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Prolif Bad -- Firebreaks

If even one small nuclear weapon is used offensively, all of the most deadly weapons will be used

Rajaraman ’02 [Ran, Professor of Theoretical Physics, JNU, April 22, “Ban battlefield nuclear weapons” http://www.hindu.com/2002/04/22/stories/2002042200431000.htm]  

There is not just a fear of being attacked oneself, but also a strong mental barrier against actually initiating nuclear attacks on enemy populations, no matter how much they may be contemplated in war games and strategies. As a result a taboo has tacitly evolved over the decades preventing nations, at least so far, from actually pressing the nuclear button even in the face of serious military crises. It is this taboo which will be broken if battlefield nuclear weapons, however small, begin to be used. Once the line dividing nuclear weapons and conventional bombs is crossed, it will become acceptable to use "baby nukes" and the radiation deaths that go with it. A gradual erosion of the feeling of abhorrence against nuclear weapons is bound to occur. The use of a sub-kiloton artillery shell in battle by one country will elicit a similar response with possibly a heavier yield weapon, if not in the same war, somewhere else. The ante will keep going up till eventually the use of bigger multi-kiloton and megaton weapons would be contemplated more seriously as realistic military alternatives. The single largest universal deterrent against nuclear holocaust will be lost forever

Prolif Bad – 2NC Nuclear Terrorism

Proliferation makes nuclear terrorism is inevitable 

Sturm 2009 [ Frankie, July, Nuclear Weapons: A New Paradigm for the 21st Century, Truman National Security Project]

Six nuclear warheads went missing from an air force base in the summer of 2007. For thirty-six hours, military officials could not account for the whereabouts of the deadly weapons. For fifteen hours, the warheads were guarded by nothing more than a chain-link fence and roving patrols. After a day and a half the weapons were finally located, but not before the world was reminded that the security of nuclear weapons can too easily fall victim to human error. One might expect such an occurrence in anew nuclear weapons state, where military officials and technicians have less experience with safeguarding a nuclear arsenal. But the “Bent Spear” incident took place in the nation with the world’s most sophisticated military: the United States. Nuclear Weapons: The Problem, Not the Solution. If nuclear weapons can go missing here in the U.S., they can go missing anywhere. In a world of terrorists determined to obtain a nuclear bomb, and a black market with state and non-state actors keen on profiting from the sale of necessary technology, the deterrence paradigm that reigned during the Cold War no longer works. In a new era, we need new thinking grounded in a simple notion: nuclear weapons are not the solution to our security, they are the problem. Nuclear weapons now create more danger than security for two main reasons: nuclear terrorism and nuclear accidents. Terrorist organizations are actively seeking nuclear weapons, while black market syndicates and rogue state suppliers are seeking to provide the necessary technology. Nuclear accidents continue to pose a threat as they did during the Cold War, but the possibility that accidents – such as misplacing nuclear warheads – could put nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists raises the stakes even higher. To gain a full understanding of the problems posed by nuclear terrorism and nuclear accidents, one mustexamine each threat in turn. Why are Nuclear Weapons the Problem? Terrorist Intentions and Rogue Suppliers The possibility of terrorists attaining a nuclear weapon poses the single-greatest threat to U.S. national security, and terrorist groups are actively seeking these weapons. Osama bin Laden himself laid down the gauntlet on nuclear weapons: “To possess the weapons that could counter those of the infidels is a religious duty.” During the last two decades there have been at least 25 instances of nuclear explosivematerials being lost or stolen,while several nuclear and near nuclear states maintain shadowy connections with terrorist groups. Iran is regarded by U.S. officials as the world’s single greatest state sponsor of terrorism, and is currently seeking nuclear technology that is probably intended for weaponization. North Korea already has nuclear weapons technology, is hard up for cash, and is suspected of providing arms to Hezbollah and the Tamil Tigers. It has supplied Libya with missile technology, and U.S. officials suspect it helped Syria construct a nuclear reactor which Israel destroyed last year. Pakistan is arguably the world’s most dangerous nuclear weapons state. Members of Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence service (ISI) have provided support to the Taliban, al Qaeda, and terrorist organizations that have staged attacks in India. The father of Pakistan’s nuclear program, AQ Khan, headed a secret network that sold nuclear technology to Libya, Iran, and North Korea. Reports from U.S. officials and think tanks suggest that remnants of the Khan network are still active. Whether the network transferred nuclear technology to al Qaeda remains unknown. This adds up to a frightening reality: terrorists have more opportunities to acquire nuclear weapons than ever before. This makes the mere existence of nuclear weapons in any state a greater threat to U.S. security than at any time since the nuclear age began. In addition to these rogue states, accidents and misplaced weapons in friendly states can enable terrorists to gain weapons.

