solvency

Restrictions on first use would be effective – a president couldn’t just ignore them
Stone 84 (Jeremy J. Stone, president of the Federation of American Scientists, “Presidential First Use Is Unlawful,” Foreign Policy, No. 56 (Autumn, 1984))
Some will argue that such constraints will be meaningless in war, especially in issues involving nuclear war. But a closer examina- tion of the situation suggests otherwise. No president is going to use nuclear weapons first believing that it will lead to the destruction of the nation. On the contrary, the chief execu- tive will be hoping and expecting that escala- tion will not result. Accordingly, the presi- dent will ponder being held accountable to the nation for the risks to be taken and for the extent these actions will be in violation of law. If legislation exists precluding the contemplat- ed actions, the president will be to that extent discouraged, deterred, and dissuaded from going forward. Indeed, in that event subordi- nates might not follow the president's orders; the secretary of defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and all the others in the chain of command are sworn to uphold the Constitu- tion and the law, not merely to obey the president. The Federation of American Scientists (FAS) raised this issue first in its January 1972 newsletter, inspired by the war powers bill and the relevance of first use to war powers. In turn, then chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Senator J. William Ful- bright (D.-Arkansas), announced in the com- mittee report on the bill: "I concur wholly with the Federation of American Scientists that Congress must retain control over the conventional or nuclear character of a war." He proposed to substitute provisions that would assert that, in the absence of a declara- tion of war, "the president may not under any circumstances use nuclear weapons first with- out the prior, explicit authorization of the Congress." The Senate amendment was de- feated 68-10 partly because it had never been offered earlier in committee. FAS raised this issue again in 1975, after Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger threat- ened first use of nuclear weapons in Korea in the event of a North Korean attack. A bill, never offered, was discussed in the November 1975 FAS Public Interest Report, which would have created a relevant oversight committee of Congress to be consulted during hostili- ties, while Congress was being convened and thereafter. Indeed, W. Taylor Reveley III's 1981 volume War Powers of the President and Congress concluded that for Congress to be effectively involved in national security emergencies it must be willing to delegate to certain of its leaders, convened as a "Joint Foreign and Military Affairs Committee," the right to represent Congress as a whole. In sum, during the 1970s Congress had the authority to pass the affirmative legislation necessary to control nuclear first use but lacked the will. But perhaps Congress has no choice. A presidential order to use nuclear weapons first during conventional hostilities would be more than just a major tactical and strategic deci- sion, which Congress has the authority to limit. What a president would do in reality would be to start a nuclear war that would be qualitatively different from the ongoing con- ventional fighting. Certainly this description would be true of a conflict in Europe. A war that might otherwise engulf U.S. allies and armies would threaten to destroy the United States as well. First use in effect moves the nation into the line of fire-into the war zone. A war that promised to take days and weeks to run its course now may be over in minutes and hours. A war that would leave most of the population in Europe alive now threatens to leave most of them dead. This is, in short, an entirely new war in common-sense terms. What about legal terms? In legal terms the president who uses nuclear weapons first, without a declaration of war, would have gone from trying to "repel" an attack on U.S. forces and allies abroad to initiating just that kind of much wider com- mitment that the Founding Fathers wanted to be made by Congress. And obviously, even they never contemplated the immediacy and the magnitude of the risks that this one person would be taking with the nation itself. In the central case to which all this analysis is really directed-the case of NATO-the original understanding of the NATO treaty was clear: A declaration of war was required before the United States could become fully engaged. True, Article V of the NATO treaty declares that an "armed attack" against any of the parties is an armed attack against each of them. But the chief architect of the treaty, Secretary of State Dean Acheson, explained in Senate ratification hearings on April 27, 1949: This naturally does not mean that the United States would automatically be at war if one of the other signatory nations were the victim of an armed attack. Under our Constitution, the Congress alone has the power to declare war. The obligation of this Government under article V would be to take promptly the action it deemed neces- sary to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. That decision would, of course, be taken in accordance with our Constitutional procedures. Indeed, Article XI of the treaty confirms that the treaty "shall be ratified and its provisions carried out by the Parties in accordance with their respective constitutional processes," which is what Acheson had explicated. 

conv

--use or lose, not counterforce with china, article 6

CTM is just meant for fleeting targets – we’d barely build them or use them, different mission
Sugden 9 (Bruce Sugden, defense analyst based in Washington, D.C., “Speed Kills: Analyzing the deployment of conventional ballistic missiles” International security volume 34 number 1 Summer) More speciªcally, I conclude that the U.S. Navy’s CTM is a cost-effective, near-term, niche PGS option that would mitigate the concerns of CBM opponents. First, CTMs would more easily avoid ºying over nuclear-armed states while traveling to their targets than CBMs launched from the continental United States. This beneªt, coupled with other political-military measures, would help to ameliorate the risk of nuclear-armed states misinterpreting CBM ºights and inadvertently initiating a nuclear response. Midterm CBM deployment, such as options for deployment at forward operating bases, would also provide this beneªt. Second, considering its limited scale of deployment and the likelihood that actionable intelligence for PGS missions against fleeting targets will continue to be rare in the near- and midterms, CTM is relatively cost effective 

Link literally takes itself out
There are two obvious moves it would have to consider. One would be to increase the size of its conventional forces to the point where its potential enemy could no longer overwhelm it by conventional means.
t – hostilities/armed forces

1) We meet – nuclear operators are exposed to danger when they launch nuclear weapons, puts the whole USAF in “hostilities”

2) Counterinterpretation: USAF is the 4 branches, not just troops, and hostilities means violent actions, any other interpretation is a fiction

