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Prolif 1NC (defense)

Proliferation is declining at a steady rate

Allison ’10 (American political scientist and professor at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard. He is renowned for his contribution in the late 1960s and early 1970s to the bureaucratic analysis of decision making, especially during times of crisis. Foreign Affairs, Graham – Harvard)
After listening to a compelling briefing for a proposal or even in summarizing an argument presented by himself, Secretary of State George Marshall was known to pause and ask, "But how could we be wrong?" In that spirit, it is important to examine the reasons why the nonproliferation regime might actually be more robust than it appears. Start with the bottom line. There are no more nuclear weapons states now than there were at the end of the Cold War. Since then, one undeclared and largely unrecognized nuclear weapons state, South Africa, eliminated its arsenal, and one new state, North Korea, emerged as the sole self-declared but unrecognized nuclear weapons state.  One hundred and eighty-four nations have forsworn the acquisition of nuclear weapons and signed the NPT. At least 13 countries began down the path to developing nuclear weapons with serious intent, and were technologically capable of completing the journey, but stopped short of the finish line: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, Iraq, Italy, Libya, Romania, South Korea, Sweden, Taiwan, and Yugoslavia. Four countries had nuclear weapons but eliminated them: South Africa completed six nuclear weapons in the 1980s and then, prior to the transfer of power to the postapartheid government, dismantled them. Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine together inherited more than 4,000 strategic nuclear weapons when the Soviet Union dissolved in December 1991. As a result of negotiated agreements among Russia, the United States, and each of these states, all of these weapons were returned to Russia for dismantlement. Ukraine's 1,640 strategic nuclear warheads were dismantled, and the highly enriched uranium was blended down to produce low-enriched uranium, which was sold to the United States to fuel its nuclear power plants. Few Americans are aware that, thanks to the Megatons to Megawatts Program, half of all the electricity produced by nuclear power plants in the United States over the past decade has been fueled by enriched uranium blended down from the cores of nuclear warheads originally designed to destroy American cities. Although they do not minimize the consequences of North Korea's or Iran's becoming a nuclear weapons state, those confident in the stability of the nuclear order are dubious about the prospects of a cascade of proliferation occurring in Asia, the Middle East, or elsewhere. In Japan, nuclear neuralgia has deep roots. The Japanese people suffered the consequences of the only two nuclear weapons ever exploded in war. Despite their differences, successive Japanese governments have remained confident in the U.S. nuclear umbrella and in the cornerstone of the United States' national security strategy in Asia, the U.S.-Japanese security alliance. The South Koreans fear a nuclear-armed North Korea, but they are even more fearful of life without the U.S. nuclear umbrella and U.S. troops on the peninsula. Taiwan is so penetrated and seduced by China that the terror of getting caught cheating makes it a poor candidate to go nuclear. And although rumors of the purchase by Myanmar (also called Burma) of a Yongbyon-style nuclear reactor from North Korea cannot be ignored, questions have arisen about whether the country would be able to successfully operate it.  In the Middle East, it is important to separate abstract aspirations from realistic plans. Few countries in the region have the scientific and technical infrastructure to support a nuclear weapons program. Saudi Arabia is a plausible buyer, although the United States would certainly make a vigorous effort to persuade it that it would be more secure under a U.S. nuclear umbrella than with its own arsenal. Egypt's determination to acquire nuclear weapons, meanwhile, is limited by its weak scientific and technical infrastructure, unless it were able to rent foreign expertise. And a Turkish nuclear bomb would not only jeopardize Turkey's role in NATO but also undercut whatever chances the country has for acceding to the EU.  Looking elsewhere, Brazil is now operating an enrichment facility but has signed the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which outlaws nuclear weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean, and has accepted robust legal constraints, including those of the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials. Other than South Africa, which retains the stockpile of 30 bombs' worth of highly enriched uranium that was once part of its nuclear program, it is difficult to identify other countries that might realistically become nuclear weapons states in the foreseeable future.   
Prolif 1NC (defense)

Any proliferation will be slow

Colin Gray, Professor of International Politics at the University of Hull, “To Confuse Ourselves: Nuclear Fallacies,” Alternative Nuclear Futures, ed. Baylis and O’Neil, 2000, p. 5-6

The numbers of nuclear-weapon, and nuclear-threshold, states, remain much lower than proliferation pessimists were predicting in the 1950s and 1960s. There is no question but that the pace of proliferation has been slow and at present shows no thoroughly convincing signs of a prospect for other than a distinctly steady acceleration. But, this trend, if that is what it is, of a deliberate pace in proliferation, is vulnerable to nuclear learning from any crisis, anywhere that seems to demonstrate a strategic necessity for nuclear arms. The trend that has produced only five NPT-’licensed’ nuclear-weapon states—which happen to be the Five Permanent Members of the UN Security Council—three unlicensed nuclear-weapon states (Israel, India, Pakistan), at least one near-nuclear-weapon threshold state (North Korea), and three would-be nuclear-weapon states (Iraq, Iran, Libya), is indeed impressive. Also it is impressive that, inter alia, Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, and Taiwan, have stepped back from active pursuit of the military nuclear option. More noteworthy still was the renunciation in 1990 of actual, as opposed to virtual, nuclear weapons by a South Africa whose internal and external security condition has been transformed by and large for the better, and by the distinctly insecure extra-Russian legatees of part of the erstwhile Soviet nuclear arsenal.

Wars don’t escalate – countries know the risk

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at the UNC-Chapel Hill, “The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 82

As this suggests, the belief in escalation may often be something of a myth. The Cuban missile crisis suggests that the major countries during the Cold War were remarkably good at carrying out—and working out— their various tangles and disagreements far below the level of major war. I think the trends with respect to major war are very favorable. However, since peace could be shattered by an appropriately fanatical, hyperskilled, and anachronistic leader who is willing and able to probe those parameters of restraint, it would be sensible to maintain vigilance. Still, as Robert Jervis has pointed out, “Hitlers are very rare.” It may be sensible to hedge against the danger, but that does not mean the danger is a very severe one.

No risk of miscalculation.  States won’t use nuclear weapons even in the prospect of defeat 

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 deter​rent strategies that emphasize the threat of massively destructive re​taliation, precisely the sort of threats made by the outgunned powers I examine. Simply put, once each adversary has nuclear forces that can​not 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 circum​stances, states cannot deliberately choose to launch such a strike know​ing the result would be retaliation in kind. The inhibitions against nu​clear 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 of the 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).”

Prolif 1NC (offense)

Proliferation deters large-scale regional war

David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 90-91

Although this school bases its claims upon the U.S-Soviet Cold War nuclear relationship, it admits of no basic exception to the imperatives of nuclear deterrence. Nothing within the school’s thesis is intrinsic solely to the super​power experience. The nuclear “balance of terror” is seen as far from fragile. Nuclear-armed adversaries, regardless of context, should behave toward each other like the superpowers during the Cold War’s “nuclear peace.” The reason for this near-absolute claim is the supposedly immutable quality of nuclear weapons: their presence is the key variable in any deterrent situation, because fear of their devastating consequences simply overwhelms the operation of all other factors.’Martin van Creveld alleges that “the leaders of medium and small powers alike tend to be extremely cautious with regard to the nuclear weapons they possess or with which they are faced—the proof being that, to date, in every region where these weapons have been introduced, large-scale interstate warfare has disappeared.” Shai Feldman submits that “it is no longer disputed that the undeclared nuclear capabilities of India and Pakistan have helped stabilize their relations in recent years. It is difficult to see how escalation of the conflict over Kashmir could have been avoided were it not for the two countries’ fear of nuclear escalation.” The spread of nuclear weap​ons technology is thus viewed by optimists as a positive development, so much so that some even advocate its selective abettance by current nuclear powers.’
Proliferation makes wars too deadly to fight, even if victory is certain

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 33-35

The presence of nuclear weapons makes war less likely. One may nevertheless oppose the spread of nuclear weapons on the ground that they would make war, however unlikely, unbearably intense should it occur. Nuclear weapons have not been fired in anger in a world in which more than one country has them. We have enjoyed half a century of nuclear peace, but we can never have a guarantee. We may be grateful for decades of nuclear peace and for the discouragement of conventional war among those who have nuclear weapons. Yet the fear is widespread that if they ever go off, we may all be dead. People as varied as the scholar Richard Smoke, the arms controller Paul Warnke, and the former defense secretary Harold Brown have all believed that if any nuclear weapons go off, many will. Although this seems the least likely of all the unlikely possibilities, it is not impossible. What makes it so unlikely is that, if a few warheads are fired, all of the countries involved will want to get out of the mess they are in. McNamara asked himself what fractions of the SoMcNamara asked himself what fractions of the Soviet Union's population and industry the United States should be able to destroy to deter it. This was the wrong question. States are not deterred because they expect to suffer a certain amount of damage but because they cannot know how much damage they will suffer. Near the dawn of the nuclear age, Bernard Brodie put the matter simplie "The prediction is more important than the fact." The prediction, that is, that attacking the vital interests of a country having nuclear weapons may bring the attacker untold losses. As Patrick Morgan later put it, "To attempt to compute the cost of a nuclear war is to miss the point. states are deterred by the prospect of suffering severe damage and by their inability to do much to limit it. Deterrence works because nuclear weapons enable one state to punish another state severely without first defeating it. "Victory," in Thomas Schelling's words, "is no longer a prerequisite for hurting the enemy.  Countries armed only with conventional weapons can hope that their military forces will be able to limit the damage an attacker can do ."among countries armed with strategic nuclear forces, the hope of avoiding heavy damage depends mainly on the attacker's restraint and little on one's own efforts. Those who compared expected deaths through strategic exchanges of nuclear warheads with casualties suffered by the Soviet Union in World War II overlooked the fundamental difference between conventional and nuclear worlds. 

Prolif 1NC (offense)

The impact is big. Millions of people die as a result of conventional wars and conventional arms races because there is no incentive to de-escalate conflict.

Disarmament and International Security, Background Guide, Fall, 1999, http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~ucbmun/materials/disecFall99.doc, accessed 1/7/03

Limitless and unrestricted, small arms and conventional weapons have lead to the death of more people and the squandering of more money than nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons combined and remain to have a much greater impact upon human population and world politics. Many experts believe that nuclear disarmament will never be realized until progress has been made toward general and complete disarmament. The theory is that countries develop nuclear weapons as protection against the conventional weapons of opposing states. Recent history and the Cold War serve as an example that nations are more likely to use their small arms and conventional weapons in aggressive acts than alternative forms of warfare. The build up of small arms and conventional weapons also spurs the tensions amongst neighboring nations even further. As nations increase their forces and the stockpiles of weapons, surrounding nations feel compelled to increase their own forces and weapons supplies. The arms race destroys the trust and diplomatic relationships between neighboring nations thus inhibiting international and interregional peace. A major concern with conventional weapons is with the use of those that have indiscriminate effects, which involves the use of land mines, booby traps, and other weapons in the process of being developed, such as blind laser weapons. In the end, these weapons harm more innocent civilians than members of an opposing army and their effects remain long after conflict resolution. The market for small arms and conventional weapons is immense and costly. Both the legal proliferation and black market proliferation of these weapons have created international tensions. Many believe that terrorism cannot be abated as long as their weapons of choice remain completely accessible on the world market. The greatest victim of small arms and conventional weapons are the underdeveloped and developing nations. Instead of spending money on economic and social incentives - such as education, welfare, medical treatment, treatment of water, the production of food, and the building of factories and a workforce - these nations purchase these weapons at high prices and maintain armies that are not proportionate to their country’s size. Despite the lack of progress, an obligation covering General and Complete Disarmament was included in Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It commits all parties to the treaty "to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." But in spite of this renewed pledge of the NPT parties, no negotiation on general disarmament is taking place today, and none is planned and 45 million people have died since the end of World War II at the expense of these weapons.

Prolif 1NC (offense)

History is on our side.  Nuclear weapons end the possibility of war

Tepperman 09 (Jonathan, Newsweek International's first Assistant Managing Editor, Tepperman was the Deputy Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs magazine, Newsweek, 8-28-09, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html)

A growing and compelling body of research suggests that nuclear weapons may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous, as Obama and most people assume. The bomb may actually make us safer. In this era of rogue states and transnational terrorists, that idea sounds so obviously wrongheaded that few politicians or policymakers are willing to entertain it. But that's a mistake. Knowing the truth about nukes would have a profound impact on government policy. Obama's idealistic campaign, so out of character for a pragmatic administration, may be unlikely to get far (past presidents have tried and failed). But it's not even clear he should make the effort. There are more important measures the U.S. government can and should take to make the real world safer, and these mustn't be ignored in the name of a dreamy ideal (a nuke-free planet) that's both unrealistic and possibly undesirable. The argument that nuclear weapons can be agents of peace as well as destruction rests on two deceptively simple observations. First, nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. Second, there's never been a nuclear, or even a nonnuclear, war between two states that possess them. Just stop for a second and think about that: it's hard to overstate how remarkable it is, especially given the singular viciousness of the 20th century. As Kenneth Waltz, the leading "nuclear optimist" and a professor emeritus of political science at UC Berkeley puts it, "We now have 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." To understand why—and why the next 64 years are likely to play out the same way—you need to start by recognizing that all states are rational on some basic level. Their leaders may be stupid, petty, venal, even evil, but they tend to do things only when they're pretty sure they can get away with them. Take war: a country will start a fight only when it's almost certain it can get what it wants at an acceptable price. Not even Hitler or Saddam waged wars they didn't think they could win. The problem historically has been that leaders often make the wrong gamble and underestimate the other side—and millions of innocents pay the price. Nuclear weapons change all that by making the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable. Suddenly, when both sides have the ability to turn the other to ashes with the push of a button—and everybody knows it—the basic math shifts. Even the craziest tin-pot dictator is forced to accept that war with a nuclear state is unwinnable and thus not worth the effort. As Waltz puts it, "Why fight if you can't win and might lose everything?" Why indeed? The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling, it's led to what's known as the nuclear peace: the virtually unprecedented stretch since the end of World War II in which all the world's major powers have avoided coming to blows. They did fight proxy wars, ranging from Korea to Vietnam to Angola to Latin America. But these never matched the furious destruction of full-on, great-power war (World War II alone was responsible for some 50 million to 70 million deaths). And since the end of the Cold War, such bloodshed has declined precipitously. Meanwhile, the nuclear powers have scrupulously avoided direct combat, and there's very good reason to think they always will. There have been some near misses, but a close look at these cases is fundamentally reassuring—because in each instance, very different leaders all came to the same safe conclusion.

***UNIQUENESS

Prolif will be slow

Proliferation will be slow

Kenneth Waltz, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, v1 n1, Winter/Spring 2000, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, accessed 8/11/02

It is now estimated that about twenty–five countries are in a position to make nuclear weapons rather quickly. Most countries that could have acquired nuclear military capability have refrained from doing so. Most countries do not need them. Consider Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa. Argentina and Brazil were in the process of moving toward nuclear military capability, and both decided against it–wisely I believe–because neither country needs nuclear weapons. South Africa had about half a dozen warheads and decided to destroy them. You have to have an adversary against whom you think you might have to threaten retaliation, but most countries are not in this position. Germany does not face any security threats–certainly not any in which a nuclear force would be relevant. I would expect the pattern of the past to be the same as the pattern in the future, in which one or two states per decade gradually develop nuclear weapons.

Nukes slow down the arms race
Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 29
First, possession of nuclear weapons may slow arms races down, rather than speed them up, a possibility considered later. Second for less developed countries to build nuclear arsenal requires a long lead time. Nuclear power and nuclear weapons programs require administrative and technical teams able to formulate and sustain programs of considerable cost that payoff only in the long run. The more unstable a government, the shorter becomes the attention span of its leaders. They have to deal with today's problems and hope for the best tomorrow. In countries where political control is most difficult to maintain , governments are least likely to initiate nuclear weapons . In such states, solders help to maintain leaders in power or try to overthrow them. For those purposes nuclear weapons are not useful. Soldiers who have political clout, or want it, are not interested in nuclear weapons. They are not scientists or technicians They  like  to  command  troops  and  squadrons.  Their intrests  are  in the military's traditional trappings.