Prolif Bad – 2NC Accidents

Prolif drastically increases the risk of accidents – guarantees nuclear war

Sturm 2009 [ Frankie, July, Nuclear Weapons: A New Paradigm for the 21st Century, Truman National Security Project]

Accidents happen, but the price of a nuclear accident is impermissible. Yet, past incidents over the last several decades far less known than “Chernobyl” could very well have led to more catastrophic results: 1979, U.S. Mistakes Computer Exercise for Soviet Nuclear Strike. When a realistic training tape was mistakenly inserted into the computer running the United States’ early warning system, launch control centers for Minuteman missiles received preliminary warning that the U.S. was under attack, while the entire continental air defense interceptor force was put on alert. In a country with less sophisticated systems, such an incident could have provoked a hasty retaliatory strike and accidental nuclear war. 1988, Pakistan Mistakes Explosion for Indian Nuclear Attack. When a massive conventional munitions explosion occurred at a secret ammunition dump near Rawalpindi, some Pakistani officials mistook it for the start of an Indian nuclear strike. Given the size of Pakistan’s conventional forces compared to India’s – and the proximity of the two nations, cutting down the decision time in the event of a launch – such an incident could easily have resulted in accidental nuclear war. 1995, Russia Mistakes Weather Balloon for U.S. Nuclear Strike. When Norway launched a weather rocket to investigate the Northern Lights, Russian radars mistook the rocket for a missile launched by a U.S. submarine. Russian officials scrambled their nuclear forces into position and activated President Boris Yeltsin’s “nuclear brief- case.” A nation that feels vulnerable to nuclear attack might feel obligated to launch a retaliatory strike before all the facts are in, leading to an accidental nuclear war. The list of nuclear accidents and potential calamities goes on. As clearly put by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, “Mistakes are made in every other human endeavor. Why should nuclear weapons be exempt?” In addition to the threat of discrete nuclear accidents lies the broader problem of loose nuclear material. Russia possesses more than 10,000 nuclear warheads, many of which are poorly guarded and vulnerable to theft. Although the U.S. and Russia have worked together through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction initiative to secure nuclear material and deactivate thousands of warheads, analysts fear that underpaid scientists and lax security could create a situation in which a terrorist group could buy or steal a bomb. Meanwhile, the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal remains in question, stoking fears that state collapse in that volatile country could also enable terrorists to acquire a nuclear weapon. The accidental detonation of a single nuclear weapon could kill thousands; an accidental nuclear war could kill millions worldwide. This threat has been with us for decades, but the prospect that mistakes or mishaps could inadvertently help terrorists obtain nuclear weapons adds extra gravity to the threat.
Prolif Bad – 2NC Arms Races

Prolif causes arms races across the globe that culminate in nuclear war

Sturm 2009 [ Frankie, July, Nuclear Weapons: A New Paradigm for the 21st Century, Truman National Security Project]

The prestige and power widely associated with nuclear weapons drives countries to pursue them as a means of asserting power beyond actual security needs. Iran presents an instructive case. Recent protests illustrate that the Iranian people have significant qualms with their government, yet 94% support a nuclear energy program and 52% support a nuclear weapons program. Al though Iran is run by a government that does not command the respect of its people, Iranians seem to believe their government’s nuclear program will win the respect of the world. Hence head of the International Atomic Energy Agency Mohamed El-Baradei’s description of Iran’s nuclear program as “the road to get…recognition and power and prestige.” When this desire for prestige becomes intertwined with security concerns, the rationale for nuclear weapons deepens. As this scenario plays out in Iran and North Korea, there is a risk that their neighbors – motivated by security concerns – will develop nuclear weapons of their own. Increasing the likelihood of nuclear accidents and nuclear terrorism, a nuclear arms race in the Middle East and/or Asia would pose a tremendous threat to international peace and security. In the Middle East, the combination of unstable states and jihadist networks yields an unpredictable combination of potential suppliers and determined consumers. Given the wars that have taken place between Muslim nations and Israel in the last half-century, the possibility of nuclear conflict could drastically escalate threats to regional  security. In Asia, North Korea’s nuclear program and erratic behavior could convince Japan and South Korea to develop their own nuclear weapons. Japan’s civilian nuclear capacity could be quickly converted into a weapons program. In a region with longstanding hostilities, especially between China and Japan, this could add yet another layer of distrust and insecurity to an already tense region. In fact, responding to North Korean missile and nuclear tests in 2009, politicians in both Japan and South Korea have begun to call for the development of nuclear weapons in their respective countries. If North Korea proceeds on its current trajectory, such calls are sure to increase. This plausible chain of events suggests that a new arms race could be significantly more dangerous than the U.S.-Soviet arms race of the 20th century. It is in this realm of guaranteeing the security of our allies—so they do not pursue nuclear deterrents of their own—that the U.S. nuclear arsenal still plays a crucial role. Without extended deterrence – extending our nuclear umbrella to allies such as Japan and Saudi Arabia – it is likely that more countries will develop their own nuclear weapons, increasing the overall threat of nuclear terrorism and accidents.
Prolif Bad – Terrorism 