Horton 11 (Scott Horton,  lecturer at Columbia Law School,  former president of the International League for Human Rights, “Up in Smoke,” 11/25/11) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/10/25/up_in_smoke?page=full
The Obama team also stepped around the War Powers Resolution. It issued brief reports to Congress after hostilities had been commenced, but it did not recognize the resolution as being applicable to the Libya campaign. The Obama view was not, as Republican administrations since Nixon have asserted, that the resolution was an unconstitutional intrusion on presidential prerogatives. Rather, it took aim at the resolution's definition of "hostilities" -- a term consciously adopted to include actions far short of war -- and argued that the operations in Libya could not be viewed as covered. State Department Legal Advisor Harold Koh advanced this view in a hearing before Congress on June 15, the same date on which the Obama team delivered its report on actions in Libya. At this point, U.S. involvement in the Libyan campaign consisted of "occasional strikes by unmanned Predator UAVs," the report argued. The administration was trying to saddle the term "hostilities" with the relatively narrow constitutional sense of the word "war," but Congress plainly opted to use "hostilities" in order to capture a far wider array of military actions. As various scholars have noted, "hostilities" has a well-established meaning in international humanitarian law: "the (collective) resort by the parties to the conflict to means and methods of injuring the enemy." House Speaker John Boehner and Senate Majority Whip Dick Durbin shared the same assessment: The notion that lethal drone strikes are not "hostilities" under the War Powers Resolution "doesn't pass a straight-face test." Obama's engagement with the Constitution and domestic law thus consisted of a rubber-stamp legal opinion from the OLC that made policy assumptions publicly contradicted by senior administration national security spokesmen, and a series of cute word games to deny application of the War Powers Resolution. Congress, moreover, failed to stand up for its prerogatives either by explicitly authorizing the campaign or by challenging it. Congressional leaders were too obsessed with partisan gamesmanship and too indifferent to the fate of their own constitutional powers to do either. The Libya campaign thus turns into another vindication of executive war-making powers, and a demonstration of Congress's institutional lack of gravitas when dealing with minor foreign conflict.

Armed forces includes nuclear weapons

Manuel 12
JD @ U San Diego Law, has practiced criminal defense, mainly before federal courts. His practice includes representing clients in all areas of criminal law, limited civil litigation, and civil rights violations

(Victor, “Is the Second Amendment outdated?,” http://www.victortorreslaw.com/blog/is-the-second-amendment-outdated.html)

The Second Amendment to the Constitution prevents the government from infringing individual rights to keep and bear arms. As a part of the Bill of Rights, the Second Amendment.is apart of the bulwark of individual rights protections that the Framers felt necessary to include in the Constitution. But where did the right originate and what was its purpose?¶ As with most of our laws, their origin was in England. For many years prior to the American Revolution the English folk were in conflict with the King and Parliament. Part of the conflict was over attempts by the King to disarm his subjects and whether there should be a standing army during peacetime. These were times in which the most lethal weapons were muskets and canon.¶ Times have changed. Today, no one questions the need for the government to maintain a standing army for the common defense, even in peacetime. Today’s modern armed forces include nuclear weapons, cruise missiles and smart bomb technology. In the event that a tyrannical government overcomes the will of the people is it realistic to believe that groups of citizens will be able to use armed revolt with assault weapons and other legally available firearms to successfully defeat the government? The result of such thinking is playing out today in Syria. Fighting in the streets, mass civilian slaughters and untold human suffering.
Specifically they’re in the air force
Gale Group 13
(“The U.S. Armed Forces,” http://ic.galegroup.com/ic/ovic/ReferenceDetailsPage/ReferenceDetailsWindow?zid=4340464f1a188e44d93d0820d3aa2151&action=2&catId=GALE%7CAAA000008432&documentId=GALE%7CPC3010999001&userGroupName=centpenn_itc1&jsid=3eb14c1ea53ebe29fcaddb2652a5e1bc)

While the overall aim of the U.S. Armed Forces is to protect the United States and its people, each of the service branches has a specific role. The role of the U.S. Army, for example, is to defend and protect the United States as well as its interests through use of ground troops, tactical nuclear weapons, tanks, artillery, and helicopters. As of 31 July 2010, there were 567,167 personnel in the U.S. Army.¶The Air Force defends and protects the United States and any U.S. interests in space and air, often using tanker aircraft, bomber aircraft, transport aircraft, and helicopters. The U.S. Air Force is in charge of the nuclear ballistic missiles and military satellites, as well. As of 31 July 2010, there were 336,031 personnel in the U.S. Air Force.

