreseen, noticed, and well-managed. So, for instance, an American commander that gives the order to scramble nuclear bombers over the U.S. as a defensive measure may find that he has unwittingly given the order to scramble bombers in Europe as well. A recall order to the American bombers may overlook the European theater, and nuclear misuse could result. However, when numbers of nuclear weapons can be measured in the dozens rather than the hundreds or thousands, and when deployment of those weapons does not involve multiple theaters and forward based delivery vehicles of numerous types, tight coupling is unlikely to cause unforeseen and unnoticeable organizational events. Other things being equal, it is just a lot easier to know all of what is going on. In short, while Third World states may nor have the electronic use-control devices that help ensure that peripheral commanders do nor 'get out of control,' they have other advantages that make the challenge of centralized control easier than it was for the superpowers. The small numbers of personnel and organizational simplicity of launch bureaucracies means that even if a few more people have their fingers on the button than in the case of the superpowers, there will be less of a chance that weapons will be launched without a definite, informed and unambiguous decision to press that button.
AT: New States=Irrational
New state behavior is rational- empirics prove
Preston ‘7  (Thomas, Associate Prof. IR – Washington State U. and Faculty Research Associate – Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs, “From Lambs to Lions: Future Security relationships in a World of Biological and Nuclear Weapons”, p. 37-38)
5.) New Nuclear States Will Not Act in the Same Rational, Mature Manner the Great Powers Did in the Stewardship of Their Nuclear Weapons This represents an immensely ethnocentric line of argument, and one which is completely devoid of any historic empirical support. In fact, if anything, the history of new nuclear state behavior over the past decades has shown nothing but rational, mature stewardship of their arsenals—and no recourse to war. Early new nuclear states (Britain, France, China) went on to develop fairly similar minimal deterrent doctrines and could certainly not be argued to have been irresponsible or irrational regarding their weapons (cf. Lewis and Xue 1988; Hopkins and Hu 1995; Johnston 1995/1996; Goldstein 1992, 2000). Similarly, the second wave of nuclear states (Israel, Pakistan, and India) have behaved responsibly as well, with all three adopting notions of minimal deterrence to prevent external attacks threatening their survival, while moving to make their arsenals more stable and secure (cf. Hersh 1991; Sundarji 1996; Cohen 1998; Hagerty 1998; Kampani 1998; Ahmed 1999; Tellis 2001). Even would-be nuclear states like North Korea and Iran, the long-standing favorites of worst-case scenario pessimists seeking "rogue states" governed by "crazy" leaders whose behavior would be irrational and aggressive (e.g., Dunn 1982; Martel 1998), have not been shown to be any less rational (if one understands their cultures and societies) than other states. 
AT: Can’t Deter Rouges
Prolif moderates rogue regimes- second strike
Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p.117

Whatever the identity of rulers, and whatever the characteristics of their states, the national behaviors they produce are strongly conditioned by the world outside. With conventional weapons, a defensive country has to ask itself how much power it must harness to its policy in order to dissuade an aggressive state from striking. Countries willing to run high risks are hard to dissuade. The characteristics of governments and the temperaments of leaders have to be carefully weighed. With nuclear weapons, any state will be deterred by another state's second-strike forces; one need not be preoccupied with the qualities of the state that is to be deterred or scrutinize its leaders. In a nuclear world, any state - whether ruled by a Stalin, a Mao Zedong, a Saddam Hussein, or a Kin Jong Il - will be deterred by the knowledge that aggressive actions may lead to its own destruction. 
-History proves
 Waltz 2003 (Kenneth, Adjunct professor of political science - Columbia University, 

THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: A DEBATE RENEWED, p. 12-13) 

Second, many fear that states that are radical at home will recklessly use their nuclear weapons in pursuit of revolutionary ends abroad. States that are radical at home, however, may not be radical abroad. Few states have been radical in the conduct of their foreign policy, and fewer have remained so for long. Think of the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China. States coexist in a competitive arena. The pressures of competition cause them to behave in ways that make the threats they face manageable, in ways that enable them to get along. States can remain radical in foreign policy only if they are overwhelmingly strong-as none of the new nuclear states will be-or if their acts fall short of damaging vital interests of other nuclear powers. States that acquire nuclear weapons will not be regarded with indifference. States that want to be freewheelers have to stay out of the nuclear business. A nuclear Iraq, for example, would have to show caution, even in rhetoric, lest it suffer retaliation in response to someone else's anonymous attack on a third state. That state, ignorant of who attacked, might claim that its intelligence agents had identified Iraq as the culprit and take the opportunity to silence it by striking a heavy conventional blow. Nuclear weapons induce caution in any state, especially in weak one~ /2--13 
Prolif Good- Conventional War