No snowball

Chain reaction proliferation is a myth.  Arms races will be slow if they happen at all

Bruno Tertrais, senior research fellow for strategic studies at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, Washington Quarterly, Autumn, 2001
Beijing has a long historical record of developing strategic programs very slowly; the Chinese leadership may be wary of entering into a competition that it may perceive —whatever the reality—as having been lethal to the Soviet Union. Thus, for many reasons, China is likely to “jog” with rather than race with the United States. Finally, the Bush administration’s missile defense program is intended to intercept handfuls of incoming missiles, not hundreds. The extinction of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty would no more trigger a new arms race than it limited the Cold War’s arms race (if the ABM Treaty had closed the possibility of an offensive/defensive race, it channeled the superpowers’ competition toward the offensive side). These analyses produce a few conclusions. • Asian countries have not engaged in arms racing of the sort that existed during the Cold War, although the countries strategically compete among themselves. Claims of the existence of a “nuclear reaction chain” do reflect a reality. The links between the Chinese, Indian, and Pakistani nuclear programs, for instance, are historically well proven. Asian arms races, however, to the extent that they exist, are mostly slow processes fueled by political rivalries and of a qualitative rather than quantitative nature, especially as far as ballistic missiles are concerned. They qualify as Type-II arms racing rather than Type-I. As a former Pentagon official argued, “It is a bunch of loosely coupled arms races, and our past has been dominated by one very large arms race. … People need to stop living in the past.”15 • The conditions do not exist for a new arms race involving the United States, Russia, and China. Neither Russia nor China has the means or the will to race in the way that the Soviet Union and the United States did during the Cold War. Moscow and Beijing will only seek to maintain their current ability to strike the United States, not compete for the best missile or the highest number of warheads. • Some links do exist between Asian arms racing and global arms racing involving the five recognized nuclear powers. Notably, because “China’s nuclear identity is both global and Asian,” it stands at the juncture of Asian and global strategic dynamics. There is a logical abyss, however, between this idea and the belief that a mechanical process exists whereby an increase in the Pakistani nuclear weapons arsenal would automatically trigger a rise in the Indian one, instigating a Chinese decision to augment its own forces, and eventually leading Moscow to build up its own forces—or vice versa.

Slow proliferation doesn’t open the floodgates
Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 42-43

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

No snowball

No risk of arms races – nuclear weapons make force comparisons irrelevant

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 29-30

For three main rea​sons, new nuclear states are likely to decrease, rather than to increase, their military spending. First, nuclear weapons alter the dynamics of arms races. In a competition of two or more parties, it may be hard to say who is pushing and who is being pushed, who is leading and who is following. If one party seeks to increase its capabilities, it may seem that others must too. The dynamic may be built into the competition and may unfold despite a mutual wish to resist it. But need this be the case in a strategic competition among nuclear countries? It need not be if the conditions of competition make deterrent logic dominant. Deterrent logic dominates if the conditions of competition make it nearly impossible for any of the competing parties to achieve a first-strike capability. Early in the nuclear age, the impli​cations of deterrent strategy were clearly seen. “When dealing with the absolute weapon,” as William T. R. Fox put it, “arguments based on relative advantage lose their point.” The United States has sometimes designed its forces according to that logic. Donald A. Quarles, when he was President Eisenhower’s secretary of the Air Force, argued that “sufficiency of air power” is deter​mined by “the force required to accomplish the mission assigned.” Avoidance of total war then does not depend on the “relative strength of the two opposed forces.” In​stead, it depends on the “absolute power in the hands of each, and in the substantial invulnerability of this power to interdiction.” To repeat: If no state can launch a dis​arming attack with high confidence, force comparisons are irrelevant. Strategic arms races are then pointless. Deterrent strategies offer this great advantage: Within ‘wide ranges neither side need respond to increases in the other side’s military capabilities.

Prolif will be fast

Proliferation will be fast and unstable, cracking multilateral coping mechanisms

Brad Roberts, member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “Viewpoint: Proliferation And Nonproliferation In The 1990s,” The Nonproliferation Review, Fall, 1999, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol06/64/robert64.pdf, accessed 9/2/02

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 of the 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 risky, 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 of NBC weaponry 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 of US security guarantees. Such a crisis would have farreaching consequences, both within and beyond any particular region. If the threat of the 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

Luke Wilcock, "Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and the Efficacy of Deterrence," Interstate Online, Issue 50, 
Spring 1997, http://users.aber.ac.uk/scty34/50/prolif.htm, accessed 8/3/02

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. (ftnt11) 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. 

Yes Iran prolif

Iran invested too much for failure and nuclear weapons possible, US and rest of world must be prepared

George Perkovich, April 28, 2003 [George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 202-939-2305 George Perkovich Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2 https://carnegieendowment.org/files/Irannuclearchallenge1.pdf]

This is not to say that Iran is likely to completely abandon its acquisition of nuclear technology and know-how. Iran has invested too much pride, money and scientifictechnical talent in building its nascent nuclear infrastructure to abandon it completely. No state, even those that have halted clandestine nuclear weapon programs, has fired its nuclear scientific-technical establishment and shut down all its reactors. Nuclear establishments’ around the world are too politically and symbolically important for political leaders to close down entirely. In Iran, with its active and relatively open political process, the most tenable optimistic outcome would be a decision to focus the nuclear program on producing electricity in reactors at Bushehr while forgoing indigenous uranium enrichment and plutonium separation capabilities. Iran would reaffirm its commitment to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and agree not to build and operate uranium enrichment and/or plutonium separation facilities. Current fuel-cycle facilities under development would have to be dismantled or converted to unambiguously non-weapon related uses. In return, in the nuclear domain Iran would expect guarantees of foreign supplied low-enriched uranium fuel that would be returned upon its use to the supplier country. The international community would have to live with the remote possibility that Iran could break its commitments and divert spent-fuel from the Bushehr power reactor(s) into a crash bomb-making program. Again, it is too politically naive to expect Iran to give up in one swoop its nuclear bomb-making and power programs. The Bushehr reactor(s) are the political-psychological ground on which Iranian leaders can stand tall after walking away from bomb-making facilities. The “deal” sketched above is the best that can be obtained realistically. It will not be easy to achieve. This paper does not assume success for the strategy it recommends; rather it assumes that the consequences of Iran’s acquiring nuclear weapons are grave enough that American officials should try something new to alter Iranian leaders’ calculations. No country is more difficult for the U.S. to engage diplomatically than Iran. Still, we should not accept defeat until innovative diplomacy has been tried and failed and the Iranian side has been found completely wanting. Indeed, the approach recommended here would enhance U.S. security even if Iran does go ahead and acquire nuclear weapons. In that case, the U.S. and Iran’s neighbors would want to reduce the risk of nuclear crises and possible war by engaging Iran in establishing rules of the road to manage regional security relations. 
Iran build nuclear weapons to keep out greater powers

George Perkovich, April 28, 2003 [George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 202-939-2305 George Perkovich Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2 https://carnegieendowment.org/files/Irannuclearchallenge1.pdf]

To the extent that Iran’s actual nuclear decision-makers rigorously and knowledgably have analyzed their nuclear strategy options, they may have a clearer policy than can be detected from publicly available evidence. More likely, though, political leaders like Khamene’i and Rafsanjani see nuclear weapons as an almost magical source of national power and autonomy. These men are political clerics, not international strategists or technologists. They intuit that the bomb will keep all outside powers, including Israel and the U.S., from thinking they can dictate to Iran or invade it. Nuclear weapons capability also will demonstrate the brilliance and technical prowess of the great Persian civilization. In particular, Shia Iranians may feel that the bomb would demonstrate and reinsure their general superiority over their mostly Sunni Arab rivals. In summary, Iranian nationalists see nuclear weapons as an expression and guarantor of self-reliance, independence, regional standing and, at the global level, equality with other great civilizations and powers. 

Yes Iran prolif

Iran has the means for nuclear weapons, rest of world alarmed

The New York Times. 6/30/2010 [The New York Times, 6/30/2010, “Iran’s Nuclear Program”, http://www.nytimes.com/info/iran-nuclear-program/]

The I.A.E.A. report confirmed that Iran has enriched small quantities of uranium to 20 percent, but made no assessment of how close it might be to producing a nuclear weapon. It cited recently collected evidence that conveyed a picture of a concerted drive in Iran toward a weapons capability.  Following the agency's announcement, Russia said that it was "very alarmed" by Iran's unwillingness to cooperate with the I.A.E.A. And in late March, a Russian official disclosed that Russian and Chinese envoys had pressed Iran’s government to accept a United Nations plan on uranium enrichment during meetings in Tehran earlier in the month but that Iran had refused, leaving “less and less room for diplomatic maneuvering.”  In April, Mr. Obama announced a new nuclear strategy designed to ease fears in non-nuclear states that the United States might ever use atomic weapons against them. But Mr. Obama pointedly excluded countries like Iran and North Korea that have failed to live up to their obligations under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  But while the push for a higher level of enrichment has worried officials in Washington and Europe, the small scale of the effort has raised questions about how serious Iran is. Officials said the pilot plant could make perhaps three kilograms, or about seven pounds, of 20 percent fuel per month. At that rate, they added, making enough to power the research reactor in Tehran would take five to seven years. But the reactor has only months to go before it could run out of fuel, they estimated.  The experts said the leisurely enrichment pace suggested that Iran’s declared goal was disingenuous and that its real motive was simply to escalate its defiant brinkmanship and up the ante in global negotiations over its nuclear program. Moreover, the enriched material must be turned into reactor fuel rods — a process that many experts doubted Tehran could master.  The questions of Iran's sincerity was again raised by its announcement on May 17 of an agreement negotiated by Turkey and Brazil that could offer a short-term solution to its ongoing nuclear standoff with the West, or prove to be a tactic aimed at derailing efforts to bring new sanctions against Tehran.  The deal calls for Iran to ship 2,640 pounds of low enriched uranium to Turkey, where it would be stored. In exchange, after one year, Iran would have the right to receive about 265 pounds of material enriched to 20 percent from Russia and France.  The terms mirrored a deal with the West last October that had fallen apart when Iran backtracked, but by May 2010 the material to be shipped represented a far smaller portion of its enriched uranium.  The next day, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton announced that a deal had been struck with other major powers, including Russia and China, to impose new sanctions on Iran, a sharp repudiation of the agreement between Iran and Turkey.  The case for sanctions appeared to be bolstered by a May 31 report by international inspectors that declared that Iran has now produced a stockpile of nuclear fuel that experts say would be enough, with further enrichment, to make two nuclear weapons. The toughly worded report says that Iran has expanded work at one of its nuclear sites. It also describes, step by step, how inspectors have been denied access to a series of facilities, and how Iran has refused to answer inspectors' questions on a variety of activities.  The International Atomic Energy Agency reported that Iran has now produced over 5,300 pounds of low-enriched uranium, all of which would have to undergo further enrichment before it could be converted to bomb fuel.  The inspectors reported that Iran had expanded work at its sprawling Natanz site in the desert, where it is raising the level of uranium enrichment up to 20 percent - the level needed for the Tehran Research Reactor, which produces medical isotopes for cancer patients. But it is unclear why Iran is making that investment if it plans to obtain the fuel for the reactor from abroad, as it would under its new agreement with Turkey and Brazil.  Until recently, all of Iran's uranium had been enriched to only 4 percent, the level needed to run nuclear power reactors. While increasing that to 20 percent purity does not allow Iran to build a weapon, it gets the country closer to that goal. The inspectors reported that Iran had installed a second group of centrifuges - machines that spin incredibly fast to enrich, or purify, uranium for use in bombs or reactors - which could improve its production of the 20 percent fuel.   

Yes Iran prolif

Iran is developing nuclear weapons

Greg Bruno, 3/10/2010 [Greg Bruno, Staff Writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, “Iran’s Nuclear Program”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/16811/irans_nuclear_program.html]

International skepticism of Iranian intentions was first aroused in August 2002 when a London-based Iranian opposition group disclosed details about a secret heavy-water production plant at Arak, as well as the underground enrichment facility at Natanz. In May 2003, State Department spokesman Richard Boucher said the disclosure of Arak and Natanz raised serious questions about Iran's nuclear intentions. "We believe Iran's true intent is to develop the capability to produce fissile material for nuclear weapons," Boucher said, "using both the plutonium route (supported ultimately by a heavy-water research reactor) and the highly enriched uranium route (supported by a gas centrifuge enrichment plant)." These revelations, coupled with subsequent admissions from Iran that it has concealed aspects of its program, prompted the IAEA to intensify inspections. "Iran has not cooperated with the Agency in connection with the remaining issues ... which need to be clarified in order to exclude the possibility of there being military dimensions to Iran´s nuclear program." -- IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei While international inspectors have never found concrete evidence linking Iran's nuclear program to weapons development, Iran's concealment of its program--like the partially constructed enrichment facility near Qom, which Western officials say was under construction for years before Iran's disclosure in the fall of 2009--has fed concerns. In a June 2003 report (PDF), IAEA inspectors concluded that Iran had failed to meet obligations under its Safeguards Agreement signed in 1974. Failures included withholding construction and design details of new facilities, and not reporting processed and imported uranium. Some undeclared shipments dated to 1991, the IAEA said. International pressure following the revelations led Iran to temporarily cease its enrichment-related activities, and in late 2003 Tehran signed an Additional Protocol allowing the atomic agency greater access to nuclear sites. Negotiations with members of the European Union quickly followed (PDF). But on August 8, 2005, Iran announced it was resuming uranium conversion at Isfahan. By early 2006, IAEA inspectors confirmed that Iran had once again resumed its enrichment program. Today Iran operates thousands of IR-1 centrifuges-the majority at Natanz-though the total number of operational devices is unclear. [An August 2009 IAEA report found that 8,308 centrifuges were either enriching uranium or installed at the facility]. Construction of a commercial-scale facility at Natanz, which will house over fifty thousand centrifuges, is also under way. Under the terms of the NPT, signatories have the "inalienable right" to produce fuel for civilian energy production, either by enriching uranium or separating plutonium. But the United States and other Western governments accuse Iran of failing to abide by NPT safeguards, and of pursuing technology to produce nuclear weapons. Paul K. Kerr of the Congressional Research Service wrote in a August 2009 report (PDF) that the principal proliferation concern is "Tehran's construction of a gas-centrifuge-based uranium-enrichment facility " at Natanz. Experts say enrichment of uranium hexafluoride gas is of particular concern, because producing weapons-grade fuel (HEU) is considered the most difficult aspect of the nuclear fuel cycle. Kerr also counts Iran's construction of a heavy-water reactor at Arak--which contains plutonium in its spent fuel--as another proliferation concern. Albright, of ISIS, says Iranian enrichment capabilities are improving, a troubling development given Iran's continued refusal to answer IAEA questions about past activities. In February 2008, the IAEA presented Iran with intelligence collected by the United States that U.S. officials say proves Tehran worked to develop nuclear weapons in the recent past. The intelligence is believed to have been smuggled out of Iran on a laptop computer in 2004 and handed over to the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The data included (PDF) alleged evidence of the so-called Green Salt project, a secret uranium-processing program; high-explosives testing; and design of a reentry vehicle "which could have a military nuclear dimension," the IAEA says. Iranian officials claim the data is fake. But the November 2007 U.S. National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) concluded that while Iran likely halted its weapons program in fall 2003, "Tehran at a minimum is keeping open the option to develop nuclear weapons" in the future. IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei, speaking in September 2009, said Iran continues to be uncooperative on many fronts, making it impossible to determine Tehran's intent. "Iran has not cooperated with the Agency in connection with the remaining issues," he said, "which need to be clarified in order to exclude the possibility of there being military dimensions to Iran´s nuclear program."  
No Iran prolif

US and other countries slow Iran’s nuclear weapon development, limiting proliferation

George Perkovich, April 28, 2003 [George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 202-939-2305 George Perkovich Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2 https://carnegieendowment.org/files/Irannuclearchallenge1.pdf]

For more than a decade American officials in Congress and successive administrations have fixated on the threat of Iran’s acquiring nuclear weapons. The U.S. has pressed China, Russia and others to cut off supply of vital technology, materiel and know-how to Iran. This supply-side nonproliferation strategy has achieved some successes. It still could slow Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapon capabilities. Supply side constriction should continue. This should include efforts to interdict overtly or covertly transfers of equipment and know-how to Iran that would directly augment its nuclear weapon production capability. Indeed, Iran’s acquisition of uranium enrichment capabilities, and possibly plutonium separation capabilities, should prompt major reforms in the international nonproliferation regime. Gaping loopholes in this regime make it permissible for Iran (and other states) to acquire capabilities that reasonable people must conclude are likely to be used to build nuclear weapons. (I hope to discuss possible supply-side reforms in a companion paper to this one). 