Prefer our definition – construing the phrase narrowly is ahistorical nonsense that kills precision, nuking someone is entering our forces into hostilities
Fisher 11 (Louis Fisher, Scholar in Residence, The Constitution Project, testimony to the Committee on Senate Foreign Relations, “LIBYA AND WAR POWERS,” 6/28/11)
The Obama administration has been preoccupied with efforts to interpret words beyond their ordinary and plain meaning. On April 1, the Office of Legal Counsel reasoned that ``a planned military engagement that constitutes a `war` within the meaning of the Declaration of War Clause may require prior congressional authorization.`` But it decided that the existence of ``war`` is satisfied ``only by prolonged and substantial military engagements, typically involving exposure of U.S. military personnel to significant risk over a significant period.``15 Under that analysis, OLC concluded that the operations in Libya did not meet the administration`s definition of ``war.`` If U.S. casualties can be kept low, no matter the extent of physical destruction to another nation and loss of life, war to OLC would not exist within the meaning of the Constitution. If another nation bombed the United States without suffering significant casualties, would we call it war? Obviously we would. When Pearl Harbor was attacked on December 7, 1941, the United States immediately knew it was at war regardless of the extent of military losses by Japan. 4. No ``Hostilities`` Under the WPR In response to a House resolution passed on June 3, the Obama administration on June 15 submitted a report to Congress. A section on legal analysis (p. 25) determined that the word ``hostilities`` in the War Powers Resolution should be interpreted to mean that hostilities do not exist with the U.S. military effort in Libya: ``U.S. operations do not involve sustained fighting or active exchanges of fire with hostile forces, nor do they involve the presence of U.S. ground troops, U.S. casualties or a serious threat thereof, or any significant chance of escalation into a conflict characterized by those factors.`` This interpretation ignores the political context for the War Powers Resolution. Part of the momentum behind passage of the statute concerned the decision by the Nixon administration to bomb Cambodia.16 The massive air campaign did not involve ``sustained fighting or active exchanges of fire with hostile forces,`` the presence of U.S. ground troops, or substantial U.S. casualties. However, it was understood that the bombing constituted hostilities. According to the administration`s June 15 report, if the United States conducted military operations by bombing at 30,000 feet, launching Tomahawk missiles from ships in the Mediterranean, and using armed drones, there would be no ``hostilities`` in Libya under the terms of the War Powers Resolution, provided that U.S. casualties were minimal or nonexistent. Under the administration`s June 15 report, a nation with superior military force could pulverize another country (perhaps with nuclear weapons) and there would be neither hostilities nor war. The administration advised Speaker John Boehner on June 15 that ``the United States supports NATO military operations pursuant to UNSCR 1973 . . . .``17 By its own words, the Obama administration is supporting hostilities. Although OLC in its April 1 memo supported President Obama`s military actions in Libya, despite the lack of statutory authorization, it did not agree that ``hostilities`` (as used in the War Powers Resolution) were absent in Libya. Deprived of OLC support, President Obama turned to White House Counsel Robert Bauer and State Department Legal Adviser Harold Koh for supportive legal analysis.18 It would have been difficult for OLC to credibly offer its legal justification. The April 1 memo defended the ``use of force`` in Libya because President Obama ``could reasonably determine that such use of force was in the national interest.`` OLC also advised that prior congressional approval was not constitutionally required ``to use military force`` in the limited operations under consideration.19 The memo referred to the ``destruction of Libyan military assets.``20 It has been recently reported that the Pentagon is giving extra pay to U.S. troops assisting with military actions in Libya because they are serving in ``imminent danger.`` The Defense Department decided in April to pay an extra $225 a month in ``imminent danger pay`` to service members who fly planes over Libya or serve on ships within 110 nautical miles of its shores. To authorize such pay, the Pentagon must decide that troops in those places are ``subject to the threat of physical harm or imminent danger because of civil insurrection, civil war, terrorism or wartime conditions.``21 Senator Richard Durbin has noted that ``hostilities by remote control are still hostilities.`` The Obama administration chose to kill with armed drones ``what we would otherwise be killing with fighter planes.``22 It is interesting that various administrations, eager to press the limits of presidential power, seem to understand that they may not - legally and politically - use the words ``war`` or ``hostilities.`` Apparently they recognize that using words in their normal sense, particularly as understood by members of Congress, federal judges, and the general public, would acknowledge what the framers believed. Other than repelling sudden attacks and protecting American lives overseas, Presidents may not take the country from a state of peace to a state or war without seeking and obtaining congressional authority. Non-Kinetic Assistance

You can’t exclude remote warfare
Hessler 11 (Stephanie Hessler, djunct fellow at the Manhattan Institute. She served as a national security and constitutional lawyer for the Senate Judiciary Committee, “Obama's Unhostile War,” 6/25/11) http://townhall.com/columnists/stephaniehessler/2011/06/25/obamas_unhostile_war/page/full
President Obama has distorted the plain meaning of a war powers statute to reach the conclusion that he does not need Congressional authorization for the military operation in Libya. Regardless of ones views on the Libyan mission, this legal tactic undermines the rule of law. The War Powers Resolution, a 1973 law, requires the President to report to Congress "in any case in which United States Armed Forces are introduced...into hostilities or into situations where imminent involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by the circumstances." The statute requires the President to "terminate any use of United States Armed Forces" within 60 days after hostilities begin unless Congress authorized the action. It allows for an additional 30-day extension for termination if there is no congressional consent after the 60-day mark. On March 19th, the President ordered US armed forces to commence a military assault in Libya. Recognizing the obvious fact that the War Powers Resolution had been triggered, President Obama sent a letter to Congress on March 21st to comply with the law and explain his military action. But since then, he has failed to seek congressional approval, and meanwhile the 90-day extension deadline passed this Sunday. As the deadline approached, President Obama had two valid options. He could ask for Congress's consent on Libya or he could have determined that the War Powers Resolution unconstitutionally infringes on his commander-in-chief powers. He did neither. Instead, he made the implausible claim that he does not need Congress’s consent because United States Armed Forces are no longer engaged in "hostilities." This will surely come as a shock to the service members deployed to Libya. The United States military has been bombing Muammar al-Qaddafi's compound; our bombing campaign has involved thousands of sorties; we have been firing missiles from drone aircrafts; we have helped target and destroy regime forces; our military has struck at Libyan air defenses; we provide aerial refueling to NATO forces; and we are supplying key intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance to our allies. According to the Obama administration, we have provided “unique assets and capabilities” that are "critical" to NATO’s operation. The cost of this is 10 million dollars a day with an estimated bill of 1.1 billion by the end of September. Surely the Libyan people would also consider our actions decidedly “hostile.” Al-Qaddafi’s militants have had nearly a hundred US missiles dropped on them. Thousands of targets have been stuck. Numerous buildings have been shattered. And, thousands have been wounded or killed. It is hard to argue that this does not amount to "hostilities." But, Obama claims just that. In a report sent to Congress last week, the Obama Administration says that the Libyan mission falls short of “hostilities” in part because "U.S. operations do not involve sustained fighting or active exchanges of fire with hostile forces, nor do they involve the presence of U.S. ground troops, U.S. casualties or a serious threat thereof, or any significant chance of escalation into a conflict characterized by those factors." In other words, because US troops are in little danger, there are no "hostilities." This is a non-sensical reading of the term. Under Obama’s interpretation, as soon as we switch from bombing with piloted fighter jets to sending missiles in drones, we have ceased "hostilities." But there should be little doubt that remote warfare is equally "hostile." Moreover, there is nothing in the common understanding of the word “hostilities” that suggests that both sides in a conflict must be equally at risk. Indeed, by this logic, President Obama could unilaterally decide to drop a nuclear bomb on Tripoli and that would not amount to “hostilities” under the War Powers Resolution. Furthermore, even if risk to our troops is relevant to whether our actions are “hostile,” the conflict in Libya fails Obama’s test. As the Washington Post revealed this week, troops who fly planes over Libya or serve on ships off of its shores currently receive $225 a month in "imminent danger pay." Under Defense Department regulations, this means that the Pentagon has determined that those service members are “subject to the threat of physical harm or imminent danger because of civil insurrection, civil war, terrorism or wartime conditions.” The conclusion that our troops are in "imminent danger" is inconsistent with the conclusion that we are not involved in "hostilities," even under President Obama’s convoluted definition of the term. But how could the President come up with such a preposterous reading of the plain language of the War Powers Resolution? Surely the Department of Justice would have advised him that this interpretation flies in the face of common sense? Actually it did. This weekend, the New York Times revealed that Attorney General Eric Holder and Acting Head of the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) Caroline Krass advised the President that the United States is engaged in "hostilities" in Libya which require him to gain congressional consent under the War Powers Resolution. For nearly 80 years, OLC, an elite division of the Justice Department, has been the ultimate authority for providing detached legal advice to the President. As Eric Holder explained, OLC's advice is "the best opinions of probably the best lawyers in the [Justice Department]...It will not be a political process, it will be one based solely on our interpretation of the law." The President is not bound by OLC but it is extremely rare for a President to reject its legal advice and it is virtually unprecedented for him to do so on a question of statutory interpretation. But this time, the Obama administration flouted OLC and orchestrated a results-based process. Once it was clear that OLC thought the President was legally bound to obtain congressional authority in Libya, the White House declined to ask it for a formal legal opinion. Instead, White House Counsel Robert F. Bauer invited lawyers from other departments to support his view (and presumably that of the President) that congressional consent was unnecessary. Such an outcome-based approach is bound to result in lawlessness since a President will almost always be able to find someone in his administration to tell him what he wants to hear. It is especially striking that President Obama would go to such lengths to circumvent Congress's role on military matters, given his campaign rhetoric to the contrary. As a candidate, Obama said, "The President does not have power under the Constitution to unilaterally authorize a military attack in a situation that does not involve stopping an actual or imminent threat to the nation." Military action should be "authorized and supported by the Legislative branch" and it is always best to have "the informed consent of Congress prior to any military action." So much for all that. Under Obama's strained reading of the law, Congress's war power has essentially been nullified.