Nuclear deterrence fails and increases the risk of nuclear terrorism

Doyle 2009 [james, Abolishing Nuclear Weapons by George Perkovich and James M. Acton, editors, Adelphi Paper 396 © International Institute for Strategic Studies. Carnegie Endowment for international peace. Eyes on the Prize: A Strategy for Enhancing Global Security

In their essay, Perry, Shultz, Kissinger,  and Nunn assert that nuclear deterrence   is  “increasingly   hazardous   and  decreasingly   effective.”  In essence, they reject the prevailing belief within national security establish- ments that nuclear weapons still provide powerful security benefits in the evolving international  security environment.  Theirs is an unprecedented challenge to the existing nuclear order, and their arguments deserve serious analysis. In many ways, they are consistent with traditional critiques of the risks of nuclear deterrence. But they also go deeper to demonstrate  why nuclear deterrence is more unstable in the current environment than in the Cold War and why continued nuclear proliferation is likely to exacerbate rather than attenuate these instabilities, increasing the risks yet further. Nuclear deterrence is increasingly  hazardous because a large surplus of nuclear weapons and materials left over from the Cold War is, in some cases, not adequately secured. In addition, an entirely new threat in connection with these weapons and materials has emerged in the form of extremist groups that are willing to carry out catastrophic terrorist attacks. Several states that are acquiring  nuclear weapons  or increasing  existing arsenals  are located in conflict-prone  regions and have limited financial and technical resources to devote to nuclear security. Nuclear  deterrence  is  decreasingly  effective  because  the  conditions that enabled  mutual  deterrence  during  the Cold War have changed.  In today’s world, nuclear-armed states share disputed borders, have limited experience with nuclear weapon safety and security, and have vulnerable early warning and nuclear weapon control capabilities. Moreover, nuclear deterrence cannot effectively reduce the chance of nuclear terrorism. The more states acquire nuclear weapons for “deterrence,” the more they will also risk providing weapons and materials to terrorists who wish to carry out a nuclear attack. These realities refute the view held most notably by Kenneth Waltz that nuclear weapons provide concrete benefits for states and will have a stabilizing influence on the international system. The authors of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons do not give enough emphasis to the transformed nature of the security environment and the implications of that transformation  for traditional nuclear strategies. Strategic thought on nuclear  arms  evolved  within  a global  security  environment  that no longer exists. That security environment was defined by a single primary state adversary,  whose threat of nuclear attack against the United States and its allies could be successfully deterred by a reciprocal threat of nuclear retaliation. Today,  a terrorist  nuclear  attack  is thought  to be much  more  likely than an exchange of nuclear weapons with another state. The interest and efforts of terrorist networks to acquire nuclear weapons are well known, and their willingness to conduct a nuclear attack, if they possess the capa- bility, is not in doubt. The al-Qaeda terrorist network has not been deterred from committing  attacks against the United States, Great Britain, several other  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO)  countries,  Pakistan, and Israel. All of these states possess nuclear arms or are in alliance with nuclear powers. In early 2008, the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency director, Lt. Gen. Michael Maples, said in congressional testimony with National Intelligence Director Mike McConnell that al-Qaeda had regenerated at least some of its robust research and development  effort and was once again trying to develop or obtain chemical, biological, radiological, and even nuclear weapons to use against the United States and other enemies. This assess- ment was shared by Russian officials. That means that while nuclear weapons continue to offer some security benefits to their possessors, their existence  in the age of global terrorism  also creates a very real security liability for all states. Threats from a growing terrorist movement are undeterrable by exist- ing means. The key uncertainty in the new security  environment  is not whether the United States and its allies will be attacked by terrorists but whether the terrorists will acquire the means to move from conventional to nuclear explosives, thus making their inevitable attacks of strategic consequence. Here, the significant trends run in a negative direction. More nuclear weapons materials are being produced; more knowledge relevant to the construction  of a nuclear weapon is being dispersed; and terrorist organizations  are gaining  the capability  to mount  increasingly  sophisti- cated attacks involving larger numbers of militants.
Prolif Not Inevitable