Prolif decreases the risk of conventional war- statistics, and empirics prove
Asal and Beardsley ‘7  (Victor, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Albany, and Kyle, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Emory U., Journal of Peace Research, “Proliferation and International Crisis Behavior”, 44:2, Sage)

As Model 1 in Table IV illustrates, all of our variables are statistically significant except for the protracted conflict variable. Our primary independent variable, the number of nuclear actors involved in the crisis, has a negative relationship with the severity of violence and is significant. This lends preliminary support to the argument that nuclear weapons have a restraining affect on crisis behavior, as stated in H1. It should be noted that, of the crises that involved four nuclear actors – Suez Nationalization War (1956), Berlin Wall (1961), October Yom Kippur War (1973), and Iraq No-Fly Zone (1992) – and five nuclear actors – Gulf War (1990) – only two are not full-scale wars. While this demonstrates that the pacifying effect of more nuclear actors is not strong enough to prevent war in all situations, it does not necessarily weaken the argument that there is actually a pacifying effect. The positive and statistically significant coefficient on the variable that counts the number of crisis actors has a magnitude greater than that on the variable that counts the number of nuclear actors. Since increases in the number of overall actors in a crisis are strongly associated with higher levels of violence, it should be no surprise that many of the conflicts with many nuclear actors – by extension, many general actors as well – experienced war. Therefore, the results can only suggest that, keeping the number of crisis actors fixed, increasing the proportion of nuclear actors has a pacifying effect. They do not suggest that adding nuclear actors to a crisis will decrease the risk of high levels violence; but rather, adding more actors of any type to a crisis can have a destabilizing effect. Also in Table IV, Model 2 demonstrates that the effect of a nuclear dyad is only approaching statistical significance, but does have a sign that indicates higher levels of violence are less likely in crises with opponents that have nuclear weapons than other crises. This lukewarm result suggests that it might not be necessary for nuclear actors to face each other in order to get the effect of decreased propensity for violence. All actors should tend to be more cautious in escalation when there is a nuclear opponent, regardless of their own capabilities. While this might weaken support for focusing on specifically a ‘balance of terror’ as a source of stability (see Gaddis, 1986; Waltz, 1990; Sagan & Waltz, 2003; Mearsheimer, 1990), it supports the logic in this article that nuclear weapons can serve as a deterrent of aggression from both nuclear and non-nuclear opponents.6 Model 3 transforms the violence variable to a binary indicator of war and demonstrates that the principal relationship between the number of nuclear actors and violence holds for the most crucial outcome of full-scale war. Model 4 demonstrates that accounting for the presence of new nuclear actors does not greatly change the results. The coefficient on the new nuclear actor variable is statistically insignificant, which lends credence to the optimists’ view that new nuclear-weapon states should not be presupposed to behave less responsibly than the USA, USSR, UK, France, and China did during the Cold War. Finally, Model 5 similarly illustrates that crises involving superpowers are not more or less prone to violence than others. Superpower activity appears to not be driving the observed relationships between the number of nuclear-crisis actors and restraint toward violence. It is important to establish more specifically what the change in the probability of full-scale war is when nuclear actors are involved. Table V presents the probability of different levels of violence as the number of nuclear actors increases in the Clarify simulations. The control variables are held at their modes or means, with the exception of the variable that counts the number of crisis actors. Because it would be impossible to have, say, five nuclear-crisis actors and only two crisis actors, the number of crisis actors is held constant at five. As we can see, the impact of an increase in the number of nuclear actors is substantial. Starting from a crisis situation without any nuclear actors, including one nuclear actor (out of five) reduces the likelihood of fullscale war by nine percentage points. As we continue to add nuclear actors, the likelihood of full-scale war declines sharply, so that the probability of a war with the maximum number of nuclear actors is about three times less than the probability with no nuclear actors. In addition, the probabilities of no violence and only minor clashes increase substantially as the number of nuclear actors increases. The probability of serious clashes is relatively constant. Overall, the analysis lends significant support to the more optimistic proliferation argument related to the expectation of violent conflict when nuclear actors are involved. While the presence of nuclear powers does not prevent war, it significantly reduces the probability of full-scale war, with more reduction as the number of nuclear powers involved in the conflict increases. As mentioned, concerns about selection effects in deterrence models, as raised by Fearon (2002), should be taken seriously. While we control for the strategic selection of serious threats within crises, we are unable to control for the non-random initial initiation of a crisis in which the actors may choose to enter a crisis based on some ex ante assessment of the outcomes. To account for possible selection bias caused by the use of a truncated sample that does not include any non-crisis cases, one would need to use another dataset in which the crisis cases are a subset and then run Heckman type selection models (see Lemke & Reed, 2001). It would, however, be difficult to think of a different unit of analysis that might be employed, such that the set of crises is a subset of a larger category of interaction. While dyadyear datasets have often been employed to similar ends, the key independent variable here, which is specific to crises as the unit of analysis, does not lend itself to a dyadic setup. Moreover, selection bias concerns are likely not valid in disputing the claims of this analysis. If selection bias were present, it would tend to bias the effect of nuclear weapons downward, because the set of observed crises with nuclear actors likely has a disproportionate share of resolved actors that have chosen to take their chances against a nuclear opponent. Despite this potential mitigating bias, the results are statistically significant, which strengthens the case for the explanations provided in this study.
Conventional War > Nuclear War
Conventional wars are more common and more devastating than nuclear war 