Impact is topic education and aff ground – they distort the plain meaning of the term to make the aff debate an idiotically narrowly construed subset that the president can easily step around, no aff will be able to solve since the narrow definition is by design easily evaded by presidents. It also turns limits since the neg can shift the goal posts unless they win it’s a predictable limit.
No impact to limits – we don’t allow all nukes affs since most aren’t war powers questions, defunding and agent counterplans check affs not about authority, and ground is the more important since it dictates whether sides have offense at all.
Competing interpretation is bad and creates a race to the bottom– if our definition was predictable and defended by the literature don’t vote on t.
2ac – exec – declaratory

1. Counterplan is illegitimate


1 – not a logical opportunity cost, executive actor counterplans are not a refutation of whether congress should act, negative fiat is only justified by the logic of opportunity cost and opportunity costs require the actor of the plan and cp be the same.


2 – uniquely destroys this topic – the topic of war powers inherently ASSUMES an executive that cannot just be controlled by a magic wand, aff ground and real education about war powers are annihilated. If the particular actions of the executive branch can be assumed to be ideal then of course the expansiveness of his authority could never be bad


3 – all their offense is solved by other counterplans, congressional defund and alternate kinds of restrictions force the aff to debate about authority already
2. Perm: Do Both 
3. No solvency – declaratory policy can be easily rolled back or violated – even if they solve temporarily its not a permanent solution post the current administration – committee is a stable solution that’s Stone. 

4. Presidential misuse da – they don’t account for political compromised or crazy executives – risks the US needlessly escalating a crisis because we’re being run by someone with alternate incentives –that’s Stone.

One person decisions are inherently fallible

Banks 86 – (William C. Banks, Professor of Law, Syracuse University, “FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: THE CONSTITUTIONAL ROLE OF A CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP COMMITTEE,” Journal of Legislation, Vol. 13:1, 1986)

Given the risks of human fallibility in a one person decision and the risks to the nation's survival of a nuclear war, good sense suggests that a momentous decision such as first use of nuclear weapons be shared. The urgency which compels quick action, such as deciding whether to fire nu- clear weapons in retaliation for a nuclear attack, is not present in a first-use scenario. Further, since the conflict into which nuclear weapons would be introduced would have so far been one fought with conventional weapons, any lost time would not threaten the nation's continued survival in the way a nuclear attack could. The Committee mechanism for first-use decisions would involve Congress in a most important national decision, yet it would preserve the need for speed and secrecy required by the situation. In some sense, it is a compromise. Even so, it may be more effective than either of the polar alternatives of unilateral executive power or full bicameral in volvement. The committee could engender the tough and independent crit icism of the technical reports and factual or political assumptions which would be leading the President to favor the nuclear attack. Furthermore, no single President, too deeply involved, could drag the nation into a nu clear holocaust. For the first time, Congress would necessarily be a part of the decision-making process of nuclear weapons use issues. 
5. There has to be US internal enforcement mechanism – we have violated declarations and treaties in the past
Bunn & du Preez 07 - First general counsel @ U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency & Director of the International Organizations and Nonproliferation Program @ Monterey Institute of International Studies. [George Bunn (Helped negotiate the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and later became U.S. ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament) & Jean du Preez, “More Than Words: The Value of U.S. Non-Nuclear-Use Promises,” Arms Control Today, July/August 2007, pg. http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_07-08/NonUse]