Prolif is not inevitable – history proves when the U.S. gets its house in order, others follow

GII accessed 9 [Global Interdependence Initiative, http://www.gii-exchange.org/guide/terrorism/13E.shtml, Acc. Jul 31, 2009]cn
"...History shows that we can get results when we work with other nations to enforce and, when necessary, strengthen the international laws and standards that discourage the spread of deadly weapons. For example, international agreements have succeeded in limiting the spread of nuclear weapons to a handful of nations, and these agreements have encouraged several nations -- like Brazil and South Africa -- to give up their plans for developing such weapons. International cooperation on chemical weapons has led to the destruction of millions of tons of chemical agents. Thanks to another cooperative agreement, the U.S. is helping Russia do a better job of monitoring and securing its nuclear weapons and materials; this joint program has also provided 40,000 weapons scientists in the former Soviet Union with funding for peaceful research, so they don't have to go looking for work in places like North Korea and Iran. There's much more to do, and in some areas we're moving too slowly. But we can build on these successes to tackle today's weapons challenges, if we muster the political will to do so..." "...Many nations share our concern about the spread of deadly weapons, and history shows that we can get results when we work together to develop shared rules and enforcement mechanisms for dealing with this threat. Those rules and mechanisms can and should be strengthened, and the U.S. should play an important role in this process. But that's not all we can do. We should also support impartial international institutions, like the International Atomic Energy Agency, that go where individual nations can't go and exert pressure on behalf of the entire global community. Getting serious about prevention is critical too. We should play an active role in international diplomatic efforts to help resolve regional conflicts -- like the Israeli-Palestinian conflict -- that escalate tensions and create incentives for neighboring countries to develop deadly weapons. And we should increase our investment in proven, cooperative programs to help other countries do a better job of guarding their stockpiles of weapons and materials -- so terrorists aren't able to acquire or steal them. It's hard, expensive work, but when we use the full array of tools at our disposal, and share the burden with other nations, the odds are on our side. We can do it..." "...For just 1 percent of the current defense budget, we could secure all the nuclear bomb material in the world, taking it off the black market for good. Getting more serious about measures to prevent proliferation would be a smart investment in our own security..." "...Proliferation isn't just about "them" -- it's also about us. We can set a good example by significantly reducing the role of nuclear weapons in our own security policies. That would reduce the attractiveness and acceptability of these weapons in the eyes of other nations..."

Prolif isn’t inevitable – countries don’t need them, and persuasion to not prolif has been successful in the past

Roberts 9 [Brad, Ph.D., Institute for Defense Analyses, “Challenges to Military Operations in Support of U.S. Interests, Online, Acc. Jul 31, 2009]cn
Proliferation is not inevitable. Many states have had nuclear weapons ambitions but few have gone the distance.   Historical peak of nuclear weapon seekers:  20. Ratio of nonproliferation wins to losses in 1960s was 18 to 5. Ratio over last 20 years is 4 to 2:  South Africa, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine versus Pakistan and North Korea. Many states have accepted latency as an adequate substitute for actual weapons. Proliferation pressures erupt in waves. Drivers:  both primary and secondary.  Usually the primary drivers are localized within regions but sometimes secondary drivers are external. Nonproliferation successes include both rollback and the inhibition of “roll forward” by those with latent capabilities.