Yes South Asian arms race

Pakistan and China seek nuclear weapons

Charles R. Smith, 10/10/2009 [Charles R. Smith, staff writer, 10/10/2009, “Nuclear Arms Race in Asia”, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/10/9/184336.shtml]
Rivals Pakistan and India have launched a new series of missile tests, increasing the threat of war between the two nuclear-armed South Asian neighbors. India said it conducted two tests last week of its short-range "Akash" surface-to-air missile without fanfare. Indian Defense Minister George Fernandes defended the missile tests, blaming China for the growing tension between India and Pakistan. "China is not only economically stronger, but has conducted nuclear tests much before us. They are also well armed. Pakistan's arrogance is because of China's backing," stated Fernandes. "To tackle the situation today we must have the same strength that our neighbors have," noted Fernandes, referring to the military might of China. Both India and Pakistan have over 1 million soldiers deployed along their tense border and each nation is armed with dozens of nuclear-tipped missiles. The Asian nations have fought two major wars and are currently locked in a dispute over the contested Kashmir region. 
Yes terrorist acquisition

Terrorist groups have opportunity to obtain nuclear materials

Jon B. Wolfsthal, February 2005 [Jon B. Wolfsthal, Deputy Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the co-author of Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security, February 2005, “The Next Nuclear Wave” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60452/jon-b-wolfsthal/the-next-nuclear-wave?page=show]
But nuclear weapons do not grow on trees, and terrorist groups cannot at the moment produce highly enriched uranium or plutonium--the key ingredients in a nuclear device--which can come only from the existing military or civilian stocks of nations. The bad news, as Allison lays out in great detail, is that the world is losing the race to secure its nuclear material. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has documented close to two dozen cases of nuclear smuggling, raising the terrifying question of what might have gone unnoticed. Although some of his examples are less substantiated than others, Allison provides ample evidence that terrorists have opportunity to buy or steal either a nuclear device or the material to build one. Interspersed with graphic images of recent terrorist attacks in Russia, reports of such opportunities do more than enough to communicate the gravity of the threat. 
Russia’s nuclear weapons at a risk 

Bruce G. Blair, 10/1/2001 [Bruce G. Blair, CDI president, 10/1/2001, “What Happens if Terrorist go Nuclear?” http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/nuclear.cfm]

A primary source of diverted weapons or material could be Russia. No Russian bombs have been officially reported missing, and Russian authorities maintain that no nuclear material has been lost. Rather, the outstanding question is whether a bomb, or fissile material in sufficient quantity to make one, has disappeared without Moscow's knowledge. While few outside observers dispute this, none are privy to the raw data that could validate or refute the Russian claim. One concern long has been the allegations voiced by the former Secretary of Russia's Security Council, Gen. Alexander Lebed. After conducting an exhaustive inventory of Russian nuclear weapons in the 1990s, he found that 84 "suitcase" nuclear bombs had vanished from the Russian arsenal. The prevailing judgment among Western experts is that Russia may have lost track of the paper trail for any number of bombs, but that the bombs themselves probably have been dismantled or tucked away in storage, rather than having been stolen. The infamous Russian accounting system using hand receipts stored in shoe boxes provides ample grist for this theory. While there is no reason to doubt the sincerity of the Russian military and civilian leaders who have shouldered the custodial duties for Russian nuclear weapons, it is nonetheless possible that Russian nuclear security has been compromised from the inside without detection. As noted, such a bomb could be transported to the United States inside one of the countless containers arriving at American ports every day. This avenue seems especially easy to arrange by bin Laden's al Qaeda network, which has extensive business connections around the world. Such a container could accommodate a good-sized atomic bomb, which could be detonated in a harbor. Or it could be unloaded and carted off in a small truck or van to any destination in the lower 48 states. Indeed, once unloaded from a ship, one of Russia's 'missing' suitcase bombs, which are thought to weigh some 60 pounds and measure the size of a small refrigerator, practically could be carried as a back-pack by a strong person. Disconcertingly, it is conceivable that Russia may have built even smaller bombs, comparable to the truly attaché-class atomic bomb secretly built by the United States in the late 1970s. This U.S. bomb design was so compact and lightweight that it could have been covertly transported as innocent hand-luggage by any reasonably strong individual. In fact, a replica — with proxy nuclear material and conventional explosives in place of the real stuff — was disguised as a briefcase, and actually hand-carried on commercial airline flights from California to Washington in the early 1980s. 
***PROLIF GOOD

Prolif good – prevents war

Proliferation prevents miscalculations of damage which empirically causes the bloodiest wars

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 6-7

Certainty about the relative strength of adversaries also makes war less likely. From the late nineteenth cen​tury onward, the speed of technological innovation in​creased the difficulty of estimating relative strengths and predicting the course of campaigns. Since World War II, technological advance has been even faster, but short of a ballistic missile defense breakthrough, this has not mat​tered. It did not disturb the American-Soviet military equilibrium, because one side’s missiles were not made obsolete by improvements in the other side’s missiles. In 1906, the British Dreadnought, with the greater range and firepower of its guns, made older battleships obso​lete. This does not happen to missiles. As Bernard Bro​die put it, “Weapons that do not have to fight their like do not become useless because of the advent of newer and superior types.” They may have to survive their like, but that is a much simpler problem to solve. Many wars might have been avoided had their out​comes been foreseen. “To be sure,” George Simmel wrote, “the most effective presupposition for preventing strug​gle, the exact knowledge of the comparative strength of the two parties, is very often only to be obtained by the actual fighting out of the conflict.” Miscalculation causes wars. One side expects victory at an affordable price, while the other side hopes to avoid defeat. Here the dif​ferences between conventional and nuclear worlds are fundamental. In the former, states are too often tempted to act on advantages that are wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated. In 1914, neither Germany nor France tried very hard to avoid a general war. Both hoped for victory even though they believed the oppos​ing coalitions to be quite evenly matched. 

In the nuclear age the question of war outcome is clear cut and compels powers not to got to war 

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 7
Uncertainty about outcomes does not work decisively against the fighting of wars in conventional worlds. Countries armed with conventional weapons go to war knowing that even in defeat their suffering will be limited. Calculations about nuclear war are differently made. A nuclear world calls for a different kind of reasoning. If countries armed with nuclear weapons go to war, they do so knowing that their suffering may be unlimited. Of course, it also may not be, but that is not the 'kind of uncertainty that encourages anyone to use force. In a conventional world, one is uncertain about winning ", or losing. In a nuclear world, one is uncertain about surviving or being annihilated If force is used, and not kept within limits, catastrophe will result. That prediction is easy to make because it does not require close estimates of opposing forces. The number of one's cities that can be severely damaged is equal to the number of strategic warheads an adversary can deliver. Variations of number mean little within wide ranges. The expected effect of the deterrent achieves an easy clarity because wide margins of error in estimates of the damage one may suffer do not matter. Do we expect to lose one city or two, two cities or ten? When these are the pertinent questions, we stop thinking about running risks and start worrying about how to avoid them. In a conventional world, , deterrent threats are ineffective because the damage threatened is distant, limited, and problematic. Nuclear weapons make military miscalculation difficult and politically pertinent prediction easy.

Prolif good – prevents war

Proliferation makes states too afraid of escalation to risk tension

Peter Lavoy, Assistant Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Security Studies, Summer, 1995, p. 707

Also in 1963, Richard Rosecrance claimed that fears about the strate​gic consequences of nuclear proliferation were exaggerated: “The nth country ‘problem’ may not turn out to be a major ‘problem’.” At the close of the decade, Rosecrance identified what be considered might become another salutary feature of nuclear proliferation: “If each threat of minor war makes the two greatest states redouble their efforts in tandem to prevent major war, it is even conceivable that nuclear dispersion could have a net beneficial impact. Several years later Robert Sandoval advanced what he called a “porcupine theory” of nu​clear proliferation. According to this view, states with even modest nuclear capabilities would “walk like a porcupine through the forests of international affairs: no threat to its neighbors, too prickly for predators to swallow.”

Proliferation reduces incentives for expansion

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 4
Third, the question demands an affirmative answer all the more insistently since the deterrent deployment of nuclear weapons contributes more to a country’s security than does conquest of territory. A country with a deterrent strategy does not need the extent of territory required by a country relying on conventional defense. A deterrent strategy makes it unnecessary for a country to fight for the stakes of increasing its security, and this removes a major cause for war.

Nuclear weapons promote peace – especially with new nuclear states

Richard Betts, Professor and the Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia, “Universal Deterrence or Conceptual Collapse? Liberal Pessimism and Utopian Realism,” The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation, U.S. Interests, and World Order, ed. Utgoff, 2000, p. 63-64

Liberal pessimism requires little exposition, since its logic strikes most Westerners as self-evident. Utopian realism argues, in contrast, that we should learn from the long peace between the superpowers during the Cold War that nuclear weapons have been good for children and other living things. They stabilized international relations by enforcing caution, making the danger of attacking another nuclear power so obvious that none dared take a chance on challenging the status quo by force. This argument must be taken seriously, at least by anyone who believes that the mutual deterrence relationship between the United States and Soviet Union during the Cold War was stable and reduced their willingness to risk war, or who believes that the prospect of mutual assured destruction rendered all the elaborate schemes for counterforce targeting fanciful and made the piling up of tens of thousands of weapons superfluous. As Waltz says, “Miscalculation causes wars. One side ex​pects victory at an affordable price, while the other side hopes to avoid defeat. Here the differences between conventional and nuclear worlds are fundamental. In the former, states are too often tempted to act on advan​tages that are wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated.” He also argues that the reasons that nuclear deterrence kept the Cold War from turning hot will be even more applicable and evident in the post-Cold War world: Nuclear weapons restore the clarity and simplicity lost as bipolar situations are replaced by multipolar ones. Deterrent strategies offer this great advantage: Within wide ranges neither side need respond to increases in the other side’s military capabilities. This should be easier for lesser nuclear states to understand than it was for the United States and the Soviet Union. Because most of them are economi​cally hard-pressed, they will not want to have more than enough... States can safely shrink their borders because defense in depth becomes irrelevant.. The problem of stretching a deterrent [to cover allies], which agitated the western alliance, is not a problem for lesser nuclear states. Their problem is not to protect others but to protect themselves. . . . Weak states easily estab​lish their credibility.

Prolif good – prevents war

Nuclear weapons discourage states to going to war

Kenneth M. Waltz, 4/7/2010 [Kenneth M. Waltz, Professor of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley, 4/7/2010, “Nuclear Myths and Political Realities” The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3 (Sep., 1990), pp. 731-745]

Nuclear weapons dissuade states from going to war more surely than conventional weapons do. In a conventional world, states going to war can at once believe that they may win and that, should they lose, the price of defeat will be bearable. World Wars I and II called the latter belief into question before atomic bombs were ever dropped. If the United States and the Soviet Union were now armed only with conventional weapons, the lesson of those wars would be strongly remembered-especially by Russia, since she has suffered more in war than we have. If the atom had never been split, the United States and the Soviet Union would still have much to fear from each other. The stark opposition of countries of continental size armed with ever-more-destructive conventional weapons would strongly constrain them. Yet in a conventional world even forceful and tragic lessons have proved to be exceedingly difficult for states to learn. Recurrently in modern history one great power or another has looked as though it might become dangerously strong (Louis XIV's and Napolean's France, Wilhelm II's and Hitler's Ger-many). Each time, an opposing coalition formed, if belatedly, and turned the expansive state back. The lesson would seem to be clear: in international politics, success leads to failure. The excessive ac-cumulation of power by one state or coalition of states elicits the opposition of others. The leaders of expansionist states have nevertheless been able to persuade themselves that skillful diplomacy and clever strategy might enable them to transcend the normal processes of balance-of-power politics. The Schlieffen Plan, for example, seemed to offer a strategy that would enable Germany to engage enemies on two fronts, serially: Germany would defeat France before Russia could mobilize fully and move westward in force. Later, Hitler, while denouncing the "boobs" of Wilhelmine Germany for getting themselves into a war on two fronts, reenacted their errors. How can we perpetuate peace without solving the problem of war? This is the question that states with nuclear weapons must constantly answer. Nuclear states continue to compete militarily. With each state tending to its security interests as best it can, war is constantly possible. Although the possibility of war remains, nuclear weapons have drastically reduced the probability of its being fought by the states that have them. Wars that might bring nuclear weapons into play have become extraordinarily hard to start. Over the centuries great powers have fought more wars, and lesser states have fought fewer: the frequency of war has correlated less closely with the attributes of states than with their international standing. Yet because of a profound change in military technology, waging war has more and more become the privilege of poor and weak states. Nuclear weapons have reversed the fates of strong and weak states. Never since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, which conventionally marks the beginning of modern history, have great powers enjoyed a longer period of peace than we have known since the Second World War. One can scarcely believe that the presence of nuclear weapons does not greatly help to explain this happy condition.
Prolif good – empirics

Mutually Assured destruction is empirically proven to keep peace.

Tepperman 09( Jonathan Tepperman was named Newsweek International's first Assistant Managing Editor (now Deputy Editor) in January 2007. In that role he supervises all of Newsweek International's coverage of Europe, the Middle East and Africa, Tepperman was the Deputy Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs magazine and wrote frequently on international affairs, politics, and books for a wide range of publications including Newsweek, The New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, The New Republic, and others., http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html)

Take the mother of all nuclear standoffs: the Cuban missile crisis. For 13 days in October 1962, the United States and the Soviet Union each threatened the other with destruction. But both countries soon stepped back from the brink when they recognized that a war would have meant curtains for everyone. As important as the fact that they did is the reason why: Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev's aide Fyodor Burlatsky said later on, "It is impossible to win a nuclear war, and both sides realized that, maybe for the first time." The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and coauthor of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders in each country did what they had to do to avoid it.

Prolif good – moderates behavior

Proliferation makes states less aggressive and curbs reckless foreign policy

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 11-12

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 Libya, 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 Libya 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 weaker ones.

Nuclear weapons de-escalate tension even for bitter rivals and neighbors

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 11

In what ways may the actions and interactions of new nuclear states differ from those of old nuclear pow​ers? First, new nuclear states may come in hostile pairs and share a common border. Where states are bitter enemies one may fear that they will be unable to resist using their nuclear weapons against each other. This is a worry about the future that the past does not disclose. The Soviet Union and the United States, and the Soviet Union and China, were hostile enough; and the latter pair shared a long border. Nuclear weapons caused China and the Soviet Union to deal cautiously with each other. But bitterness among some potential nuclear states, so it is said, exceeds that felt by the old ones. Playing down the bitterness sometimes felt by the United States, the Soviet Union, and China requires a creative reading of history. Moreover, those who believe that bitterness causes wars assume a close association that is seldom found between bitterness among nations and their willingness to run high risks.