Taking Back the Promises: The Clinton and Bush Legacies Soon after the U.S. representative made the promise of nonuse before the Security Council in 1995, the Department of Defense began urging exceptions to it. Probably as a result of this view, the Clinton administration argued that even under a nonuse commitment in a treaty such as the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone treaty, the United States would not be bound to refrain from a nuclear response to a chemical or biological attack from a member of the nuclear-weapon-free zone. President Bill Clinton’s secretary of defense, William Perry, said publicly that “if some nation were to attack the United States with chemical weapons, then they would fear the consequences of a response with any weapon in our inventory…. We could make a devastating response without use of nuclear weapons, but we would not forswear that possibility.“[6] In addition, NATO retained the option to use nuclear weapons first in future conflicts and, like the United States, reaffirmed its right to use nuclear weapons against a chemical or biological attack.[7] Thus, the United States and NATO refused to accept the NSAs as legally binding prohibitions on their use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon NPT members. Toward the end of his administration, Clinton approved a modification of the B61-11 nuclear warhead for use as a “bunker buster” to attack biological or chemical weapons stored underground in hostile countries, weapons that U.S. officials believed could threaten the United States and its allies. Potential enemies, including some nonaligned countries, were suspected of digging deep underground bunkers for the purpose of sheltering biological or chemical weapons from enemy attack. The proposed bunker-buster nuclear weapons were intended to destroy these bunkers and what they contained before the biological or chemical weapons could be used in an attack on the United States or its allies. The Bush administration further changed U.S. nuclear weapons-use policy after the terrorist attacks of 2001. The Defense Department’s December 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), parts of which were made public in early 2002, reasserted the Clinton administration’s desire for earth-penetrating nuclear weapons to destroy biological weapons stored underground by an enemy. This position assumed first use of nuclear weapons in that engagement. In response to questions raised by this provision of the 2001 NPR, a Department of State spokesperson repeated the 1995 NSA that had been given by the United States to help gain votes for the extension of the NPT that year. He added that “the policy says that we will do whatever is necessary to deter the use of weapons of mass destruction against the United States, its allies, and its interests. If a weapon of mass destruction is used against the United States or its allies, we will not rule out any specific type of military response.” In September 2002, President George W. Bush issued a White House National Security Strategy (NSS) that declared that “rogue states and terrorists” were determined to acquire biological and chemical weapons and that the United States might one day need to use nuclear weapons to deal with such an acquisition. The statement seemed to call for the use of U.S. weapons, including nuclear ones, to destroy biological or chemical weapons before either could be used. [W]e must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends…. If the legitimacy of preemption [by the United States is to depend] on the existence of an imminent threat, [we] must adapt the concept of legitimate threat to the capabilities and objectives of today’s adversaries [who] rely on acts of terror and, potentially, the use of weapons of mass destruction—weapons that can be easily concealed, delivered covertly, and used without warning…. The greater the threat, the greater the risk of inaction—and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action. To forestall such hostile attacks, the United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.[8] Under this strategy, preemptive action by the United States might include the use of nuclear weapons to counter a chemical weapon attack or to destroy a potential enemy’s stocks of biological weapons before they could be used. In the December 2002 “National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction,” the Bush administration added that U.S. counterproliferation forces “must possess the full range of operational capabilities to counter the threat and use of [weapons of mass destruction] by states and terrorists against the United States, our military forces, and friends and allies.”[9] These statements suggest that the United States reserves the right to first use of nuclear weapons to retaliate against attacks using chemical or biological weapons or to destroy enemy chemical or biological weapons stockpiles before they can be used in an attack.[10] Perhaps to implement such a strategy, the administration proposed a new nuclear warhead to Congress, the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator (RNEP). It was supposed to be used to attack “hard and deeply buried targets,” such as underground storage sites for biological and chemical weapons. Congress cut out the funds proposed by the Bush administration for the development of RNEP in the appropriations for the Department of Energy for the fiscal years 2005 and 2006. The department did not request such funds for fiscal years 2007 or 2008. The Bush administration in various ways has said that it is not bound to refrain from the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon NPT states-parties who attack with biological or chemical weapons. Indeed, the United States may well have contributed to the failure of the 2005 NPT review conference by refusing even to discuss NSAs there. If the security assurances provided by the United States to non-nuclear-weapon NPT members in 1995 appear to these members to have less value as result of the Bush administration’s statements, will this reduce the motivation of some NPT members to stay within the NPT? The Future of Negative Security Assurances To states without nuclear weapons not allied to states that do have them, a credible promise by the five NPT nuclear-weapon states not to use nuclear weapons against them should have value. Judging by the demands for such assurances from NAM, the largest caucus of NPT non-nuclear-weapon parties, the quest for legally binding NSAs will continue despite opposition from the United States and most of the P-5. At the 2000 NPT review conference, these NAM states together with the New Agenda Coalition (NAC), a smaller coalition of non-nuclear-weapon nations formed in 1998 to advance nuclear disarmament, were successful in extracting a clear acknowledgement by all NPT parties, in particular the P-5, that legally binding NSAs would strengthen the nonproliferation regime. The final document of the 2000 review conference also called on the Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) for the 2005 review conference to make recommendations on this issue. Despite several concrete proposals, including a draft nonuse protocol to the NPT submitted by the NAC, the PrepCom made no such recommendations. Indeed, the final PrepCom in 2004 reported Washington’s perception that the post-September 11, 2001, security environment obviated “any justification for expanding NSAs to encompass global legally binding assurances.” The U.S. delegation reacted to the PrepCom chairman’s summary by stating emphatically, “We did not, do not, and will not agree as stated in the summary that efforts to conclude a universal, unconditional, and legally binding instrument on security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon states should be pursued as a matter of priority.” This message foreshadowed Washington’s position at the 2005 conference, where it asserted that “the very real nuclear threats from NPT violators and non-state actors” eclipses the “relevance of non-use assurances.” An acrimonious debate about security assurances was among the reasons for the failed 2005 NPT review conference. The United States refused even to discuss them seriously at this conference or at its preparatory meetings, saying: [T]he end of the Cold War has further lessened the relevance of non-use assurances from the P-5 to the security of NPT [non-nuclear-weapon states], particularly when measured against the very real nuclear threats from NPT violators and non-state actors.… [L]egally binding assurances sought by the majority of states have no relation to contemporary threats to the NPT.[11] Options for the Next Administration Attempts to negotiate NSAs with the United States under the Bush administration seem impractical, but the next U.S. administration needs to take up the issue in time for the 2010 NPT review conference. As with the 1995 conference, the United States should lead a P-5 initiative prior to the 2010 conference to reaffirm political pledges not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states. To build confidence in its nuclear intentions, it should allow the conference to establish a mechanism to consider ways to provide legally binding NSAs. In this regard, a new administration could consider several options. One option would be approval of another UN Security Council resolution going beyond the one adopted prior to the 1995 conference. Such a resolution of security assurances to NPT non-nuclear-weapon parties in full compliance with their obligations could include two key components. It could recognize that legally binding security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon NPT members in full compliance with their nonproliferation obligations would strengthen the nuclear nonproliferation regime and that the Security Council should consider taking action against any nation threatening to use nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear-weapon NPT member. Although the first of these two parts would go a long way to address the concerns of many states that the United States and the other nuclear-weapon NPT members have weakened their NSA promises, the second statement would address the security of non-nuclear-weapon NPT members not aligned with any of the P-5. In light of the Bush administration’s insistence that the 1995 U.S. assurances, offered essentially to gain support for the indefinite extension of the NPT and recognized by the Security Council, are not legally binding on the United States, and that these assurances do not preclude the United States from preemptory attacks upon underground hiding places for biological or chemical weapons, the solemn declarations made by the United States and other P-5 members are now regarded as of little value by these non-nuclear-weapon NPT members. Unless a post-2008 U.S. administration wins back the confidence of these nonaligned states that U.S nuclear policies are not aimed at them, any approach through the Security Council would be unappealing. 