Robert Johnson, Strategic Planning, "Abolishing Nuclear Weapons: The Key to Global Security?" CSIS Prospectus, Fall 1999, http://www.csis.org!pubs/prospectus/99FallJohnson.html, accessed 8/11102 

Conventional wars are no doubt less horrible and less destabilizing to civilization than nuclear wars may be. but they may be fought more often. with far more casualties. and environmental damage. than the world is used to today. And if nuclear weapons are the only Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) that are removed, biological and chemical weapons will still remain. Biological weapons are much more indiscriminate and can have more devastating effects on civilization than nuclear weapons can. Ridding the world of only nuclear weapons may remove us from the somewhat benign fear of war that exists today and place us in a world where the threat of war is much more imminent and the consequences equally catastrophic. 
Conventional war is really deadly.

Arbatov et al ’89  (Alexei, Head, Nikolae Kishilov, Head of Section, and Oleg Amirov, Senior Researcher, Department on Problems of Disarmament – Institute of world Economic and International Relations, in “Conventional arms Control and East-West Security”, Ed. Robert Blackwill and F. Stephen Larrabee, p. 76-78)
A large-scale conventional war, even if it would not quickly boil over into a nuclear war, would have numerous unpredictable features that would make it quite dissimilar to World War II, the experience of which continues to be used even now as the point of departure for the strategic and operational planning of combat operations for NATO and WTO ground forces, air forces and naval forces. The fact that during the past 40 years incomparably greater changes have taken place in technology than those that took place in the earlier interwar periods of 1870-1914 and 1918-1939 supports such a conclusion.  Therefore, war in the modern era is even less similar to World War II than that war was to War World I, and the latter in turn to the Franco-Prussian war. It is exceptionally difficult, if it is possible at all, to predict its course. But there is every justification to say that the numerous contradictions and paradoxes of a hypothetical new war would in practice have the most unexpected consequences, consequences most likely incompatible with the concept of "protracted" conventional combat on the European continent or on a global scale.  This concerns, for example, the fact that the sharply increased interdependence of different types of armed forces and troops, individual formations and units and various weapons systems is a distinguishing feature of the functioning of enormous and highly complex organizations, which is what modern armed forces are. A great spacial scope of operations (on the scale of entire TVDs), the rapidity and intensity of combat actions, and the multinational structure of opposing coalitions of states will characterize their actions. All of this poses unprecedently high demands for coordinating the actions of all elements of military potentials and for carefully planning operations, their priority, sequence of interaction and so on.  At the same time, the character of modern warfare makes inevitable the constant and rapid change of the combat situation on the fronts, deep breakthroughs and envelopments, and the intermixing of one's own and others' formations, units and subunits. In view of the high maneuverability of troops even the traditional FEBA may no longer exist.  In place of it zones of combat contact of a depth of dozens of kilometers will arise and rapidly change and shift. The unpredictability, mutability and intensity of probable combat actions would so overload the capabilities of a centralized command and control in the theater of war and the separate TVDs that they would most likely rapidly lead to total chaos.  The intensity of the anticipated combat also renders inevitable exceptionally great losses in arms and equipment. At the same time, because of the rapid increase in the cost of weapons systems, the quantitative levels of armed forces and arms on the whole have a tendency to decrease. Fewer but much improved and more powerful arms have a much lesser chance than in World War II of being used repeatedly in several battles. Their longevity will entirely depend on how successfully they may outstrip the opponent and destroy his forces and capabilities earlier than they will be destroyed by him. Therefore, combat actions will in any event most likely have a short-term character, if not for both, then at least for one of the sides. And this is not to mention the enormous losses among the civilian population and the damage to the economic infrastructure in the region of combat, which may now envelop the greatest and most densely populated portion of the European continent. Neither the population, economy nor ecology of Europe can withstand a large-scale conventional war for any amount of time—even in the improbable event that nuclear power stations, chemical enterprises and nuclear and chemical weapons depots are not destroyed.  