Deterrence creates peace regardless of defenses

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 3
How can one state dissuade another state from attacking? In either or in some combination of two ways. One way to counter intended attack is to build fortifications and to muster forces that look forbiddingly strong. To build defenses so patently strong that no one wil1 try, to destroy or overcome them would. make international life perfectly tranquil. I call this the defensive idea. The other way to counter an intended attack is to build retaliatory forces able to threaten unacceptable punishment upon a would-be aggressor. To deter literally means to stop people from doing something by frightening them. In contrast to dissuasion by defense. Dissuasion by-deterrence operates by frightening a state out of attacking, not because of the difficulty of launching an attack and carrying it home, but because the expected reaction of the opponent may result in one's own severe punishment. Defense and deterrence are often confused. One used to hear statements like this: "A strong defense in Europe will deter a Soviet attack." What was meant was that a strong defense would dissuade the Soviet Union from attacking. Deterrence is achieved not through the ability to defend but through the ability to punish. Purely deterrent forces provide no defense. The message of the strategy is this: "Although we are defenseless, if you attack we may punish you to an extent that more than cancels your gains." Secondstrike nuclear' forces serve that kind of strategy. Purely defensive forces provide no deterrence. They offer no means of punishment. The message of the strategy is this: "Although we cannot strike back at you, you will find our defenses so difficult to overcome that you will dash yourself to pieces against them." The Maginot Line Was to serve that kind of  strategy. 

Prolif good – extended deterrence

Proliferation frees the US from extended deterrence, preventing global escalation

Christopher Layne, fellow of the Center For Science and International Affairs at Harvard, “Minimal Realism in East Asia,” The National Interest, Spring, 1996, p. 72-73

This is doubly true when the potential aggres​sor is a nuclear power because, as Charles de Gaulle reasoned well, rational states will not risk suicide to save their allies. For both pro​tector and protected, extended nuclear deter​rence raises constant and ultimately insoluble dilemmas of credibility and reassurance. The conditions that contributed to suc​cessful extended nuclear deterrence in Cold War Europe do not exist in post-Cold War East Asia. Unlike the situation that prevailed in Europe between 1948 and 1990—which was fundamentally stable and static—East Asia is a volatile region in which all the major players— Japan, China, Korea, Russia, Vietnam—are candidates to become involved in large-scale war. There is no clear and inviolable status quo. The lines of demarcation between spheres of influence are already blurred and may well become more so as Chinese and Japanese influence expand simultaneously, increasing the number and unpredictability of regional rivalries. The status of Taiwan, ten​sion along the 38th Parallel in Korea, conflict​ing claims to ownership of the Spratly Islands, and the Sino-Japanese territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islands are only a few of the flash-points that could ignite a great power war in East Asia. Washington will clearly exercise far less control over the policies of East Asian powers than it exercised over Americas European allies during the Cold War. Hence, the risk of being chain-ganged into a nuclear conflict are much higher for the United States in post-Cold War East Asia if it maintains or extends nuclear guarantees to any of the region’s major states. Even more important, post-Cold War East Asia simply does not have the same degree of strategic importance to the United States as did Europe during the Cold War. Would the United States risk a nuclear con​frontation to defend Taiwan, the Spratlys, or Senkaku? Knowing that they would not con​stitute the same kind of threat to U.S. interests that the Soviet Union did, future revisionist East Asian powers would probably be more willing to discount America’s credibility and test its resolve. The presence of American forces in the region may indeed have the perverse effect of failing to preserve peace while simultaneously ensuring the United States would be drawn automatically into a future East Asian war. They could constitute the wrong sort of tripwire, tripping us rather than deterring them. Notwithstanding current con​ventional wisdom, the United States should encourage East Asian states—including Japan—to resolve their own security dilem​mas, even if it means acquiring great power, including nuclear, military capabilities. Reconfiguring American security policies anywhere in the world in ways that, in effect, encourage nuclear proliferation is widely seen as irresponsible and risky. This is not neces​sarily the case. Nuclear proliferation and extended deterrence are generally believed to be flip sides of the same coin, in the sense that providing the latter is seen to discourage the former. Nearly all maximalists are simultane​ously proliferation pessimists (believing that any proliferation will have negative security implications) and extended nuclear deterrence optimists (believing that extended nuclear deterrence “works”). But this formulation comes apart from both ends in East Asia: Potential nuclear powers in the region are unlikely to act irresponsibly and, as suggested above, the U.S. nuclear umbrella is of uncer​tain credibility in post-Cold War circum​stances in which the Soviet Union no longer exists and strains in the U.S.-Japanese rela​tionship are manifest. Even selective proliferation by stable, non-rogue states admittedly raises important political, strategic, organizational, and doctri​nal issues. But so does relying on America’s nuclear extended deterrence strategy in changed circumstances. The need at hand is to weigh the dangers imbedded in an extended deterrence strategy against those posed by the possibility of nuclear proliferation, and here the Japanese case provides the most important and sobering illustration.

Prolif good – forces negotiation

Nuclear proliferation inhibits miscalculation, preventing conventional war and forcing negotiation

Avery Goldstein, Department of Political Science University of Pennsylvania, 2000, Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century, p. 283

A related reason for tempered optimism about the consequences of continued slow growth in the number of nuclear weapons states is its likely effect on diplomacy in disputes that threaten the status quo. Among nuclear states, the difficulties of relying on the indirect or direct use of force to alter the status quo constrains leaders to work harder to discover political rather than military resolutions to such disputes. Although force and diplomacy have long been recognized as alternative means for achieving foreign policy goals, the nuclear revolution fundamentally alters expectations about the feasibility of the military option.  Geoffrey Blainey has argued that war results when states are unable to reach negotiated resolutions of their disputes because they disagree about their relative power and because both sides are optimistic that they can improve their bargaining position by fighting a war to demonstrate their strength.  Nuclear capabilities makes such demon​strations unnecessary and optimism difficult. Once adversaries possess a survivable retaliatory capability, comparisons of nuclear forces are irrelevant within wide margins and even comparisons of conventional capabilities must be heavily discounted inasmuch as a disadvantaged party can exploit the risk of escalation to the top rung on the ladder of military force. Although diplomacy may yet fail, the ever-present pos​sibility of nearly instantaneous catastrophe in a war against a nuclear adversary about whose behavior one cannot be absolutely certain pro​vides historically unprecedented incentives for negotiators to discover a way to avoid risking national survival. Distasteful diplomatic com promises that would have been rejected in favor of war in the prenuclear era (when catastrophe was merely a long-term possibility, often hard to envision, and whose arrival could be prevented through either military action or renewed negotiations) appear today as the lesser evil when the alternative requires accepting even the small possibility of triggering a series of events that at any moment could result in prompt national disaster.

Prolif good – conventional war is bad

Conventional war is devastating

John Tower, Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee, FNS, January 25, 1989
SEN. TOWER: Well, of course we've been discussing this for a long time, that if ultimately the outcome is to make the world safe for conventional warfare we've gone back to square one. I submit that a man who died in the Alamo with a musket ball in his chest is just as dead as somebody that died in nuclear explosion. And, too, we have seen how seen how devasting conventional war is. Anybody who has any memory of Europe -- I was in the occupation of Japan in 1945, and I can tell you, if that's what conventional warfare can do with much less sophisticated conventional weapons than we have now, we don't want that either. War is a detestable way for men and nations to resolve their differences. No war is good.

Conventional war is devastating

David Dewitt, Professor of Political Science at York University, and Brian Bow, graduate student in Political Science at the CISS, “Proliferation Management in South-east Asia,” Survival, v38 n3, Autum, 1996, p. 70

Evidence concerning the effectiveness of regional proliferation management is inconclusive. This is a significant problem given the ease with which new and sophisticated arms are transferred to and absorbed by a growing number of countries outside the traditional Cold War East—West strategic axis. While the major powers tend to focus on weapons of mass destruction or highly sophisticated precision and long-range systems, the role of more basic weapons — given the recent events in the Great Lakes region of Africa and former Yugoslavia — can still be important. In South-east Asia this should be a warning to those who too readily assume either that only new and sophisticated weapons are provocative or that declarations of benign intent are the equivalent of enforced guarantees. As many of the region’s militaries transform themselves from primarily defensive, nation-building and state security forces to militaries with more extensive force-projection capabilities, more credible forms of assurance are required. The 1978 Treaty of Amity and Cooperation is certainly an important regional contribution to these efforts, although there is little evidence as yet that it will be used as a platform from which proliferation-management instruments could be introduced, nor is there any consensus that this would necessarily be the best way to approach the challenge.

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 8/11/02

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.

Prolif good – stable 2nd strike

New nuclear states will develop 2nd strike forces

David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 103-104

Both optimists and pessimists agree that secure retaliatory capabilities are a sine qua non for stable deterrence but differ over whether new nuclear powers will be able to acquire such capabilities. For optimists, the problems involved in creating situations of mutual deterrence—once the hurdles of fabricating simple fission weapons are overcome—are not beyond the organizational, technological, and economic capabilities of many states, especially since only a handful of weapons is all that is necessary for deterrence to be in force. Proliferators can be expected to field secure second-strike forces given the obvious incentives to protect expensive military investments and the difficul​ties an enemy faces in executing a successful first strike.

Deterrent forces must have second strike capability and be able to control their weapons

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 20
To be effective, deterrent forces, whether big or small ones, must meet these requirements. First, at least a part of a state's nuclear forces must appear to be able to Survive an attack and launch one of its own. Second, survival of forces must not require early firing in response to what may be false alarms. Third, command and control must be reliably maintained; weapons must not be susceptible to accidental or unauthorized use.

Second-strike deterrence requires a very small arsenal

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 108-109

Can weak and poor states manage to deploy second-strike forces? The answer is “yes,” quite easily. This answer con​tradicts Sagan’s, and many others’, belief that second-strike forces are difficult to build and deploy. Decades of American military worries feed this view. But as Bernard Brodie put it, if a “small nation could threaten the Soviet Union with only a single thermonuclear bomb, which, however, it could and would certainly deliver on Mos​cow, the Soviet Union would be deterred. I would change that sentence by substituting “might” for “would” and by adding that the threat of a fission bomb or two would also do the trick. We now know that Brit​ain, thinking as we did that the Soviet Union was hard to deter, pretended to have H-bombs when it had none. Sagan believes that the American air force and navy had to be goaded into developing second-strike forces. He cites the Killian Report of 1955, written by civilians, as providing the push that caused the military to become concerned with the survivability of strategic weapons. In one sense, he is right. Our military services were more interested in their traditional missions and weapons than they were in nuclear deterrence. The navy’s initial response to the Polaris program was to say that it was a national program, not a naval one. (Eisenhower wondered what the difference might be.) An unconventional naval officer, Hyman Rickover, drove the program through ahead of time and on budget. For this, the navy never forgave him. Congress had to add his name to the lists of officers to be promoted because the navy would not do so. Military organizations are re​nowned for their resistance to innovation. Yet once a country has a small number of deliverable warheads of uncertain location, it has a second-strike force. Belatedly, some Americans and Russians realized this. Former secretary Robert S. McNamara wrote in 1985 that the United States and the Soviet Union could get along with 2,000 warheads instead of the 50,000 they may then have had. Talking at the University of Cali​fornia, Berkeley, in the spring of 1992, he dropped the number the United States might need to sixty. Herbert York, speaking at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, which he once directed, guessed that one hundred strategic warheads would be about the right number for us. It does not take much to deter.

Prolif good – A2: miscalc

States won’t use nuclear weapons even in the prospect of defeat in a conventional war

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 deter​rent strategies that emphasize the threat of massively destructive re​taliation, precisely the sort of threats made by the outgunned powers I examine. Simply put, once each adversary has nuclear forces that can​not 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 circum​stances, states cannot deliberately choose to launch such a strike know​ing the result would be retaliation in kind. The inhibitions against nu​clear 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 of the 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).”

States do not miscalculate.  Presence of nuclear weapons forces moderation in diplomacy

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 118-119

Much the same fears in much the same words were expressed during the cold war. The two antagonists might “go to the brink”; one would slip over the edge, and once the exchange of warheads began neither side would be willing to stop it by giving in to the other. In actuality, however, backing down in times of crisis proved not to be such a big problem. Never do two countries share a common interest more completely than when they are locked in death’s embrace. Each may want something else as well, but both want most of all to get out of the dire situation they are in. During the Kargil fighting, India went to “Readiness State 3,” which means that warheads were prepared for placement on delivery vehicles, and Pakistan apparently took similar steps. These were seen as rash and dangerous moves, but what does one expect? The United States and the Soviet Union alerted their forces a number of times. Doing so is a way of saying, “This is getting serious, and we both had better calm down.” Despite the pessimism engendered by the history of South Asia, Indian-Pakistani wars have been, as wars go, quite restrained. As Admiral Menon has written, “Any analysis of the three wars fought often refers to the rather gentlemanly manner in which they were fought with care taken to avoid civilian casualties.” Pakistan’s 1999 thrust into Kashmir may have been rash, yet as Menon has rightly said, “Subsequent Pakistani attempts to signal an unwillingness to escalate were mature and sober.” And in the Kargil campaign, India never sent its troops across the line of control.

Nuclear weapons eliminate miscalculation – the risk is too high to take chances

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 48
Third, nuclear weaponry makes miscalculation difficult because it is hard not to be aware of how much damage a small number of warheads can do. Early in this century Norman Angell argued that war could not occur because it would not pay. But conventional wars have brought political gains to some countries at the expense of others. Among nuclear countries, possible losses in war overwhelm possible gains. In the nuclear age Angell's dictum becomes persuasive. when the active use of force threatens to bring great losses, war becomes less likely. This proposition is widely accepted but insufhaently emphasized. Nuclear weapons reduced the chances of war between the United States and the Soviet Union and between the Soviet Union and China. One must expect them to have similar effects elsewhere. Where nuclear weapons threaten to make the cost of wars immense, who will dare to start them? Fourth, new nuclear states will feel the constraints that present nuclear states have experienced. New nuclear states will be more concerned for their safety and more mindful of dangers than some of the old ones have been. Until recently, only the great and some of the major powers have had nuclear weapons. While nuclear weapons have spread, conventional weapons have proliferated. Under these circumstances, wars have been fought not at the center but at the periphery of international politics. The likelihood of war decreases as deterrent and defensive capabilities increase. Nuclear weapons make wars hard to start. These statements hold for small as for big nuclear powers. Because they do, the gadual spread of nuclear weapons is more to corned than feared. 
Prolif good – A2: emboldens aggressive states

Empirics are on our side. Nuclear states have never fought each other

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at the UNC-Chapel Hill, “The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 83

Therefore, although there may be some imaginable circumstances under which nuclear weapons could have value, these scenarios tend to be rather strained. Moreover, with the possible exception of the curious events surrounding the Yom Kippur War of 1973, there has been no clear militarized crisis among major countries since 1962. And conventional international wars between India and Pakistan and between Israel and the Arab states, once so common, have been absent from the world scene for decades. Indeed, international wars are quite rare: most armed conflicts— including ones currently taking place—are civil wars. Dropping a nuclear bomb on one’s neighbor doesn’t make a great deal of sense. Civil wars do not usually present military targets that might make nuclear weapons very helpful, although a nuclear attack on an enemy city could appeal to an appropriately fanatical leader as the ultimate in ethnic cleansing.