2ac – nfu pic – cbw

1. Perm: Do both – means congress authorizes first use in this instance.

2. Doesn’t solve prolif – the cp maintains a role for nuclear weapons, means it isn’t an effective move towards disarm in the eyes of the non-aligned movement, only a true NFU satisfies and restores the NPT.

Doesn’t solve prolif - We already have a partial nfu – needs to be expanded universally 
Korb and Rothman 12 (Lawrence J. Korb,  senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, and served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, and Alexander H. Rothman,  special assistant with the national security and international policy team at the Center for American Progress, “No first use: The way to contain nuclear war in South Asia,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 68(2) 34–42, 2012) DOI: 10.1177/0096340212438385 

Recognizing that it did not make sense for the United States to confront twenty-first-century threats with Cold War-era strategy, in its 2010 Nuclear Posture Review the Obama administration embraced a partial no-first-use policy, announcing that Òthe United States will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states that are party to the NPT and in compliance with their nuclear non-proliferation obligationsÓ (US Defense Department, 2010). If he is elected to a second term, President Obama should build upon the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review by articulating an unconditional, unilateral no-first-use policy. The administration should then work to commit all P-5 nations to a similar pledge. In his article ÒThe case for no first useÓ (Sagan, 2009: 164), political scientist Scott Sagan outlines the potential language for such a pledge: The United States should, after appropriate consultation with allies, move toward adopting a nuclear-weapons no-first-use declaratory policy by stating that Òthe role of US nuclear weapons is to deter nuclear weapons use by other nuclear-weapons states against the United States, our allies, and our armed forces, and to be able to respond, with an appropriate range of nuclear retaliation options, if necessary, in the event that deterrence fails.Ó Because nuclear weapons essentially have no strategic utility for the United States, formally pledging not to be the first country to introduce nuclear arms into a conflict will not reduce the options available to policy makers in responding to a threat, or negatively affect US security. Instead, a policy of no-first-use would send a clear message to the rest of the world that the United States considers the use of nuclear weapons immoral against anything but an existential threat and that Americas nuclear arsenal is a defensive asset. The policy would also allow the United States to reclaim its moral authority on nuclear disarmament, increase stability in the US relationship with other nuclear powers particularly rival countries like China and RussiaÑand deemphasize the importance of nuclear weapons in US security policy. 

3. Doesn’t sovle Indian modeling –in context India would logically make an exception for Pakistan, has to be universal.

Using nukes to deter CBWs fails and cause nuclear war
Sagan 2k (Scott D. Sagan,  Associate Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, “The Commitment Trap: Why the United States Should Not Use Nuclear Threats to Deter Biological and Chemical Weapons Attacks,” International Security, Vol. 24, No. 4 (Spring, 2000), pp. 85-115)