The limited capabilities of the "human factor" in conditions of modern battle are clearly demonstrated by the experience of the local wars of the 197os and the 198os. Thus, for maintaining the combat capability of troops at a "sufficiently high level" during the Falklands conflict (1982), the British command was forced to replace forward units every two days. Furthermore, the high sortie rate of Great Britain's air force and naval aviation in this period was guaranteed largely thanks to the use of special medicinal preparations.  Naturally, it is impossible to compare and carry over the experience of individual local conflicts to potential large-scale combat operations on the European continent, where their character would be quite different both in terms of intensity and scope. This concerns the anticipated transient "fire contacts" with the rapid change of the tactical and operational situation, the threat of using nuclear weapons at any moment, the swift advance of enemy troops, the simultaneous envelopment of large territories with combat actions, the premeditated violation of lines of communication and C3I, and the conduct of combat operations at any time of the day (including at night) and under any weather conditions—all of which maximally increase the physical and psychological stress on a person, and cannot be compared with what took place in the years of World War II, in the Middle East in 1973 or in the Falkland Islands in 1982.  It is also necessary to observe that the replacement of the leading units by their withdrawal to the rear for rest and replenishment, as was done in the past, becomes practically impossible in the conditions of large-scale combat operations. Where to withdraw the units for rest, and at what time, if just 3o-5o kilometers from the front there would be a zone of combat operations just as intense as at the forward line?  Any assessments of the losses of the sides participating in the conflict can only be highly abstract. Only one thing is clear—the human and material losses in the event of a "general conventional war" will be characterized, undoubtedly, by a scale many hundreds of times greater than that in analogous conflicts of the past, and, what is especially important, by a significantly higher "attrition rate" of people and equipment, of the share of irreplaceable losses.
AT: Prolif Bad- Accidents/Miscalc

Fear of accidents prevents them- causes moderation
Waltz ‘95  (Kenneth, Prof. Emeritus of Pol. Sci – UC Berkeley, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate”, p. 111)
Deterrence is also a considerable guarantee against accidents, since it causes countries to take good care of their weapons, and against anonymous use, since those firing the weapons can neither know that they will be undetected nor what form of punishment detection might bring. In life, uncertainties abound. In a conventional world, they more easily lead to war because less is at stake. Even so, it is difficult to think of wars that have started by accident even before nuclear weapons were invented. It is hard to believe that nuclear war may begin accidentally, when less frightening conventional wars have rarely done so.21 Fear of accidents works against their occurring. Again this is illustrated by the Cuban Missile Crisis. Accidents happened during the crisis, and unplanned events took place. An American U-2 strayed over Siberia, and one flew over Cuba. The American navy continued! to play games at sea, such games as trying to force Soviet submarines to surface. In a crisis, presidents and party chairmen wanted to control all relevant actions, while knowing they could not do so. Fear of losing control propelled Kennedy and Khrushchev to end the crisis quickly. In a conventional world, uncertainty may tempt a country to join battle. In a nuclear world, uncertainty has the opposite effect. What is not surely controllable is too dangerous to bear.
Won’t err towards use- too costly
Avery Goldstein; Department of Political Science University of Pennsylvania, 2000, Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century, p. 46-47 