Proliferation changes the nature of all foreign policy. Forces moderation

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 15-16

Although nuclear weapons are poor instruments for blackmail, would they not provide a cheap and decisive offensive force when used against a conventionally armed enemy? Some people once thought that South Korea, and earlier, the Shah’s Iran, wanted nuclear weap​ons for offensive use. Yet one can neither say why South Korea would use nuclear weapons against fellow Kore​ans while trying to reunite them nor how it could have used nuclear weapons against the North, knowing that China and the Soviet Union might have retaliated. And what goals might a conventionally strong Iran have en​tertained that would have tempted it to risk using nu​clear weapons? A country that launches a strike has to fear a punishing blow from 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 states.

Nuclear weapons deter aggression

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at the UNC-Chapel Hill, “The Escalating Irrelevance of Nuclear Weapons,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 82

As for lesser Hitlers—comparatively small-time aggressors—it is con​ceivable that nuclear weapons could sometimes have a beneficially deter​ring effect. It seems unlikely that Saddam Hussein would have invaded Khomeini’s Iran in 1980 if the fanatical Iranian religious leader had had a few nuclear weapons at his disposal, and perhaps a repeat of that sort of circumstance can be imagined somewhere in the future. And, since they had a very low tolerance for casualties, it seems unlikely that the Ameri​cans and their allies would have attacked Iraqi forces in the Gulf War of 1991 if there had been a danger that a nuclear weapon or two would have been lobbed on them—particularly when there was another method, sanc​tions, to pressure Hussein to leave Kuwait. 

Prolif good – A2: Crazy leaders

Turn – proliferation is the only way to moderate radical regimes

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 Kim Jong Il—will be deterred by the knowledge that aggressive actions may lead to its own destruction.

Radical states will act with caution with nuclear power
Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 11-12
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 nukes clear weapons will not be regarded with indifference. States that want to be freewheelers have to stay out of the nuclear business. A nuclear Libya, 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 Libya 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 ones

Crazy leaders are a myth – all can be deterred
Kenneth Waltz, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, v1 n1, Winter/Spring 2000, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, accessed 8/11/02

We have this peculiar notion about the irrationality of rogue states. When he was Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin said these rogue leaders might be undeterrable. Others contend that some states may undertake courses of action even if they know that catastrophe may result. But who would do that? Not Saddam Hussein. Not Kim Il Sung when he was ruler of North Korea. What is a key characteristic of all those rulers? They are survivors, as they struggle to live in a harsh environment–both internally, with the constant danger of assassination, and externally, as they’re surrounded by enemies. And they survive for decades until they are carried out in a box. Are they irrational? Their behavior is ugly and nasty to be sure, but irrational? How could they survive? If they were not deterrable, how would they ever have survived? They don’t run the kind of risks that would put their regime into question. Kim Il Sung wanted to pass his reign onto his son, Kim Jong Il. They obviously love to rule, but they’ve got to have a country. They’re not going to risk the existence of their country. For example, Saddam Hussein was deterred during the Persian Gulf War. He did not arm the SCUD missiles with lethal warheads and shoot them at Israel. They were nuisance attacks. Why? Because he didn’t want us to pound him more heavily than he was being pounded. The allies, led by the United States, could have substantially destroyed that country without ever using nuclear weapons, and he knew it. 

Prolif good – A2: Crazy leaders

Regardless of how rogue a state seems when their life is on the line they will always do whats best to save their own skin, creating Peace through MAD

Tepperman 09( Jonathan Tepperman was named Newsweek International's first Assistant Managing Editor (now Deputy Editor) in January 2007. In that role he supervises all of Newsweek International's coverage of Europe, the Middle East and Africa, Tepperman was the Deputy Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs magazine and wrote frequently on international affairs, politics, and books for a wide range of publications including Newsweek, The New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, The New Republic, and others., http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html)

Nuclear pessimists—and there are many—insist that even if this pattern has held in the past, it's crazy to rely on it in the future, for several reasons. The first is that today's nuclear wannabes are so completely unhinged, you'd be mad to trust them with a bomb. Take the sybaritic Kim Jong Il, who's never missed a chance to demonstrate his battiness, or Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has denied the Holocaust and promised the destruction of Israel, and who, according to some respected Middle East scholars, runs a messianic martyrdom cult that would welcome nuclear obliteration. These regimes are the ultimate rogues, the thinking goes—and there's no deterring rogues. But are Kim and Ahmadinejad really scarier and crazier than were Stalin and Mao? It might look that way from Seoul or Tel Aviv, but history says otherwise. Khrushchev, remember, threatened to "bury" the United States, and in 1957, Mao blithely declared that a nuclear war with America wouldn't be so bad because even "if half of mankind died … the whole world would become socialist." Pyongyang and Tehran support terrorism—but so did Moscow and Beijing. And as for seeming suicidal, Michael Desch of the University of Notre Dame points out that Stalin and Mao are the real record holders here: both were responsible for the deaths of some 20 million of their own citizens. Yet when push came to shove, their regimes balked at nuclear suicide, and so would today's international bogeymen. For all of Ahmadinejad's antics, his power is limited, and the clerical regime has always proved rational and pragmatic when its life is on the line. Revolutionary Iran has never started a war, has done deals with both Washington and Jerusalem, and sued for peace in its war with Iraq (which Saddam started) once it realized it couldn't win. North Korea, meanwhile, is a tiny, impoverished, family-run country with a history of being invaded; its overwhelming preoccupation is survival, and every time it becomes more belligerent it reverses itself a few months later (witness last week, when Pyongyang told Seoul and Washington it was ready to return to the bargaining table). These countries may be brutally oppressive, but nothing in their behavior suggests they have a death wish.

Prolif good – A2: accidents

No risk of accidents – 50 years of history proves

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 93-94

“Love is like war,” the chaplain says in Bertolt Brecht’s Mother Courage, “it always finds a way.” For half a cen​tury, nuclear war has not found a way. The old saying, “accidents will happen,” is translated as Murphy’s Law holding that anything that can go wrong will go wrong. Enough has gone wrong, and Scott Sagan has recorded many of the nuclear accidents that have, or have nearly, taken place. Yet none of them has caused anybody to blow anybody else up. In a speech given to American scientists in 1960, C. P. Snow said this: “We know, with the certainty of statistical truth, that if enough of these weapons are made—by enough different states—some of them are going to blow up. Through accident, or folly, or madness—but the motives don’t matter. What does mat​ter is the nature of the statistical fact.” In 1960, statistical fact told Snow that within “at the most, ten years some of these bombs are going off.” Statistical fact now tells us that we are twenty-five years overdue. But the novelist and scientist overlooked the fact that there are no “statistical facts.”’ Half a century of nuclear peace has to be explained since divergence from historical experience is dramatic. Never in modern history, conventionally dated from 1648, have the great and major powers of the world en​joyed such a long period of peace. Scott Sagan empha​sizes the problems and the conditions that conduce to pessimism. I emphasize the likely solutions and the conditions that conduce to optimism, bearing in mind that nothing in this world is ever certain.

Proliferation forces all states to negotiate to prevent accidental escalation

Avery Goldstein, Department of Political Science University of Pennsylvania, 2000, Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century, p. 296

Disarmament advocates, as well as those who are optimistic about the peacefulness of a world in which states retain nuclear weapons, can agree that it is feasible and wise for states to negotiate agreements that further reduce the small chance and terrible consequences of accidental or inadvertent nuclear launch. Because even the largest and most sophisticated attacker could not fully eliminate the possibility that some of its rival’s retaliatory capability might survive a first strike, the deterrent effects of uncertainty are easily established and self-regarding states can prudently embrace organizational and technological improvements that help guard against unwanted nuclear use. Nuclear states, therefore, need not prime their forces for prompt retaliation (as was most clearly the practice for the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War). They need only meet the less challenging standard of maintain​ing an adversary’s terrifying first-strike uncertainty. And because first​strike uncertainty is easily established, even risk-averse states can agree to limit their arsenals to a modest size that makes them easier to control.

Accidents wouldn’t escalate

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 115-116

Another question is whether India and Pakistan can firmly control and safely deploy nuclear forces sufficient to deter. Because I have already said enough about the ease of deterrence, I shall concentrate on questions of safety and control. Sagan claims that “the emerging history of nuclear India and nuclear Pakistan strongly supports the pessimistic predictions of organizational theorists” (Ch. 3, p. 90). Yet the evidence, accumulated over five decades, shows that nuclear states fight with nuclear states only at low levels, that accidents seldom occur, and that when they do they never have bad effects. If nuclear pessimists were right, nuclear deterrence would have failed again and again. Nuclear pessimists deal with the potential causes of catastrophe; optimists, with the effects the causes do not produce. Since the evidence fails to support the predictions of pessimists, one wonders why the spread of nuclear weapons to South Asia should have bad rather than good effects. What differences in the situation of India and Pakistan may cause their fates to depart from the nuclear norm? If they and their situations are different, then the happy history of the nuclear past does not forecast their futures. American commentators dwell on the differences between the United States and the Soviet Union earlier and India and Pakistan today. Among the seeming differences, these are given prominence: differences in the states involved, differences in their histories of conflict, and differences in the distance between the competing parties. I consider them in turn.

Prolif good – A2: nuclear terrorism

Terrorists will not pursue or use nuclear weapons

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 130

For terrorists who abandon tactics of disruption and harassment in favor of dealing in wholesale death and destruction, instruments other than nuclear weapons are more readily available. Poisons and germs are easier to get than nuclear weapons, and poisoning a city’s water supply, though rather complicated, is more easily done than blowing a city up. Nevertheless, terrorists may seek to gain control of nuclear materials and use them to threaten or destroy. Yet, with shaky control of nuclear weapons materials in Russia and perhaps in Pakistan, and with the revelation in 1994 that the United States had lost track of some of its nuclear materials, one can hardly believe that nuclear weapons spreading to another country or two every now and then adds much to the chances that terrorists will be able to buy or steal nuclear materials. Plentiful sources are already available. Nuclear terror is a problem distinct from the spread of nuclear weapons to a few more countries. Terrorists have done a fair bit of damage by using conventional weapons and have sometimes got their way by threatening to use them. Might terrorists not figure they can achieve more still by threatening to explode nuclear weapons on cities of countries they may wish to bend to their bidding? Fear of nuclear terror arises from the assumption that if terrorists can get nuclear weapons they will get them, and then all hell will break loose. This is comparable to assuming that if weak states get nuclear weapons, they will use them for aggression. Both assumptions are false. Would the courses of action we fear, if followed, promise more gains than losses or more pains than profits? The answers are obvious. Terrorists have some hope of reaching their long-term goals through patient pressure and constant harassment. They cannot hope to do so by issuing unsustainable threats to wreak great destruction, threats they would not want to execute anyway.

No state will sell WMD to terrorists, knowing it will mean their destruction in the end

Tepperman 09( Jonathan Tepperman was named Newsweek International's first Assistant Managing Editor (now Deputy Editor) in January 2007. In that role he supervises all of Newsweek International's coverage of Europe, the Middle East and Africa, Tepperman was the Deputy Managing Editor of Foreign Affairs magazine and wrote frequently on international affairs, politics, and books for a wide range of publications including Newsweek, The New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, The New Republic, and others., http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html)

Still, even if Iran or North Korea are deterrable, nuclear pessimists fear they'll give or sell their deadly toys to terrorists, who aren't—for it's hard to bomb a group with no return address. Yet look closely, and the risk of a WMD handoff starts to seem overblown. For one thing, assuming Iran is able to actually build a nuke, Desch explains that "it doesn't make sense that they'd then give something they regard as central to their survival to groups like Hizbullah, over which they have limited control. As for Al Qaeda, they don't even share common interests. Why would the mullahs give Osama bin Laden the crown jewels?" To do so would be fatal, for Washington has made it very clear that it would regard any terrorist use of a WMD as an attack by the country that supplied it—and would respond accordingly.

Prolif good – A2: nuclear terrorism

Terrorists can be deterred effectively 

Zagorcheva and Trager 06 (Dessislava,  Robert, Journalists for belfercenter.ksg and authors for International Security encyclopedia, Deterring Terrorism: It Can Be Done, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/719/deterring_terrorism.html )

Many scholars and policymakers argue that deterrence strategies have no significant role to play in counterterrorism. The case against deterrence rests on three pillars: terrorists are irrational; they value their political ends far above anything deterring states could hold at risk; and they are impossible to find. Each pillar is either incorrect or its implications for deterrence have been misunderstood. Under certain conditions, deterrence is preferable to the use of force. Analysis of the structure of terrorist networks and the processes that produce attacks, as well as the multiple objectives of terrorist organizations, suggests that some deterrence strategies are more effective than those of the past. In particular, many terrorist groups and elements of terrorist support networks can likely be deterred from cooperating with the most threatening terrorist groups, such as al-Qaida. Although the use of force against multiple groups creates common interests among them, an appropriate deterrence strategy could fracture global terrorist networks. The current policy of the U.S. and Philippine governments toward the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and the Abu Sayyaf Group illustrates the potential of this approach and the risks of using force. Not only can groups such as the MILF be deterred from cooperating with al-Qaida, they may even be coerced into providing local intelligence on operatives linked to it.
Terrorists won’t acquire or use nuclear weapons

Peter Lavoy, Assistant Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Security Studies, Summer, 1995 

Waltz does not dispute the ability of terrorists to gain control of a. few nuclear explosives. He does doubt, however, that terrorists ever would use them. This sanguine view derives from three assumptions Waltz makes about the nature and aims of terrorist organizations. First, because ‘secrecy is safety” for terrorists, Waltz believes that they would not wish suddenly to enlarge their ranks through the multiplication of “suppliers, transporters, technicians, and guardians” required to obtain and maintain nuclear weapons. Second, terrorists are not well suited to carrying out the time-consuming negotiations needed to obtain the compliance of a state placed under a terrorist nuclear threat. Third, terrorists favor tactics of disruption and harassment to threats of wholesale death and destruction; nuclear weapons do not help terrorists reach their long-term goals. If terrorists did seek to take many lives, Waltz reasons that poison would be a better weapon.