Deterrence Failures Despite Credible Threats 

If the argument presented here is correct-that U.S. threats to retaliate with nuclear weapons in response to chemical and biological weapons attacks are credible because they place the United States' reputation on the line-why is this not an unabashedly good thing? Most advocates of the calculated ambi- guity doctrine assume that it is, and therefore conclude their analysis with a simple and comforting thought: the security of the United States and its allies will be enhanced if U.S. nuclear threats reduce the likelihood of adversaries using chemical or biological weapons. Yet this is not necessarily so. There is, after all, an important distinction between saying that a threat is highly cred- ible and saying that it is effective all the time, against all adversaries, under all circumstances. U.S. nuclear threats would definitely have an overall positive effect only if they were successful 100 percent of the time. Yet because such threats both decrease the likelihood of a chemical or biological attack (but not to zero) and increase the likelihood of U.S. nuclear retaliation (but not to certainty) if deterrence fails, a more difficult net assessment is necessary. Any assessment of current nuclear doctrine must weigh the benefit of the decrease in the probability of chemical and biological attacks against the residual prob- ability of deterrence failure, the probability of a U.S. nuclear response, and the long-term costs of such a U.S. nuclear response. It is disturbing that most advocates of using U.S. nuclear weapons to deter chemical and biological attacks simply ignore this crucial issue. Instead, they assume either that nuclear threats will succeed 100 percent of the time, or that they will succeed except in cases in which potential enemies are "undeter- rable," because they are irrational, suicidal, or otherwise incapable of being dissuaded from aggression by even firm threats of overwhelming destruction. The first assumption is unwarranted: even believable threats can fail for rea- sons discussed below. The second assumption may well be proven to be accurate in some future cases, as the history of the Aum Shinrikyo cult's terrorist use of anthrax, botulinum toxin, and sarin gas in Tokyo reminds us.55 But it is not clear how nuclear weapons doctrine is relevant for deterring such adversaries. Defense, not deterrence, would be necessary when confronting irrational enemies who either welcome a nuclear apocalypse or are, for what- ever reason, oblivious to any level of threatened destruction. What is relevant, however, is to think through how deterrence might fail despite the United States' having made a credible threat to retaliate with nuclear weapons. Although it is not possible to assign relative probabilities to such scenarios, five general types of "rational deterrence" failures can be identified. First, it is possible that a strong U.S. threat to retaliate is credible, but comes too late, after a decision to launch a chemical or biological attack has already been made. President Kennedy's threat to respond to the Soviet missile em- placement in Cuba is the classic case of this type of deterrence failure: his threat came well after the Kremlin decision to send the nuclear-armed missiles had been made and implementation had begun. Second, it is possible that an adversary's leadership could believe that its attack was below the threshold of chemical or biological use that would trigger a U.S. nuclear response. In this case, the U.S. commitment to use nuclear weapons in retaliation to a cata- strophic chemical or biological attack would be feared, but the adversary would design the attack to produce smaller casualty figures in an attempt to avoid such retaliation. There is nothing irrational about such a strategy; whether it would work-technically or politically-is, however, another matter. Third, an adversary could believe that the source of the attack would not be known and that U.S. nuclear retaliation would therefore not occur. This is an especially serious danger with biological weapons, which could be delivered covertly and which might be masked as a natural outbreak of infectious disease.56 A fourth, though related, deterrence failure scenario is a "catalytic" biological attack: a scenario in which one adversary delivers biological weapons against U.S. troops overseas or against the U.S. homeland, but does so in a manner de- signed to make the U.S. government think that a different enemy instigated the attack. The general problem of "catalytic nuclear war" received attention during the Cold War, as U.S. strategists feared that third parties armed with nuclear weapons might attempt to instigate a nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union.57 This danger has not been as well analyzed with respect to biological weapons, however, despite the existence of potential U.S. adversaries-Iran and Iraq are only the most obvious cases in point-that are also adversaties of each other and might therefore be interested in instigating a U.S. attack on their rival. The fifth and final type of rational deterrence failure is an "accidental" chemical or biological attack caused by the unauthorized use of such weapons by a military commander, or a deliberate launch of such weapons, after a false warning of a nuclear attack. This type of deterrence failure is worth analyzing in more detail here, both because it has been virtually ignored in the debate about current U.S. nuclear doctrine and because it is a danger that may be significantly increased by U.S. nuclear weapons threats. One unanticipated result of U.S. statements that increase adversaries' fears of nuclear retaliation may be to simultaneously increase their fears of nuclear "decapitation" through U.S. nuclear weapons' first strikes or preemptive attacks. This fear would, in turn, increase the likelihood that an adversary with chemical or biological weapons would both delegate command authority over such weap- ons to senior military officers in the field and issue specific orders to retaliate immediately if the capital city is destroyed with nuclear weapons. Some form of predelegation of national command authority may be implemented for a variety of reasons in different states: as part of normal leadership succession procedures, as a result of leaders' fears of massive conventional attacks on the capital, because of concerns about leadership assassination, or simply as a precaution once any adversary has nuclear weapons capabilities that could destroy the national government in the capital city. The risk-prone combination of predelegation of authority and the issuance of orders to retaliate immediately with chemical or biological weapons, however, is likely to be put in place (and is likely to be implemented) only when leaders fear a nuclear decapitation strike that would both destroy the existing government and warrant extreme retribution. The current policy of maintaining ambiguity about what kind of U.S. retali- ation would occur, however, could greatly increase fears about nuclear first use, in part because the policy also permits some ambiguity about when "retaliation" would occur. The already-cited November 1998 preemptive threat by a "senior American official" to "obliterate Iraq" if Saddam "tries to use weapons of mass destruction" is the most dramatic case in point.58 A declas- sified 1995 U.S. Strategic Command report on U.S. nuclear doctrine-which states that "we must be ambiguous about our response (or preemption) if what we value is threatened" could encourage similar fears.59 To the degree that such U.S. doctrinal statements increase fears about decapitation, then adver- saries' leaders will be further encouraged to delegate authority to use chemical and biological weapons to officers lower down in the chain of command, and those officers will be more prone to retaliate promptly if they believe that a U.S. nuclear attack has occurred. U.S. defense analysts are generally insensitive to this command-and-control problem, because they assume that the leaders of new proliferators would never delegate authority for the use of chemical or biological weapons to subordinate officers due to fears of coups or insubordination. The evidence on predelegation in the case of Iraq, however, supports my argument, not that more sanguine view. Emerging evidence from the Gulf War suggests that Saddam Hussein felt compelled by military necessity to predelegate authority to use biological and chemical weapons to senior officers in a special military unit, and ordered that such weapons be used only in the event of a nuclear attack on Baghdad.60 Saddam's speeches clearly show that he was worried about a nuclear decapitation threat and sought, at a minimum, to deter it This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Mon, 12 Aug 2013 14:55:27 PM All use subject to JSTOR Terms and ConditionsThe Commitment Trap I 109 through declarations that predelegation existed for a retaliatory strike in retri- bution for an attack on Baghdad. As the Iraqi leader explained to a delegation of U.S. senators in April 1990: If Israel uses atomic bombs, we will strike at it with the binary chemical weapon. I reiterate now that if Israel does this, we will do that. We have given instructions to the commanders of the air bases and missile formations that once they hear Israel has hit any place in Iraq with the atomic bomb, they will load the chemical weapons with as much as will reach Israel and direct it at its territory. For we might be in Baghdad holding a meeting with the command when the atomic bomb falls on us. So to make the military order clear to the air and missile base commanders, we have told them that if they do not receive an order from higher authority and a city is struck with an atomic bomb, they will point toward Israel any weapons capable of reaching it.6" Although the evidence gathered by UNSCOM inspectors in Iraq does not suggest that all "air and missile base commanders" held independent authority to use chemical weapons, it is consistent with the possibility that limited delegation existed for the special Scud missile unit that held twenty-five warheads filled with botulinum toxin, anthrax, and aflatoxin and fifty chemical warheads. Iraqi authorities have also claimed that this special military unit had the authority to use these Scuds if Baghdad was destroyed by nuclear weapons, and UNSCOM gathered some evidence that the BW warheads were mated to a handful of these missiles. A leader's decision to delegate the authority to use chemical or biological weapons may be a reasonable response to the fear of a decapitation attack, but it inevitably raises the risks of accidental uses of such weapons. Two incidents from the 1991 Gulf War dramatically illustrate these dangers. First, on January 28, 1991, when the United States bombed a large ammunition bunker outside of Basra, the explosion was so large that both the Soviets (using their infrared satellite monitors) and the Israelis (who were receiving downlinks from the U.S. satellites) contacted Washington to ask if U.S. forces had just detonated a nuclear weapon.62 Second, on February 7, 1991, when U.S. forces used a "Daisy Cutter" BLU-82 bomb, an SAS British commando behind the lines reportedly 61. "Saddam Hussein Addresses U.S. Senators," Baghdad Domestic Service, April 16, 1990, in FBIS-NES-90-074, April 17, 1990, p. 7. Saddam may have tried to remind U.S. officials of this threat during the war. See "'Mother of Battles' Airs Saddam CNN Interview," Baghdad Mother of Battles Radio Network, February 2, 1991, in FBIS-NES, February 6, 1991, p. 21. 62. Eliot A. Cohen, Gulf War Air Power Survey, Vol. 2, Pt. 1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. GPO, 1993), p. 281. This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Mon, 12 Aug 2013 14:55:27 PM All use subject to JSTOR Terms and ConditionsInternational Security 24:4 | 110 saw the large explosion and announced on an open (unclassified) radio, "Sir, the blokes have just nuked Kuwait."63 Given these occurrences during the Gulf War, it should not take too much imagination to think through similar, realistic scenarios in which the special security officers in charge of biological or chemical weapons might believe that the conditions under which they were predelegated authority to use their weapons had in fact come into effect.64 At an operational level, the risks produced by an adversary's predelegation of authority raise difficult questions about U.S. military targeting policies, conventional and nuclear, concerning attacks against an enemy's command, control, and communications.65 At a strategic level, the predelegation problem even raises questions about whether the net effect of U.S. nuclear threats is to increase or decrease the probability that chemical or biological weapons will be used against the U.S. homeland, military forces, or other targets. 