Prolif Bad – Prolif is Fast

Proliferation will be fast and unstable, cracking multilateral coping mechanisms

Roberts 99 [Brad, member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, "Viewpoint: Proliferation And Nonproliferation In The 1990s," The Nonproliferation Review, Fall, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/voI06/64/robert64.pdf, accessed 9/2/02]cn
But the standard answers don't really take us very far into this problem any more. To grasp the full stake requires a broader notion of stability-and an appreciation ofthe particular historical moment in which we find ourselves. It is an accident of history that the diffusion of dual-use capabilities is coterminous with the end of the Cold War. That diffusion means that we are moving irreversibly into an international system in which the wildfire-like spread of weapons is a real possibility. The end of the Cold War has brought with it great volatility in the relations of major and minor powers in the international system. What then is at stake? In response to some catalytic event, entire regions could rapidly cross the threshold from latent to extant weapons capability, and from covert to overt postures, a process that would be highly competitive and.iliky, and which likely would spill over wherever the divides among regions are not tidy. This would sorely test Ken Waltz's familiar old heresy that "more may be better"-indeed, even Waltz assumed proliferation would be stabilizing only if it is gradual, and warned against the rapid spread of weapons to multiple states. At the very least, this would fuel NBC terrorism, as a general proliferation ofNBC weapomy would likely erode the constraints that heretofore have inhibited states from sponsoring terrorist use of these capabilities. Given its global stature and media culture, America would be a likely target of some of these terrorist actions. What kind of catalytic event might cause such wildfire- like proliferation? The possibilities are not numerous and thus we should not be too pessimistic, although history usually surprises. One catalyst could be a major civil war in a large country in which NBC weapons are used. Another catalyst might be a crisis in which NBC weapons are used to call into question the credibility ofUS security guarantees. Such a crisis would have farreaching consequences, both within and beyond any particular region. If the threat ofthe use of such weapons is sufficient to dissuade the United States from reversing an act of aggression, or if their use is successful in defeating a US military operation, there would be hell to pay. How, for example, would Japan respond to a US decision not to seek to reverse NBC-backed aggression on the Korean peninsula? How might NATO partners respond to a collapse of US credibility in East Asia? This stake isn't just America's stake. Any country whose security depends to some extent on a regional or global order guaranteed by Washington has a stake in preventing such wildfire-like proliferation. This is truest of America's closest security partners, but it is true of the many small and medium-sized states that depend, to some degree, on collective mechanisms for their security. It seems reasonable to expect that many of these states would respond to a loss of US credibility and to the fear of greater regional instability by moving up the latency curve. If they were also to cross the threshold to weapons production, the international system would have a hard time coping. It seems likely that such proliferation would cause the collapse of nonproliferation and arms control mechanisms. This, in turn, would precipitate a broader crisis of confidence in the other institutions of multilateral political and economic activity that depend on some modicum of global stability and cooperation to function. The consequences could be very far-reaching. These international mechanisms and institutions have been a primary means of giving order to an anarchic international system.

Proliferation snowballs into unsafe fast proliferation

Wilcock 97 [Luke, "Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and the Efficacy of Deterrence," Interstate Online, Issue 50, Spring, http://users.aber.ac.uk/scty34/50/prolif.htm, accessed 8/3/02]cn
Coupled to the above is the prospect of a reduction in the freedom of action of the major powers, mainly the United States and Russia, and tied up with this is the question of how the deterrence relationship will develop between small and major nuclear powers. (fint11) The worry of proliferation pessimists is that additional nuclear states will increase the risks major powers will have to face in their efforts to intervene in and defuse conflict situations. The heightened probability that nuclear weapons will be present and of the potential for escalation to the nuclear level which will therefore exist, will, it is thought, significantly increase the costs of such intervention and hence be a deterrent to this. Furthermore, fearing a proliferated world, it is argued that non-nuclear states concerned for their security, especially as the deterrent umbrella provided by the United States and Russia recedes, will become locked into a global nuclear arms race where the urgency to acquire nuclear weapons takes precedent over safety.


Prolif Bad – **Utgoff** (1/2)

Prolif will escalate and ensure deterrence breaks down – the impact is preemptive nuclear wars around the globe

Utgoff 2 [Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, "Proliferation, Missile Defense, and American Ambitions," Survival, Summer, p. 87-90]cn
Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear­armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons failing into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.’ These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states ‘known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat. And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?” 

[Card continued on next page…]
Prolif Bad – **Utgoff** (2/2)

[…card continued from last page]
If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states. Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognize clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.’ Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it must be pursued vigorously. And, as argued above, a most powerful way to prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words, the world needs at least one state, preferably several, willing and able to play the role of sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear threats.