No impact to South Asian arms race

No impact to South Asian prolif – deterrence checks

Rajesh M. Basrur and Stephen Phillip Cohen, November 2002 [Rajesh M. Barur and Stephen Phillip Cohen, Director of the Centre for Global Studies in Mumbai, India, November 2002, “Bombs in Search of a Mission: India’s Uncertain Future”]

Many expert observers of India’s nuclear trajectory would agree on the following projection. There will be no breakthrough in India-Pakistan relations, but no war either. The future will see frequent crises, but nuclear deterrence will remain robust and escalation to nuclear war inhibited. There will be no significant change in the course of the India- China relationship. A nuclear dyad will gradually emerge, but it will be a stable one. China will continue to balance India by providing nuclear support to Pakistan. The global balance of power and the strategic relationships among the major players will remain substantially the same. There will be no serious rivalry or tensions among the big three the United States, Russia and China. In short, there will be no dramatic systemic impact on regional nuclear dynamics. Though the United States will retain an interest in cultivating long-term relationships with India and Pakistan, it will not intervene directly in the region, except during crises when Washington will play the role of crisis-manager. All of the region’s nuclear players, India, China, and Pakistan will remain internally stable. There will be no major change in the internal politics of any one of them that causes disequilibrium in the regional strategic relationships.  There will be a gradual increase in the numbers of nuclear weapons possessed by India and Pakistan, and limited deployment of these weapons may occur. India and Pakistan may move to deploy mobile launchers. In 20 years, it is conceivable that India will have developed a sea-based deterrent, perhaps mounted on a surface vessel. China will have a relatively more robust arsenal, but it will not be seen as threatening by India. India’s and Pakistan’s command and control arrangements will be somewhat better than they are now, presumably keeping up with the slow accretion of numbers and increased dispersion of their nuclear forces. There will be little likelihood of a preemptive attack by India against Pakistan or against India by Pakistan or China, in part because the numbers will make such an attack difficult, and in part because of mobile basing. In the India-Pakistan case, both sides will be worried about miscalculations. Also, as the numbers increase, the possibility of significant fallout on one’s own country from even a successful attack will increase. Both factors thus enhance self-deterrence.  There will be continued uncertainty and ambiguity over different escalation scenarios. It will remain unclear to outside analysts as to where Pakistani (or Indian) red lines are drawn, i.e., where a provocation crosses a certain threshold that triggers a nuclear response. Indeed, it is likely to remain unclear to Indian and Pakistani policymakers themselves, and both sides will continue to rely on ambiguity, coupled with verbal threats, to enhance deterrence. 
No impact to South Asian arms race

India-Pakistan relations may be the beginnings of an arms race, but may cause a stable relationship

Rajesh M. Basrur and Stephen Phillip Cohen, November 2002 [Rajesh M. Barur and Stephen Phillip Cohen, Director of the Centre for Global Studies in Mumbai, India, November 2002, “Bombs in Search of a Mission: India’s Uncertain Future”]

The terrorist attacks on the Jammu and Kashmir Legislative Assembly in October 2001 and on the Indian Parliament in December are indicators of the potential for further deterioration in the relationship. It is conceivable that the secessionist problem in India may not only persist over time, but become worse. Should this be the case, domestic pressures may impel the Indian government to retaliate by using some form of force, such as quick strikes against terrorist bases in Pakistan, or by a tit-for-tat game of fomenting trouble in the Pushtun community that straddles the Pakistani- Afghan border. The result could be the ratcheting up of tensions and the beginnings of a nuclear arms race as hardliners on both sides gather support and press for stronger forces to counter the visible threat from the other. On the other hand, it may equally happen that, learning from the risks their confrontations create, Indian and Pakistani leaders bridge the gulf that prevented a détente at the July 2001 Agra summit. A really serious nuclear crisis, which is not inconceivable, could compel the two countries to seek a more stable relationship. One characteristic of India-Pakistan relations has been an increase in the number of crises and sub-war conflicts; another has been the series of high-level summits that have taken place, and the general acknowledgement, even by Indian and Pakistani leaders, that South Asia need and may actually have a peace process. In brief, while there have been repeated crises, and both countries seem to be driven by a fear of losing that is even greater than the desire to win, there is also a powerful understanding among them that the present hostility over Kashmir is dangerous and damaging to their respective national interests. 

***PROLIF BAD

Fast prolif bad

Fast proliferation would be particularly destabilizing—even their authors concede

Brad Roberts, Institute for Defense Analyses, Fall 1999, Nonproliferation Review, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol06/64/robert64.pdf

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 of the 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 risky, 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”7—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 of NBC weaponry 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.

Only slow prolif is safe. Rapid prolif is destabilizing

Kenneth Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Papers, Number 171, 1981, http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/waltz1.htm, accessed 8/4/02

Small and crude forces tempt pre-emption, so it is thought, and maybe used in reckless and unintended ways because of inadequate com​mand and control. These dangers can be removed by great powers assisting lesser ones in building and managing their forces. Never​theless, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union will want to help much, lest countries come to believe that they can build insufficient and unreliable forces and rely on one of the great powers to turn them into something substantial. Such hindrance is unfortunate, if improving others’ forces serves wider interests. Is help required, not just for the sake of the recipient, but also to avoid nuclear imbalances between states that might prompt wars and to reduce the chances of accidents that might set them off? We saw earlier that these are minor worries. Because they are minor, the United States and the Soviet Union are not likely to be tempted to give technical help to countries entering the nuclear military business. Nuclear weapons in the hands of six or seven states have lessened wars and limited conflicts. The further spread of nuclear weapons can be expected to widen those effects. Should the United States then promote the spread of nuclear weapons for the sake of peace, even though we need not for the sake of stability? To do so would replace one extreme policy with another. Present policy works hard to prevent additional states from acquiring nuclear weapons. My examination of the effects of nuclear weapons leads to the conclusion that our policy is wrong without supporting the proposition that true proliferation—the rapid spread of nuclear weaponry—is desirable. Rapid change may be destabilizing. The slow spread of nuclear weapons gives states time to learn to live with them, to appreciate their virtues, and to understand the limits they place on behaviour.

Fast proliferation renders deterrence unstable. States need time to adjust

Steven Miller, Director of Studies at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard, “The Case Against a Ukrainian Nuclear Deterrent,” Foreign Affairs, June/July, 1993
Even those who argue the benefits of nuclear proliferation are attentive to the risks of such a situation. Waltz, for example, frames his entire analysis in terms of the slow spread of nuclear weapons, suggesting that the long lead times normally associated with nuclear acquisition lessen some of the potential dangers of nuclear proliferation, and offering the conclusion that "rapid change may be destabilizing." The slow spread of nuclear weapons gives states time to learn how to live with them, to appreciate their virtues and to understand the limits they place on behavior.

Prolif bad – war

Nuclear proliferation creates multiple scenarios for nuclear war

Samuel Totten, Associate Professor, College of Education, University of Arkansas, 1994, The Widening Circle of Genocide, p. 289

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.

Proliferation neutralizes US hegemony, encourages rogue aggression, and increases the risk of accidental nuclear use

Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard, “Containing Rogues and Renegades: Coalition Strategies and Counterproliferation,” The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation, U.S. Interests, and World Order, ed. Utgoff, 2000, p. 192-193

The emergence of rogue states armed with WMD is believed to be especially dangerous for at least four reasons. First, such regimes are believed to be more likely to use these capabilities than other states would be, either because they are ideologically committed to altering the status quo or because they are less sensitive to the human costs that the use of such weapons might entail. Second, a rogue state armed with WMD might be able to deter other states from intervening against it, thereby facilitating its efforts to coerce or conquer its neighbors. In particular, some U.S. officials suggest that the threat of retaliation with WMD might deter the United States from using its superior conventional capabilities to counter conventional aggression, thereby placing current U.S. allies in jeopardy According to former U.S. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin, for example, “Today, the United States is the biggest kid on the block when it comes to conventional military forces and it is our potential adversaries who may attain nuclear weapons. So nuclear weapons may still be the great equalizer; the problem is the United States may now be the equalizee.” Third, and following from the second point, the emergence of rogue states armed with WMD might make threatened states more reluctant to join alliances against them, for fear of becoming the victim of a highly destructive attack. Such fears could inhibit U.S. efforts to contain these regimes and could defeat multilateral efforts to moderate their international conduct. For example, Roger Molander and Peter Wilson argue that “a regional predator will find a small nuclear arsenal a powerful tool for collapsing regional military coalitions that the United States might craft to oppose such a future opponent,~’ and former Defense Department official Zalmay Khalilzad suggests that rogue states such as Iraq and Iran might use WMD to “deter the United States and its allies from [acting] ... [or to] intimidate the GCC [Gulf Cooperation Council] states into not inviting U.S. or other Western forces to intervene,” thereby facilitating renewed aggression in the Persian Gulf. Finally, many experts argue that a rogue state’s unconventional arsenal would lack adequate safeguards and command-and-control devices, thereby increasing the risk of theft, accidents, or unauthorized use. Even if rogue leaders proved more rational than many believe, the danger of inadvertent attacks would grow as more states acquire WMD capabilities.

Prolif bad – heg/war

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 prolif​eration 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.

Proliferation undermines hegemony and international stability

Lawrence Freedman, Professor of War Studies at King’s College, “Great Powers, Vital Interests and Nuclear Weapons,” Survival, v36 n4, Winter, 1994-1995, p. 37

The situation, however, is more complicated and more paradoxical than this suggests. Rather than reinforce power politics as usual, nuclear weapons in fact confirm a tendency towards the fragmentation of the international system in which the erstwhile great powers play a reduced role. While their credibility in extrernis may be as dubious as ever, nuclear guarantees show a remarkable resilience within an established alliance framework. Outside such a framework, however, they have at most a fleeting half-life, especially at a time when the nuclear powers are taking care to limit their general liabilities when addressing the security concerns of others. Nuclear powers are reluctant to transfer nuclear capabilities to vulnerable states to enable them to help themselves, although they have no difficulties in justifying conventional arms transfers on this basis.

Prolif bad – heg/war

Proliferation causes war and nuclear blackmail – new Hitlers can manipulate fear of nuclear war

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 142-143

Verging on the realm of the apocalyptic is the possibility that some states would consider using nuclear weapons to achieve their objectives quickly by simply substituting nuclear firepower for conventional weaponry. Even more threatening would be the emergence of a “millenar​ian” state, to borrow William Martel’s term. This possibility was often dis​missed during the Cold War with the observation that “Hitlers are rela​tively rare in world history.” Yet tyrants with unlimited ambitions are commonplace. In effect, what makes “Hitlers” unique is not their ambi​tion or evil nature, but their ability to harness resource-rich nations to do their bidding. If the proliferation of advanced delivery systems and nuclear weapons continues, however, it is likely that more prophets (individuals whose “significant reality is the world which they are striving to bring about, not the world they are fighting to overcome”) than in the past will come to possess enormous military power. In the future, it might be eas​ier and cheaper for visionaries to build nuclear arsenals than to harness the ideological, economic, or conventional military resources necessary to convert nations to their cause. Nuclear weapons could offer a way for even run-of-the-mill megalo​maniacs to pursue their ambitions. The implications of this type of devel​opment have been recognized for decades. According to Herman Kahn, today, a Hitler of the type we picture now, one who is reckless, absolutely determined, and who is crazy or realistically simulates madness, would have an important negotiating edge. If somebody says to you, “One of us has to be reasonable and it is not going to be me, so it has to be you,” he has a very effective bargaining advantage, if he is armed with thermonuclear bombs. If he can convince you he is stark, staring mad, and if he has enough destructive power, you will also be persuaded that deterrence alone will not work. You must then give in or accept the possibility of being annihilated. At a minimum, the potential of a “nuclear-armed Hitler” now raises the issue of whether deterrence works best when least needed; at worst, it raises the issues of preemption and preventive war.

The effect of nuclear proliferation is deadly for US

Jon B. Wolfsthal, February 2005 [Jon B. Wolfsthal, Deputy Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the co-author of Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security, February 2005, “The Next Nuclear Wave” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60452/jon-b-wolfsthal/the-next-nuclear-wave?page=show]
The spread of nuclear weapons poses an increasingly grave threat to the security of the United States. New nuclear capabilities, however primitive and regardless of whether they are held by nations currently friendly to the United States, will add complexity and instability ... aggravate suspicions and hostility among states neighboring new nuclear powers, place a wasteful economic burden on the aspirations of developing nations, impede the vital task of controlling and reducing weapons around the world, and eventually constitute direct military threats to the United States.  
Prolif bad – miscalc

Proliferation increases complexity making miscalculation more likely

Luke Wilcock, "Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and the Efficacy of Deterrence," Interstate Online, Issue 50, 
Spring 1997, http://users.aber.ac.uk/scty34/50/prolif.htm, accessed 8/3/02

Evidently the regional consequences of nuclear proliferation raise some important questions, but what are the wider implications of nuclear weapons proliferation? How will emergent nuclear states affect stability on an international scale? For Stanley Hoffmann, "a world of many nuclear states would raise extremely difficult issues of management." The crucial factor is perceived to be the resultant increase in difficulty in decision making, that more nuclear powers will complicate calculations and that mis-perceptions will become more dangerous and more likely as a consequence. It is argued that the relatively clear-cut bipolarity which characterised the Cold War would diminish and that "uncertainties will tempt instead of deter." Having got used to a stable nuclear world, states may start to take the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons for granted and in so doing become more and more daring in their foreign policy aims. (ftnt10) Nuclear weapons possession might create ambitions, ambitions which are likely to be conflictual. 
Miscalculation is a much higher risk with traditional enemies

Stansfield Turner, former head of the CIA and senior military commander, Caging the Genies: A Workable Solution for Nuclear, Chemical, and Biological Weapons, 1999, p. 68

A second cause of a limited attack could be from miscalculation. The United States has gone to nuclear alert more than 1,500 times without cause. The chances of such incidents resulting in the unintended launch of a nuclear weapon have been low, in good part because we have always been skeptical of the evidence of an impending attack and in part because we understood the Soviets or Russians knew that neither of us could win by initiating nuclear war. But those calming ingredients might not exist between other national rivals. This is precisely what is so alarming about having India and Pakistan move closer to a ready nuclear posture. Here are two countries with a long-standing and heated rivalry; with a com​mon, disputed border; and with little experience in, or equipment for, ex​ercising positive command over nuclear weapons.

Nuclear possession causes more conventional war.  The supposed certainty of deterrence makes states feel safe to start conflicts that then spin out of control

S. Paul Kapur, Fall 2005 [S. Paul Kapur, A Visiting Scholar at Stanford University's Center for International Security and Cooperation, Fall 2005, International Security, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/016228805775124570]

Scholars attribute conventional violence in a nuclear South Asia to a phenomenon known as the “stability/instability paradox.” According to this paradox, the risk of nuclear war makes it unlikely that conventional conflict will escalate to the nuclear level, thereby making conventional conflict more likely. Although this phenomenon encouraged U.S.-Soviet violence during the Cold War, it does not explain the dynamics of the ongoing conflict between India and Pakistan. Recent violence has seen Pakistan or its proxies launching limited attacks on Indian territory, and India refusing to retaliate in kind. The stability/instability paradox would not predict such behavior. A low probability of conventional war escalating to the nuclear level would reduce the ability of Pakistan's nuclear weapons to deter an Indian conventional attack. Because Pakistan is conventionally weaker than India, this would discourage Pakistani aggression and encourage robust Indian conventional retaliation against Pakistani provocations. Pakistani boldness and Indian restraint have actually resulted from instability in the strategic environment. A full-scale Indo-Pakistani conventional conflict would create a significant risk of nuclear escalation. This danger enables Pakistan to launch limited attacks on India while deterring all out Indian conventional retaliation and attracting international attention to the two countries' dispute over Kashmir. Unlike in Cold War Europe, in contemporary South Asia nuclear danger facilitates, rather than impedes, conventional conflict. 

Prolif bad – A2: deterrence

Proliferation puts arms control in the hands of the undeterrable

James DeNardo, The Amateur Strategist, 1995
Proliferation in successor states would put nuclear weapons in the hands of inexperienced and possibly unstable governments, which are likely to be populated by people new to the problem of security policy. It is worth questioning whether the canons of strategic stability as they evolved over 45 years of U.S.‑Soviet standoff are so universal as to be pertinent to the nuclear relationship between the successor states of the Soviet Union and other nuclear powers around the world. (p. 31) [K. M. Campbell, A. B. Carter, S. E. Miller, C. A. Zraket, Soviet Nuclear Fission: Control of the Nuclear Arsenal in a Disintegrating Soviet Union, Harvard University, John F Kennedy School of Government: CSIA Studies in International Security, No. 1, November 1991 The dark side of nuclear democracy, it seems, is the ascendancy of amateur strategists ‑ people who are innocent about the subtleties of deterrent stability, and who we fear will be incompetent, irrational, impetuous, or worse still, "undeterrable. "

Proliferation puts arms control in the hands of the undeterrable

James DeNardo, The Amateur Strategist, 1995
Proliferation in successor states would put nuclear weapons in the hands of inexperienced and possibly unstable governments, which are likely to be populated by people new to the problem of security policy. It is worth questioning whether the canons of strategic stability as they evolved over 45 years of U.S.‑Soviet standoff are so universal as to be pertinent to the nuclear relationship between the successor states of the Soviet Union and other nuclear powers around the world. (p. 31) [K. M. Campbell, A. B. Carter, S. E. Miller, C. A. Zraket, Soviet Nuclear Fission: Control of the Nuclear Arsenal in a Disintegrating Soviet Union, Harvard University, John F Kennedy School of Government: CSIA Studies in International Security, No. 1, November 1991 The dark side of nuclear democracy, it seems, is the ascendancy of amateur strategists ‑ people who are innocent about the subtleties of deterrent stability, and who we fear will be incompetent, irrational, impetuous, or worse still, "undeterrable. "

Deterrence fails – counterforce strategies and multilateral threats inhibit stability

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 153

The logic of MAD might not govern strategic relationships in the future. Counterforce strategies, nonsurvivable delivery systems, waning robust​ness of arsenals, and the potential for “windows of vulnerability” would reduce the prospects for arms-race and crisis stability, at least until second-strike capabilities emerge between any potential combination of nuclear-​armed antagonists. Additionally, bipolarity, or the more idiosyncratic sources of Cold War stability, will not exist to reduce the instability created by the absence of MAD. An extremely dynamic nuclear balance, possibly produced by the politics of nuclear alliances, will stand in stark contrast to the slow and relatively predictable pace of change in the superpowers’ Cold War arsenals. And even an overwhelming nuclear advantage appears incapable of deterring millenarian states; perceptions of the intensity of leaders’ motivations for engaging in war, and the actual strength of those motivations, would have a greater impact on stability in deterrence situations not characterized by MAD. When combined, these develop​ments indicate that future nuclear relations could be governed by the logic of conventional deterrence.