Analysts have long noted an unavoidable problem with nuclear deterrent strategies that emphasize the threat of massively destructive retaliation, precisely the sort of threats made by the outgunned powers I examine. Simply put, once each adversary has nuclear forces that cannot be fully destroyed or neutralized with absolute certainty, deterrence cannot be made credible by threatening rationally to execute a large-scale nuclear strike in response to aggression. Under such circumstances, states cannot deliberately choose to launch such a strike knowing the result would be retaliation in kind. The inhibitions against nuclear use would be especially strong for a badly outgunned victim of aggression (i.e., the weak facing the strong), since it cannot expect even horrifying retaliatory punishment to eliminate the adversary's ability to launch another, unrestrained wave of devastating strikes. The rationality of not retaliating would seem to hold even if a victimized state faced the prospect of defeat. At worst, defeat might entail the demise of the regime: provoking unrestrained nuclear retaliation would jeopardize not just the regime, but society itself. Although defeat might be a bitter pill to swallow, it leaves open the possibility, however slim, of someday re versing the verdict ofthe War; choosing national suicide eliminates that possibility. Thus, in a confrontation, the rational choice would always be to prefer the consequences of not launching. however unpalatable. to the far worse outcome of suffering massive destruction-regardless of the balance of forces, the balance of resolve, and peacetime rhetoric or declaratory doctrine (three foci of much of the literature on deter¬rence)." 
<<can add cards from the “AT: New Nuclear States Unsafe”>>

AT: Prolif Bad- Preemption

No incentive for preemptive strikes – they can’t solve – lack of delivery capabilities, decoys and target mobility

Seng ‘98  (Jordan, PhD Candidate in Pol. Sci. – U. Chicago, Dissertation, “STRATEGY FOR PANDORA'S CHILDREN: STABLE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AMONG MINOR STATES”, p. 156)
In sum, though Third World proliferators are likely to lack some of the technologies that dissipated preemptive incentives between the superpowers, they will also enjoy circumstances that allow them to protect their nuclear weapons from first strikes without those technologies. In some situations of Third World proliferation, preemptors will have to rely on bombers to deliver the preemptive strike. Bombers are relatively slow, which decreases the chances that preemptive strikes will eliminate nuclear weapons on the ground before counterlaunch. Bombers are also vulnerable to air defenses, which decreases the chances that a preemptive effort will be successful in eliminating all of its targets. Nuclear-capable missiles are becoming more and more plentiful in the Third World, and their addition to nuclear relationships is likely co increase the ease of weapons protection rather than increasing the viability of counterforce strategies. Third World missiles will not be as accurate as the superpower weapons, which makes them less appropriate for counterforce missions. In addition, the small size of Third World nuclear arsenals, the small size of Third World missiles, and the poor reconnaissance capabilities of Third World adversaries will facilitate missile mobility and effective hiding strategies. Third World proliferators may lack the hardening technologies and early warning systems of the superpowers but, on balance, there is no reason to expect preemptive incentives to be any stronger for Third World proliferators than they were for the U.S. and Soviets
AT: Prolif Bad- Nuclear Terrorism

No risk of terrorist proliferation – no state actor would risk the consequences

Carpenter 07  (Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of seven books on international affairs including, 10/9, “Is There a Proliferation 'Hysteria'?,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8741)

Etzioni's critique of John Mueller's thesis that the dangers of nuclear terrorism is overblown is less convincing. Although I believe that Mueller understates that danger somewhat, Etzioni's argument that state actors might supply terrorist groups with nuclear weapons, even though such conduct might seem irrational, is far-fetched. When he cites Nazi Germany's invasion of the Soviet Union as an irrational act, he conflates miscalculation with irrationality. The German government expected to prevail in its invasion strategy — and had a respectable amount of evidence for that expectation. Similarly, Japan thought that attacking Pearl Harbor (and America's other possessions in the Pacific) would force the United States into a compromise peace. Both Berlin and Tokyo were overly optimistic, but their calculations were not irrational.  By contrast, if Iran or North Korea decided to give a nuclear weapon to Al-Qaeda, that would be a profoundly irrational act. Iranian or North Korean leaders would certainly understand that Al-Qaeda would likely detonate such a weapon in Israel or the United States and that their governments would be at the top of a very short list of probable suppliers. The U.S. response would almost certainly be massive retaliation in kind. In other words, the regimes in Tehran and Pyongyang would know in advance that transferring a weapon would lead to regime annihilation.  Contrary to the prevailing mythology, neither the North Koreans nor the Iranians have a history of acting irrationally. Iran, for example, has not transferred chemical weapons to Hezbollah or Palestinian groups even though those weapons have been in the Iranian arsenal for decades. Why should we assume that Tehran would be more promiscuous with nuclear weapons when the probability of massive retaliation for a terrorist incident would be even greater? Moreover, Iran's policies on other matters have been quite rational and calculating. For example, the clerical regime vowed never to make peace with Saddam Hussein in the Iraq-Iran war during the 1980s. But when Iranian generals told the clerical leadership in 1988 that the war might drag on for at least five more years with no likelihood of victory, the ayatollahs signed a peace treaty — and one that was not advantageous to Iran. That is hardly the behavior of a fanatical, utterly irrational regime.
Deterrence solves- wouldn’t risk retaliation