Prolif Bad – Accidents

Proliferation increases the risk of inadvertent escalation
McGwire 94 [Michael, Faculty of Social and Political Science at Cambridge, "Is There a Future for Nuclear Weapons?" International Affairs, 70, 2, p. 224-225]cn
Advocates of an LSN world claim that nuclear war would be prevented by the deterrent effect of mutually assured destruction. This assumes that war is always the outcome of rational decision-making and ignores the possibility of accidental or inadvertent war. Recent analysis of the command, control and communications (C3) systems ofUS and Soviet strategic forces during the Cold War argues that a significant probability of procedural and systems malfunctions (and hence mistaken activation of strike plans) was inherent in both systems. Inadvertent war can come about through misunderstanding and/or the momentum of events. The Cuban missile crisis is a classic example of this process, but access to the archives is revealing other incipient cases, the misreading of a NATO exercise in November 1983 being a good example. So far our luck has held, but it will be severely tested as_we move from a bipolar to a multipolar game, where the new players' nuclear C3 will be more prone to system errors, and each player's understanding of the others' thought processes will be even more rudimentary. And can we assume that the other players will all be as cautious as the Soviet Union, which saw the primary threat as inadvertent war, a danger that could be avoided but not prevented? Or are they more likely to emulate the United States, which believed that war could be prevented by the threat of escalation, and was prepared to up the ante in a crisis? The existence of two or more such players would sharply increase the future probability of inadvertent and accidental war.

Proliferation increases the risk of nuclear mishaps
Freedman 95 [Lawrence, Professor of War Studies at King's College, "Great Powers, Vital Interests and Nuclear Weapons," Survival, v36 n4, Winter, p. 37]cn
As nuclear arsenals spread, despite the non-proliferation regime, more parts of the world move beyond the effective influence of the former great powers, while, at the same time, the possibility of some dreadful nuclear mishap or deliberate employment increases. Given the uncertain distribution of the effects of any nuclear detonations, this prospect should encourage a broad view of vital interests. It argues not only for efforts to support the nonproliferation regime, but also, and as important, that the great powers should get involved before areas of conflict begin to acquire a nuclear dimension.

Prolif Bad – Causes Nuke War

Nuclear prolif is too dangerous – it leads to multiple scenarios for nuclear war

Totten 94 [Samuel, Associate Professor, College of Education, University of Arkansas, 1994, The Widening Circle of Genocide, p. 289]cn
There are numerous dangers inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons, including but not limited to the following: the possibility that a nation threatened by destruction in a conventional war may resort to the use of its nuclear weapons; the miscalculation of a threat of an attack and the subsequent use of nuclear weapons in order to stave off the suspected attack; a nuclear weapons accident due to carelessness or flawed technology (e.g., the accidental launching of a nuclear weapon); the use of such weapons by an unstable leader; the use of such weapons by renegade military personnel during a period of instability (personal, national or international); and, the theft (and/or development) and use of such weapons by terrorists. While it is unlikely (though not impossible) that terrorists would be able to design their own weapons, it is possible that they could do so with the assistance of a renegade government. 

Prolif causes war – it destroys good relations, prompts first strikes, and military doctrine ensures use

Quester 2k [George, Professor of Government and Politics at the University of Maryland, "The Unavoidable Importance ofNuclear Weapons," Alternative Nuclear Futures, ed. Baylis and O'Neil, p. 33]cn
The outside world, and the countries directly within a region, will have to be very nervous about the transition periods where countries are coming into the possession of such weapons, and can deploy only rudimentary delivery systems, thus tempting an adversary to strike first in a preventive war. If the impact of nuclear proliferation on the likelihood of war might thus be mixed, the impact on the destructiveness of war will most probably be horrendous, as millions are killed in short bursts of warfare, rather than thousands. The spread of nuclear weapons to any large number of separate countries increases the chances of their coming into use, simply because they are embedded in the military forces that are committed to conflict. and come to be treated as 'just another weapon but with potential1y horrible results where the targets are the cities of south Asia or the Middle East. And yet another possibility, of course, is that a relatively irrational or actually crazy ruler would come into command of one of these arsenals, someone indifferent to the nuclear or other retaliation that his country would suffer, someone thus capriciously launching a local nuclear holocaust. Turning to the burdens in peacetime of being prepared for war, the spread of nuclear weapons can also poison the political relations in pairs of countries. Consider the normal relations of Brazil and Argentina today, as compared with what those relations might have become if each had acquired a nuclear arsenal, amid all the calculations and discussions of what each could do to the other's cities.