Nuclear optimists overestimate the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons

Richard Betts, Professor and the Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia, “Universal Deterrence or Conceptual Collapse? Liberal Pessimism and Utopian Realism,” The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation, U.S. Interests, and World Order, ed. Utgoff, 2000, p. 73

There are two main rebuttals, and they are convincing. First, the fact of a half-century of nuclear peace between the superpowers leads the optimists to assume that what was, had to be, and to overestimate how intrinsically safe the confrontation was. Although U.S. and Soviet leaders meant to be cautious, there were numerous accidents that raised the risk of inadvertent escalation. Moreover, the tendency of military elites to consider preventive war as a solution more readily than civilian politi​cians do manifested itself even in the United States; in newly nuclear countries with military governments, these tendencies would not be as reliably constrained as they have been. 

Prolif bad – irrational actors

Deterrence fails because of self deterrence and the inability to predict irrational actors

Whitmore 98 (Donald C, Journalist and author for abolichnukes.com, Revisiting Nuclear Deterrence Theory, http://abolishnukes.com/short_essays/deterrence_theory_whitmore.html, assessed June 13)

One major flaw in deterrent strategy is what deterrence theorists call "self-deterrence". The problem is that retaliatory threats lack credibility when risks to homeland survival are great (the expected case in nuclear war). Threats of nuclear retaliation can have a hollow ring if it is believed actual retaliation would be self-deterred by fears for national survival. Also, empty threats have no security value or can even be counterproductive. A former CIA official once remarked: "I can think of no example where the introduction of nuclear weapons has enhanced that region's security". An example of the self-deterrent factor at work is the commitment of France and Britain to independent nuclear arsenals, for fear an extended U.S. nuclear umbrella might be withdrawn to protect American citizens in an escalating crisis. France and Britain are also not immune to self-deterrence as should become more evident as nuclear weapons and long-range missile systems continue to proliferate. The deterrent value of nuclear arsenals will continue to plummet as long as nuclear proliferation cannot be effectively stopped. A new corrosive effect on nuclear deterrence credibility is the weapon's spread to unstable regimes. Former Presidential Advisor Paul Nitze observed "The deterrent effect of nuclear arms on (irrational) parties is questionable ... rational thinking is necessary for deterrence to work".

Nuclear Deterrence does not eliminate nuclear threats in any way

Whitmore 98 (Donald C, Journalist and author for abolichnukes.com, Disarming Nuclear Threats, http://abolishnukes.com/short_essays/disarming_nuclear_whitmore.html, assessed June 13)
But isn't nuclear deterrence needed to assure national security? Some think not. Would nuclear arsenals deter a madman or fanatic? Probably not. Can nuclear deterrence guarantee protection against miscalculation, poor judgment, or inadvertent accident? Certainly not. Nuclear deterrence does not eliminate the threats posed by weapons of mass destruction. Neither does it minimize those threats because continued reliance on nuclear arsenals tends to encourage further proliferation. Nuclear risks are escalating out of effective control. Russia has questionable protection against theft of its nuclear arsenal and fissile material stockpile. Nuclear terrorism remains a serious, almost silent, threat and recent bombings in East Africa suggest increasing determination by those who attack U.S. interests. Nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan could undermine the fragile nonproliferation regime. For instance, the NPT likely has both reduced credibility and increased vulnerability. Ambassador Graham is right. The nuclear powers must do more in making convincing progress towards abolishing nuclear arms. An effective nonproliferation regime depends on it. Bringing India, Pakistan, North Korea, and others into a world community that forswears nuclear arms depends on it. Minimizing nuclear terrorism risks depends on it. However, some evidently believe the nonproliferation regime is broken beyond repair. Such despair will be self-actualizing if allowed to obstruct actions needed to build a robust regime. One example is the foot-dragging by the U.S. Senate in ratifying the 1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. It is time to defuse the nuclear threats. The choice is essentially between uncontrolled nuclear weapons proliferation and accelerated progress towards nuclear disarmament. A nuclear catastrophe may prove unavoidable as the future unfolds, but urgent review of nuclear policy followed by decisive actions can minimize nuclear risks.

Prolif bad – irrational actors

Deterrence is a fool’s game that rests on the delusion that humans will act rationally and the attack will be easily identified

Krieger, 2k  (David Krieger  is a founder of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, and has served as President  of the Foundation since 1982. Under his leadership the Foundation has initiated many innovative and important projects for building peace, strengthening international law and abolishing nuclear weapons. Dr. Krieger has lectured throughout the United States, Europe and Asia on issues of peace, security, international law, and the abolition of nuclear weapons. He has been interviewed on CNN Hotline, MSNBC and many other television and radio shows nationally and internationally, The Irrationality of Deterrence: A Modern Zen Koan, http://abolishnukes.com/short_essays/irrational_deter_krieger.html )

The concept of deterrence, which underlies the nuclear weapons policies of the United States and other nuclear weapons states, presupposes human rationality in all cases. It is based upon the proposition that a rational person will not attack you if he understands that his country will be subject to unacceptable damage by retaliation. What rational person would want his country to be exposed to unacceptable damage? Perhaps one who miscalculates. A rational person could believe that he could take action X, and that would not be sufficient for you to retaliate. Saddam Hussein, for example, believed that he could invade Kuwait without retaliation from the United States. He miscalculated, in part because he had been misled by the American Ambassador to Iraq who informed him that the US would not retaliate. Misinformation, misunderstanding, or misconstruing information could lead a rational person to miscalculate. We don't always get our information straight, and we seldom have all of the facts. Even more detrimental to the theory of deterrence is irrationality. Can anyone seriously believe that humans always act rationally? Of course not. We are creatures who are affected by emotions and passions as well as intellect. Rationality is not to be relied upon. People do not always act in their own best interests. Examples abound. Almost everyone knows that smoking causes terrible diseases and horrible deaths, and yet hundreds of millions of people continue to smoke. We know that the stock markets are driven by passions as much as they are by rationality. The odds are against winning at the gambling tables in Las Vegas, and yet millions of people accept the odds, believing that they can win despite the odds. Nuclear deterrence is based on rationality - the belief that a rational leader will not attack a country with nuclear weapons for fear of retaliation. And yet, it is clearly irrational to believe that rationality will always prevail. Let me put it another way. Isn't it irrational for a nation to rely upon deterrence, which is based upon humans always acting rationally (which they don't), to provide for its national security? Those who champion deterrence appear rational, but in fact prove their irrationality by their unfounded faith in human rationality. With nuclear deterrence, the deterring country threatens to retaliate with nuclear weapons if it is attacked. What if a country is attacked by nuclear weapons, but is unable to identify the source of the attack? How does it retaliate? Obviously, it either guesses, retaliates against an innocent country, or doesn't retaliate. So much for deterrence. What if a national leader or terrorist with a nuclear weapon believed he could attack without being identified? It doesn't matter whether he is right or wrong. It is his belief that he is unidentifiable that matters. So much for deterrence. What if a leader of a country doesn't care if his country is retaliated against? What if he believes he has nothing more to lose, like a nuclear-armed Hitler in his bunker? So much for deterrence. It takes only minimal analysis to realize that nuclear deterrence is a fool's game. The unfortunate corollary is that those who propound nuclear deterrence are fools in wise men's garb. The further corollary is that we have entrusted the future of the human species to a small group of fools. These include the political and military leaders, the corporate executives who support them and profit from building the weapons systems, and the academics and other intellectuals like Henry Kissinger, who provide the theoretical underpinnings for the concept of deterrence.

Prolif bad – no civilian control

Deterrence is flawed and deterrent forces will suffer

Scott Sagan, Professor of Political Science, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, and a senior fellow at FSI The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 48-49
there are two central arguments. First, I argue that because of common biases, inflexible routines, and parochial interests display organizational behaviors that are likely to lead to deterrence failures and deliberate or accidental war. Unike the widespread psychological critique of rational theory-which maintains that some political leaders may lack the intelligence or emotional stability to make deterrence work this organizational critique argues that military organizations, unless professionally managed through a checks-and-balances system of strong civilian control, are unlikely to fulfill operational requierments for stable nuclear deterrence. . Second, I argue that there are strong reasons to believe that future nuclear-armed states will lack the positive mechanisms of civilian control. ~any current and emerging proliferators have either military-run governments or weak civilian-led governments in which the professional military has a strong and direct influence on policymaking. In such states, the biases, routines, and parochial interests of powerful military organizations, not the "objective" interests of the state, can determine state behavior. In addition, military organizations in many proliferators are "inward-looking," focusing primarily on issues of domestic stability and internal politics rather than on external threats to national security. When such militaries are in power, senior officers' energies and interests necessarily shift away from professional concerns for the protection of national security; when civilians are in power, but are extremely fearful of military coups, defense policy is designed to protect their regime, not the nation's security, and officers are promoted according to their personal loyalty to current leaders, not their professional competence. In either case, such extensive military involvement in domestic politics, whether active or latent, means that the military's professional competence as a fighting force, and also as a manager of a deterrent force, will suffer. Finally, some new nuclear states have been "born nuclear": Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan inherited nuclear weapons from  the Soviet Union without inheriting its stable civil military relations, historical learning experience, or extensive command and control mechanisms.
Prolif bad – crisis instability

Proliferation causes pre-emptive strikes by weak states

Peter Beckman, Hobart and William Smith Colleges, et al, The Nuclear Predicament: Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century, 3rd edition, 2000, p. 6

There are, of course, other reasons to be concerned. If nuclear proliferation con​tinues, there are some potential nuclear states that may not be politically strong and sta​ble enough to ensure control of the weapons and control of the decision to use them. If neighboring, hostile, perhaps politically unstable states, such as India and Pakistan, have them, the temptation to strike against traditional rivals may be too hard to resist. When the weak fear the strong, the weaker party often does what it can to maintain its security. Pakistan has fought three wars with its larger and more powerful neighbor, India. If it feels threatened, it might be tempted in the future to act preemptively. Many fear that states that are radical at home, say a Libya, will recklessly use their nuclear weapons in pursuit of revolutionary ends abroad. In some of the new nuclear states, civil control of the military may be weak. Nuclear weapons may fall into the hands of military officers more inclined to use them.

Proliferation undermines crisis stability, causing preemptive strikes

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 145

Crisis stability could be undermined as existing nuclear arsenals become less robust and as nuclear weapons proliferate. Two conditions are necessary for crisis instability (preemption) to occur. According to Charles Glaser, Each country must believe it has a first-strike advantage, that is, there is some advantage to attacking first rather than letting its adversary do so. Second, due to a crisis or ongoing war, each country fears that its adversary might launch a first strike to reap the relative benefits of going first. It is possible to imagine how these conditions might emerge with nuclear arsenals that are not particularly robust. Military/technical assessments of the strategic nuclear balance could indicate that some states are about to lose, while others are about to gain, a first-strike advantage. The obsolescence or modernization of delivery systems becomes increasingly important as arsenals become decreasingly robust. If accompanied by a less-than-benign political situation, these technical assessments, by defini​tion, would produce crisis instability.

Proliferation erodes faith in deterrence causing preemption

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 145

A second threat to crisis stability might be produced by a general loss of faith in nuclear deterrence when nuclear weapons proliferate. As Cohn Gray has repeatedly insisted, crisis stability is not simply a function of the technical characteristics or size of nuclear arsenals. Instead, it is related to judgments national leaders make about the intentions of their competitors and the real intentions of potential adversaries. During the Cold War, however, this distinction was masked by the fact that the Soviets were extremely cautious competitors. The assumption of rationality, if not caution, that characterized both sides’ perception of their competitor sim​ply highlighted the importance of the qualitative and quantitative balance between their arsenals. If one considers the nature of the regimes that might acquire nuclear weapons, it is easy to envision situations in which the characteristics of arsenals no longer provide much insight into the stability of a nuclear bal​ance. If one adopts the ideas offered by the strategists of stable conflict, for example, then an Iraq armed with survivable nuclear weapons capable of reaching the United States would demonstrate relatively benign inten​tions. An aggressive Iraq would divert resources away from survivability to maximize its ability to strike its opponents; the only hope of winning a nuclear war lies in firing first. But it is unlikely that Americans would find this argument comforting. After all, Iraq could be banking on the stabil​ity-instability paradox (or, in less ethnocentric terms, divine intervention or Saddam Hussein’s political savvy) to open a path for limited aggression. Given Iraq’s recent behavior, and Hussein’s continued leadership, the existence, not the characteristics, of an Iraqi nuclear capability would drive threat assessments. As Gray would observe, intentions, not the specific capabilities of an arsenal, influence perceptions of crisis stability. Concerns could emerge that particular millenarian states are beyond the reach of deterrent threats and that defense is only possible through a denial strategy based on preemption.