Jeffrey Record, is a former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee and author of  Bounding the Global War on Terrorism andDark Victory: America’s Second War against Iraq,“Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War,  and Counterproliferation,” July 8, 2004, http://www.cato.org/search_results.html?cx=006606822365722333854%3Amcohchfyltw&cof=FORID%3A11&ie=UTF-8&q=nuclear+proliferation&sa.x=0&sa.y=0&sa=Search#1105 

The 9/11 attacks a decade later spawned proc-  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 long-  standing friends and allies.  
Threat of nuclear terrorism almost non existent 

Joseph Cirincione, is the President of the Ploughshares Fund, previously served as vice president for national security and international policy at the Center for American Progress in Washington, DC, and for eight years as the director for non-proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2007, Bomb Scare, p. 45
There is more good news. Today, programs are in place  that, if implemented effectively and urgently, would virtually eliminate the looming threat of nuclear terrorism. Moreover, not only is the nuclear threat declining, but so are the threats posed by biological and chemical weapons and the ballistic missiles used to deliver them. Since the entry into force of the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention, state arsenals of these two weapons have been almost eliminated. They are widely seen as unusable in conflict, and very few states continue to attempt to produce and stockpile them. Over all, there are only fifteen states in the world that have or are suspected of having any nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons or programs.
AT: Prolif Bad- Heg

Hegemonic transition inevitable.

Haass ‘8  (Richard, Pres. – CFR, Foreign Affairs, “Bottom of Form The Age of Nonpolarity What Will Follow U.S. Dominance”, May/June, L/N)