Prolif bad – A2: empirical success

Past prevention of escalation does not prove deterrence works universally – near-misses prove the system is not fool-proof

Steve Fetter, associate professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, “Nuclear Deterrence and the 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisis,” International Security, v21 n1, Summer, 1996, p. 177-178

Hagerty cites the “unblemished record of political leaders resisting the temptation to decapitate their enemies’ existing nuclear forces” as strong evidence against the “logic of non-proliferation” (p. 85). But the fact that deterrence held in one crisis, or even ten crises, does not prove that the risks of nuclear deterrence are acceptable, any more than twenty-four successful launches proved that the Space Shuttle met an acceptable stan​dard of reliability, or twenty years’ experience operating civil nuclear reactors proved that the risk of a meltdown was acceptably low. The successful resolution of a single nuclear crisis does not provide meaningful evidence about the probability of nuclear war over the long term. Deterrence is a threat that leaves something to chance, and the risk that a crisis might escalate out of control is a powerful factor that moderates the behavior of prudent leaders. The key question is not whether deterrence can fail, but how likely such failures are. If a one percent chance of a nuclear conflagration is too great a risk to run, then the fact that deterrence was successful in one or two crises is a completely inadequate basis for rejecting the “logic of nonproliferation.” An examination of past nuclear crises should not make one optimistic that the risks of nuclear deterrence are acceptably low. While it is true that even the most extreme crisis—the Cuban missile crisis—was resolved without resort to nuclear weapons, recent research has revealed disturbing evidence indicating that risks of escalation and accidental or unauthorized use were far greater than is usually appreciated.2 Consider: Top U.S. military leaders, in the mistaken belief that no nuclear warheads had been delivered to Cuba, recommended air strikes to destroy the missile sites, followed by an invasion of Cuba. Authorization had been given to Soviet commanders in Cuba to use tactical nuclear weapons in the event of a U.S. invasion. These warheads, which lacked control devices to prevent unauthorized use, were dispersed during the crisis to reduce their vulnerability to a U.S. attack. The longer-range missiles and their warheads also lacked use controls~ opening up the possibility that Soviet commanders in Cuba could have launched a nuclear attack against the United States. Castro and Soviet military leaders argued for a tough response to U.S. demands that the missiles be removed. Khrushchev initially ordered work accelerated on the missile sites, and ordered Cuba-bound ships to ignore the U.S. quarantine. At the height of the crisis, Soviet commanders in Cuba, acting on their own authority, ordered air defense units to shoot down a U-2 reconnaissance airplane. Later that same day, a U-2 on a routine mission accidentally strayed over Soviet airspace. Either act could have been interpreted as a calculated provocation by the other side. During the crisis, officers at Malmstrom Air Force Base jerry-rigged the launch system to give themselves the ability to launch their Minuteman missiles without higher authorization. During the crisis, the Strategic Air Command deployed nuclear warheads in nine of ten test silos at Vandenberg Air Force Base and then launched the tenth missile in a previously scheduled test, oblivious to the possibility that the Soviets might have been aware of the warhead deployments and could have confused the test for a nuclear attack. During the crisis, U.S. radar operators mistakenly reported that a missile had been launched from Cuba and was about to hit Tampa. Only after the expected detonation failed to occur was it discovered that an operator had inserted a training tape into the system. Optimists apparently believe that the fact that war was avoided despite these mis​haps shows just how robust nuclear deterrence is. This is somewhat like NASA man​agers who used the fact that booster seals had eroded and partially failed in earlier successful launches to justify the fateful decision to launch the Challenger: There are several references to flights that had gone before. The acceptance and success of these flights is taken as evidence of safety. But erosion and blow-by… are warnings that something is wrong... . . The fact that this danger did not lead to catastrophe before is no guarantee that it will not the next time.... When playing Russian roulette the fact that the first shot got off safely is little comfort for the next. To pessimists, the mishaps and miscommunications during the missile crisis demon​strate that deterrence can fail despite our best efforts to prevent nuclear war, and that the probability of such a failure is unacceptably high. Under somewhat different cir​cumstances, with different political and military leaders, an attack on Cuba might have been ordered, a serious accident might have occurred, or an innocent event might have been misinterpreted as an act of war, any of which might have triggered the use of nuclear weapons. The fact that nuclear war was avoided in the Cuban missile crisis and the 1990 Indo-Pakistani crisis should be little comfort for the next crisis.

Prolif bad – A2: empirical success

MAD has failed to prevent wars and does not apply to the present day

Parrington, 97 (Col Alan J, is US air attaché to the Court of St. James, London, England. He is an F-4/F-15 command pilot who previously served as the Space Command–sponsored research fellow at Air University’s Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, and as the deputy foreign policy advisor to USCINCPAC. Colonel Parrington has published two articles on space warfare in Airpower Journal. He is a graduate of Air Command and Staff College and Air War College, Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited, http://science.jrank.org/pages/10504/Nuclear-Age-Mutual-Assured-Destruction.html, 5/20/10)

MAD, of course, is an evolutionary defense strategy based on the concept that neither the United States nor its enemies will ever start a nuclear war because the other side will retaliate massively and unacceptably. MAD is a product of the 1950s’ US doctrine of massive retaliation, and despite attempts to redefine it in contemporary terms like flexible response and nuclear deterrence, it has remained the central theme of American defense planning for well over three decades.2 But MAD was developed during a time of unreliable missile technology and was based on a mortal fear of Communism, aggravated by ignorance of an unknown enemy that lurked behind an iron curtain. Times have changed. Missile guidance improvements have eliminated the need for multiple targeting by redundant weapon systems. More importantly, our enemies have changed as have our fears about Communist domination. It is time to rethink our baseline defense strategy and the doctrine behind it. The normal reaction to such a suggestion is the often heard: “Why tinker with something that has kept the peace for the past half-century?” Gen Henry H. “Hap” Arnold perhaps best answered this by asserting that modern equipment is but a step in time and that “any Air Force which does not keep its doctrines ahead of its equipment, and its vision far into the future, can only delude the nation into a false sense of security.”3 Furthermore, nuclear weapons did not keep the peace in Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan, the Middle East, the Balkans, Africa, or Latin America, even though one side in those wars often possessed “the Bomb” and theoretically should have coerced the other side into submission.4 By one estimate, 125 million people have died in 149 wars since 1945.5 Well then, what about Western Europe? NATO’s threat to use atomic weapons against invading Warsaw Pact forces is said to have preserved the peace in a region where two world wars broke out this century.
Prolif bad – A2: 2nd strike

Organizational biases prevent a stable 2nd strike deterrent

David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 104

Moreover, even if a state’s resource base is ample, organizational biases may impede development of a secure second-strike arsenal. To the optimists’ belief that states will successfully endeavor to protect their arsenals from attack because they have self-evident incentives to do so, pessimists counter that however much states prize their valuable military assets, they do not always take sufficient care in guarding them. “Imperfect organizations,” Sagan submits, “provide an imperfect link between desires of political leaders and the outcomes of force postures. These organizations make predictable (but not always preventable) mistakes.” As pessimists see it, military services, owing to their strong offensive traditions, tend to lack sufficient professional incentives to make nuclear forces invulnerable, and will perceive pre-launch survivability measures to be unnecessary for deterrence or too costly to imple​ment. According to Sagan, “the transition to a secure retaliatory force [will] be especially prolonged in time and imperfect in implementation in states in which civilian control over military organizations is problematic.”

Resource constraints prevent stable deterrence

David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 104

Disputing this assessment, pessimists believe that the important resource constraints faced by developing countries may prevent the emergence of stable deterrence between new nuclear powers. The technological and financial weaknesses of proliferating states would result in small and rudimentary force postures that are vulnerable to first-strike attack and operate under ramshackle safety measures and command and control structures, generating greater pres​sures on crisis stability and increased opportunities for accidents and unauthor​ized seizure. 

Proliferant arsenals will be weak and insecure. Small changes make a first strike thinkable

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 143-144

There are at least three threats to crisis stability (defined as a measure of countries’ incentives not to preempt in a crisis) in the general nuclear sit​uation posited by this analysis: (1) small nuclear arsenals are sensitive to qualitative and quantitative changes in opponents’ arsenals; (2) some lead​ers might be deemed to be beyond the reach of deterrent threats; and (3) problems related to the issue of nuclear learning. A traditional concern about small nuclear arsenals is that they are not particularly robust. According to Glenn Snyder, [a nuclear] balance would be very unstable if both sides barely had a minimum strike-back capability and if the attacker-to-target ratio were low, so that only a slight increase in one side’s forces, or a minor technical breakthrough, or a small rise in political tension, would cre​ate a situation in which one side felt it could rationally strike first. Problems related to the survivability, reliability, or penetrability of strate​gic forces become acute as the size of nuclear arsenals shrinks: quantity can no longer compensate for technological innovation or failure, or for quick changes in the size or makeup of an opponent’s arsenal. For exam​ple, survivability could be called into question by a rapid quantitative or qualitative increase in an opponent’s hard-target kill capabilities. Weapons systems, or their associated command and control networks, are also subject to catastrophic failure: systemwide mechanical problems or unforeseen bloc obsolescence, for instance, could render large segments of a nation’s arsenal (for example, a bomber force) inoperable. Weapons must also be capable of penetrating an opponent’s defenses. 

Prolif bad – accidents

Nuclear accidents are likely

John Baylis, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales,“Nuclear Weapons, Prudence, and Morality: the Search for a ‘Third Way,’” Alternative Nuclear Futures, ed. Baylis and O’Neil, 2000, p. 73-74

A number of studies were published in the immediate post-cold-war period by nuclear historians who, for the first time, had access to the documents on nuclear decision-making. As the veil of secrecy over cold war nuclear mishaps has lifted it has become possible to see more fully the consequences which can arise from human error, equipment failure, and questionable practices by gov​ernments. Research by Bruce Blair in the early 1990s on the command and control of American and Soviet nuclear forces produced convincing evidence that the dangers associated with nuclear deterrence were far greater than had been appreciated at the time. According to Blair there were a number of occasions in the cold war when there was a distinct possibility that nuclear war could have broken out as a result of either the unauthorized use of nuclear weapons or by accident. This new evidence about nuclear accidents by Blair and others raises afresh important prudential and moral questions over the risks and uncertainties inherent in deterrent policies. There are now over 100 incidents involving nuclear mishaps which have been documented. Apart from Chernobyl, with its genetic legacy of thousands of deformed children, there have been a number of accidents with nuclear weapons which have come very close to catastrophe. These have included aircraft crashing onto nuclear weapons storage facilities, fires which engulfed nuclear weapons, and the explosion of the fuel tanks of missiles with nuclear warheads connected. One of the most worrying of these incidents occurred in 1962 when an American B-52 bomber broke up in mid-air releasing two nuclear weapons. One of these was a 24 megaton bomb which was later found hanging from its parachute with five pf its six safety catches tripped. Some have seen this as a vindication of the effec​tiveness of the electronic safety devices used to prevent premature explosions. Others have argued, with more justification, that a major disaster was avoided more by luck, than technical ingenuity. Worries about nuclear accidents and miscalculation are not confined to the cold-war period. Evidence emerged in July 1998 that President Yeltsin activ​ated his ‘nuclear briefcase’ for a retaliatory attack on the United States in January 1995 when Russian early warning stations picked up what they thought was an approaching American Trident ballistic missile. Moscow apparently began a ten-minute count-down to launching their own missiles. At six minutes into the incident, according to Bruce Blair, the Russian milit​ary ‘actually issued orders to the Strategic Rocket Forces to prepare to receive the next command which would have been the launch. In fact, the Russians had mistaken a Norwegian weather research rocket for a Trident missile. Even​tually, the Norwegian rocket crashed into the ocean 600 miles from Russian territory and the incident ended ‘successfully.’ According to one Russian source, however, the incident underlined the poor state of the early warning system and the potential dangers posed by Russian missile forces.

Accidents are inevitable – even perfect control could fail

Scott Sagan, Professor of Political Science, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, and a senior fellow at FSI The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 76-77

Charles Perrow’s Normal Accidents argues there are inherent limits to the degree to which any large organization can understand the technical systems it creates to manage hazardous technologies, such as nuclear power plants, petrochemical industries, advanced biotechnol​ogy, and oil tankers. If organizations were omniscient, they could anticipate all potential failure modes in their systems and fix them ahead of time. Perrow argues, however, that boundedly rational organizations in the real world will inevitably have serious system accidents over time whenever they exhibit two structural character​istics: high interactive complexity (systems containing nu​merous interrelated, yet unplanned, interactions that are not readily comprehensible) and tight coupling (systems with highly time-dependent and invariant production sequences, with limited built-in slack). My own book, The Limits of Safety, adds an explicitly political dimension to “normal accidents theory,” which combines with Perrow’s structural arguments to produce even greater pessimism about the likelihood of organiza​tional accidents. Conflicting objectives inevitably exist inside any large organization that manages hazardous technology: top-level authorities may place a high prior​ity on safety, but others may place a higher value on more parochial objectives, such as increasing production levels, enhancing the size of their subunit, or promoting their individual careers, which can lead to risky behav​iors. Such a focus on the political manner in which con​flicting goals are chosen and pursued is necessary to ex​plain both why systems with such dangerous structural characteristics are constructed and why organizational learning about safety problems is often severely limited.
Pakistan prolif bad – insecure

Recent raids cause serious questions on Pakistan’s security

Mary Louise Kelly, 10/16/2009 [Mary Louise Kelly, National Public Radio's senior Pentagon correspondent reporting on defense and foreign policy issues, 10/16/2009, “Is Pakistan’s Nuclear Arsenal a Risk?” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=113868793]

Pakistan is believed to have at least 60 nuclear warheads. The country's leaders say the security systems guarding them are "foolproof." But a wave of terrorist attacks sweeping the country has raised serious questions. Within the past week, armed extremists raided a police commando training center and laid siege to the headquarters of Pakistan's army. Could they also infiltrate a nuclear facility? Matthew Bunn, a Harvard University professor and an expert on nuclear proliferation, says there is cause for worry. Militants dressed in army uniforms attacked Pakistan's army headquarters, and they had forged identification that allowed them to get through a checkpoint. "This is exactly the kind of thing one often worries about in a potential attack on a nuclear facility," Bunn says. In the wake of the attacks,  the Obama administration expressed its support for Pakistani authorities and cautioned against undue concern. After the army headquarters attack, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said the U.S. has "confidence in the Pakistani government and the military's control over nuclear weapons." Clinton added that the attack is evidence that extremists are "increasingly threatening the authority of the state." But she said there is no evidence they will take over. Still, what's worrying about events this past week is the prospect that terrorists might not have to take over in Pakistan to get their hands on a nuclear weapon. There are plausible scenarios under which extremists don't take over the country but are able to obtain major components for a nuclear weapon, says Sam Faddis, who ran the weapons of mass destruction unit for the CIA's Counterterrorism Center until last year. The biggest potential threat is extremists already within Pakistan's military or intelligence agencies — in other words, an inside job, Faddis says. Another point to consider is where these recent attacks took place. The army headquarters is located just outside the Pakistani capital, Islamabad. The raids on police facilities occurred in the country's cultural capital, Lahore. Bunn sees insurgents going out of their way to demonstrate they can operate well beyond the tribal areas along the border with Afghanistan and attack secure sites in the country's heartland. That is worrisome, he says, because that is where the nuclear weapons facilities are — or at least where the U.S. thinks they are. In a speech in May, CIA Director Leon Panetta admitted that the agency isn't quite sure. "Obviously, we do try to understand where all of these [nuclear weapons] are located. We don't have, frankly, the intelligence to know where they all are located. But we do track the Pakistanis," he said. Panetta added that the Pakistanis have "a pretty secure approach" to protecting their weapons. Pakistani officials stress that in recent years they have taken steps to store warheads separately from missiles and detonators, and tightened background checks for workers at nuclear sites. Then again, says Faddis, the ex-CIA official, if the Pakistanis had been asked last week about security at their army headquarters, they probably would have said it is foolproof, too. 
South Asian arms race bad

Pakistan and China improve missiles, may spark instability in South Asia

Charles R. Smith, 10/10/2009 [Charles R. Smith, staff writer, 10/10/2009, “Nuclear Arms Race in Asia”, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/10/9/184336.shtml]
In early October, Pakistan reported that it conducted two tests of its improved "Shaheen" medium-range ballistic missile. The Shaheen is widely known to be a copy of the Chinese made M-11 (Dong Feng 11) surface-to-surface missile. During the 1990s, China exported M-11 missiles and ballistic missile technology to Pakistan. The new missile tests prove that Chinese and Pakistani missile engineers have improved the M-11 missile from its original 186-mile range to a range of over 500 miles. "The 'Shaheen-I' – also known as the 'Hatf-3' – is one of three defined variants of Pakistan's 'Shaheen' class of rockets," stated Ilan Berman, Vice President for Policy at the American Foreign Policy Council. "Conservative estimates place the range of the missile, which is a copy of the Chinese 'M-11,' at approximately 300 kilometers. However, unofficial reports dating back to 1999 have cited the missile – which is the subject of continued intensive development by Pakistan – as having an expanded range of 800 kilometers," noted Berman. "Multiple news reports from the most recent Oct. 5 test of the 'Shaheen' list the missile as having an 800-kilometer range. If true, this news is confirmation that Pakistan – with help from both North Korea and China – is substantially expanding the range of its missile arsenal," said Berman. "With Chinese assistance, Pakistan is making significant strides in its ballistic missile programs. Projects like the 'Shaheen' medium-range missile – modeled after PRC weaponry – are expanding the threat posed by Pakistan to India, its neighbor and regional rival. This is significant, because it is likely to spark growing instability in South Asia as New Delhi moves to counter the growing threat posed by Islamabad's missile arsenal," concluded Berman. 
PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/09 7:00 PM