But even if great-power rivals have not emerged, unipolarity has ended. Three explanations for its demise stand out. The first is historical. States develop; they get better at generating and piecing together the human, financial, and technological resources that lead to productivity and prosperity. The same holds for corporations and other organizations. The rise of these new powers cannot be stopped. The result is an ever larger number of actors able to exert influence regionally or globally. A second cause is U.S. policy. To paraphrase Walt Kelly's Pogo, the post-World War II comic hero, we have met the explanation and it is us. By both what it has done and what it has failed to do, the United States has accelerated the emergence of alternative power centers in the world and has weakened its own position relative to them. U.S. energy policy (or the lack thereof) is a driving force behind the end of unipolarity. Since the first oil shocks of the 1970s, U.S. consumption of oil has grown by approximately 20 percent, and, more important, U.S. imports of petroleum products have more than doubled in volume and nearly doubled as a percentage of consumption. This growth in demand for foreign oil has helped drive up the world price of oil from just over $20 a barrel to over $100 a barrel in less than a decade. The result is an enormous transfer of wealth and leverage to those states with energy reserves. In short, U.S. energy policy has helped bring about the emergence of oil and gas producers as major power centers. U.S. economic policy has played a role as well. President Lyndon Johnson was widely criticized for simultaneously fighting a war in Vietnam and increasing domestic spending. President Bush has fought costly wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, allowed discretionary spending to increase by an annual rate of eight percent, and cut taxes. As a result, the United States' fiscal position declined from a surplus of over $100 billion in 2001 to an estimated deficit of approximately $250 billion in 2007. Perhaps more relevant is the ballooning current account deficit, which is now more than six percent of GDP. This places downward pressure on the dollar, stimulates inflation, and contributes to the accumulation of wealth and power elsewhere in the world. Poor regulation of the U.S. mortgage market and the credit crisis it has spawned have exacerbated these problems. The war in Iraq has also contributed to the dilution of the United States' position in the world. The war in Iraq has proved to be an expensive war of choice -- militarily, economically, and diplomatically as well as in human terms. Years ago, the historian Paul Kennedy outlined his thesis about "imperial overstretch," which posited that the United States would eventually decline by overreaching, just as other great powers had in the past. Kennedy's theory turned out to apply most immediately to the Soviet Union, but the United States -- for all its corrective mechanisms and dynamism -- has not proved to be immune. It is not simply that the U.S. military will take a generation to recover from Iraq; it is also that the United States lacks sufficient military assets to continue doing what it is doing in Iraq, much less assume new burdens of any scale elsewhere. Finally, today's nonpolar world is not simply a result of the rise of other states and organizations or of the failures and follies of U.S. policy. It is also an inevitable consequence of globalization. Globalization has increased the volume, velocity, and importance of cross-border flows of just about everything, from drugs, e-mails, greenhouse gases, manufactured goods, and people to television and radio signals, viruses (virtual and real), and weapons. Globalization reinforces nonpolarity in two fundamental ways. First, many cross-border flows take place outside the control of governments and without their knowledge. As a result, globalization dilutes the influence of the major powers. Second, these same flows often strengthen the capacities of nonstate actors, such as energy exporters (who are experiencing a dramatic increase in wealth owing to transfers from importers), terrorists (who use the Internet to recruit and train, the international banking system to move resources, and the global transport system to move people), rogue states (who can exploit black and gray markets), and Fortune 500 firms (who quickly move personnel and investments). It is increasingly apparent that being the strongest state no longer means having a near monopoly on power. It is easier than ever before for individuals and groups to accumulate and project substantial power. NONPOLAR DISORDER The increasingly nonpolar world will have mostly negative consequences for the United States -- and for much of the rest of the world as well. It will make it more difficult for Washington to lead on those occasions when it seeks to promote collective responses to regional and global challenges. One reason has to do with simple arithmetic. With so many more actors possessing meaningful power and trying to assert influence, it will be more difficult to build collective responses and make institutions work. Herding dozens is harder than herding a few. The inability to reach agreement in the Doha Round of global trade talks is a telling example. Nonpolarity will also increase the number of threats and vulnerabilities facing a country such as the United States. These threats can take the form of rogue states, terrorist groups, energy producers that choose to reduce their output, or central banks whose action or inaction can create conditions that affect the role and strength of the U.S. dollar. The Federal Reserve might want to think twice before continuing to lower interest rates, lest it precipitate a further move away from the dollar. There can be worse things than a recession. Iran is a case in point. Its effort to become a nuclear power is a result of nonpolarity. Thanks more than anything to the surge in oil prices, it has become another meaningful concentration of power, one able to exert influence in Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, the Palestinian territories, and beyond, as well as within OPEC. It has many sources of technology and finance and numerous markets for its energy exports. And due to nonpolarity, the United States cannot manage Iran alone. Rather, Washington is dependent on others to support political and economic sanctions or block Tehran's access to nuclear technology and materials. Nonpolarity begets nonpolarity.
Prolif makes the transition stable preventing great power war.

Alagappa ‘8  (Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow – East-West Center, in “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, Ed. Muthiah Alagappa , p. 484)

The fear of escalation to nuclear war conditions the role of force in major power relations and circumscribes strategic interaction among them. By restraining measures and actions that could lead to conflict escalation, nuclear weapons limit the competitive strategic interaction of major powers to internal and external balancing for deterrence purposes; constrain their resort to coercive diplomacy and cornpellence; and shift the burden of international competition and adjustment in status and influence to the economic, political, and diplomatic arenas. They also render remote the possibility of a hegemonic war should a power transition occur in the region. More immediately, nuclear weapons enable Russia and China to deter the much stronger United States and mitigate the negative consequences of the imbalance in conventional military capability. Nuclear weapons reinforce India's confidence in dealing with China. By reducing military vulnerabilities and providing insurance against unexpected contingencies, nuclear weapons enable major powers to take a long view and engage in competition as well as cooperation with potential adversaries. Differences and disputes among them are frozen or settled through negotiations. Though they are not the only or even primary factor driving strategic visions and policies, nuclear weapons are an important consideration, especially in the role of force in major power strategic interaction. They prevent the outbreak of large-scale war. Military clashes when they occur tend to be limited. 
AT: Prolif Bad- CBWs

Prolif key to deter CBW use-
Muthiah Alagappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center PhD, International Affairs, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University  “Reinforcing National Security and Regional Stability The Implications if Nuclear Weapons and Strategies,” The Long Shadow,  2009, p. 487

The primary function of nuclear weapons in the Asian security region is basic deterrence-that is, preventing large-scale conventional attack and deterring any form of nuclear attack against the homeland of a nuclear weapon state. China, Russia, India, and Pakistan all see nuclear weapons as essential to balance and deter stronger powers that threaten or might threaten their interests and to preserve policy autonomy in a context of American dominance and a rising China and India. The United States views nuclear weapons as necessary for contingencies involving China and to deter Russia if relations with that country deteriorate. It is unclear if the U.S. nuclear arsenal has a counterforce role against Russia and China and if it is developing BMD against both these countries. Even if the United States were successful in developing these capabilities, the political purposes for which it would use them is unclear. Some states see a role for nuclear weapons to deter chemical and biological attacks on their homelands as well. And some countries have attempted to deploy nuclear weapons in coercive diplomacy, war fighting, and strategic defense roles. In 1999, Pakistan engaged in coercive diplomacy by exploiting the risk of escalation to nuclear war. In response, India too engaged in coercive diplomacy and explored limited war under nuclear conditions. In its 2002 NPR (U.S. Department of Defense 2002), the United States indicated a shift in emphasis from deterrence to offensive and defensive strategies. The ensuing discussion of nuclear policies and strategies of relevant states and their behavior in conflict situations reveals the limitations of the offensive and defensive roles of nuclear weapons and highlights basic deterrence as the most important role for nuclear weapons

Bioweapons can’t be used – too unreliable 
Walter Laqueur, Cochairman, International Research Council, The Center for Strategic and International Studies, The New Terrorism, 1999, pg. 69

The attractions of biological weapons are obvious: easy access, low cost, toxicity, and the panic they can cause. But there are drawbacks of various kinds that explain why almost no successful attacks have occurred. While explosive or nuclear devices or even chemical agents, however horrific, affect a definite space, biological agents are unpredictable: they can easily get out of control, backfire, or have no effect at all. They constitute a high risk to the attackers, although the same, of course, is true of chemical weapons. This consideration may not dissuade people willing to sacrifice their own lives, but the possibility that the attacker may kill himself before being able to launch an attack may make him hesitate to carry it out. 
Biological agents, with some notable exceptions, are affected by changes in heat or cold, and, like chemical agents, by changes in the direction of the wind. They have a limited life span, and their means of delivery are usually complicated. The process of contaminating water res​ervoirs or foodstuffs involves serious technical problems. Even if an agent survives the various purification systems in water reservoirs, boiling the water would destroy most germs. Dispersing the agent as a vapor or via an aerosol system within a closed space‑for instance, through the air conditioning system of a big building or in a subway‑would ear to offer better chances of success, but it is by no mens foolproof.
Technical barriers prevent bioweapons

Jonathan Tucker, director of the CBW Nonproliferation Project at Center for Nonprolif Studies at Monterey Instit, Amy Sands, assoc director, July/August 1999, http://www.bullatomsci.org/issues/1999/ja99/ja99tucker.html
One reason there have been so few successful examples of chemical or biological terrorism is that carrying out an attack requires overcoming a series of major technical hurdles: gaining access to specialized chemical-weapon ingredients or virulent microbial strains; acquiring equipment and know-how for agent production and dispersal; and creating an organizational structure capable of resisting infiltration or early detection by law enforcement. Many of the microorganisms best suited to catastrophic terrorism-virulent strains of anthrax or deadly viruses such as smallpox and Ebola-are difficult to acquire. Further, nearly all viral and rickettsial agents are hard to produce, and bacteria such as plague are difficult to "weaponize" so that they will survive the process of delivery. As former Soviet bioweapons scientist Ken Alibek wrote in his recent memoir, Biohazard, "The most virulent culture in a test tube is useless as an offensive weapon until it has been put through a process that gives it stability and predictability. The manufacturing technique is, in a sense, the real weapon, and it is harder to develop than individual agents." The capability to disperse microbes and toxins over a wide area as an inhalable aerosol-the form best suited for inflicting mass casualties-requires a delivery system whose development would outstrip the technical capabilities of all but the most sophisticated terrorists. Not only is the dissemination process for biological agents inherently complex, requiring specialized equipment and expertise, but effective dispersal is easily disrupted by environmental and meteorological conditions. A large-scale attack with anthrax spores against a city, for example, would require the use of a crop duster with custom-built spray nozzles that could generate a high-concentration aerosol cloud containing particles of agent between one and five microns in size. Particles smaller than one micron would not lodge in the victims' lungs, while particles much larger than five microns would not remain suspended for long in the atmosphere. To generate mass casualties, the anthrax would have to be dried and milled into a fine powder. Yet this type of processing requires complex and costly equipment, as well as systems for high biological containment. Anthrax is simpler to handle in a wet form called a "slurry," but the efficiency of aerosolization is greatly reduced.
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