Nukes are irrelevant for stopping CBW’s – no additional deterrence or strategic options provided
Gerson 10 (Michael S. Gerson,  research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), in Alexandria, Virginia, “The Next Step for U.S. Nuclear Policy,” International Security, Vol. 35, No. 2 (Fall 2010), pp. 7–47) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00018

Beyond this oft-cited empirical case for maintaining the first-use option, some specialists nevertheless maintain that the threat of a conventional-only response might not be sufficient for deterring CW or BW attacks. Conventional weapons, some argue, might not be powerful enough to induce caution and restraint.50 These authors fail to appreciate, however, that among the many reasons why states might want nuclear weapons, one of the most important motivations vis-à-vis the United States is to deter U.S. conventional strength. The fact that the threat of U.S. conventional capabilities is powerful enough to motivate some states to expend the financial and political capital to seek nuclear weapons suggests that states have a healthy respect for U.S. conventional power, and therefore the threat of an overwhelming conventional response to nonnuclear aggression is likely to be a potent deterrent. NFU opponents also contend that the nuclear option might be necessary to respond to a catastrophic BW or, less likely, CW attack that inºicted significant casualties. There are four reasons why a state might use nuclear weapons in response to a CW or BW attack: to inºict high costs (either because the initial CW or BW attack caused high casualties requiring an equally high cost exacted in response, or because the state wishes to purposefully inºict disproportionate costs); to prevent defeat; to avoid the potentially high fiscal and human costs of continuing to fight a conventional war against an adversary employing unconventional weapons; or to destroy the opponent’s remaining CW or BW weapons, stockpiles, and production facilities.51 Compared to conventional alternatives, nuclear weapons do not provide additional military utility toward achieving these objectives, and in all cases the use of nuclear weapons would have political and military drawbacks. The United States should not want to respond to the breaking of the taboo against the use of CW and BW by shattering an even bigger and longer-running taboo. A vigorous conventional bombing campaign provides the necessary means to impose severe costs without resorting to nuclear weapons, and sustained efforts to maintain conventional dominance should ensure that the United States would not be forced to accept defeat.52 Although an adversary’s use of CW or BW might compel U.S. leaders to seek a quick end to the war, the motivation for war termination would be because cost-benefit calculations had been tipped in an unfavorable direction, rather than because all military options had been exhausted and the United States was on the verge of defeat. Nuclear retaliation would not change this political calculation. With regard to the potential costs of fighting in a CW or BW environment, nuclear use would likely only complicate the battlespace by creating risks of nuclear contamination, radioactive fallout, and fire. Moreover, the mass hysteria and confusion caused in the immediate area of the nuclear detonation, as well as in other parts of the country as people fear that they might be the next target of a follow-on nuclear strike, could destabilize the country and increase the complexity of prosecuting the war and, ultimately, winning the peace. A nuclear attack intended to destroy CW or BW weapons, stockpiles, and production facilities is an extremely difficult task, and there is little reason to believe that it could be done, if at all, without causing significant collateral damage. Such a strike would require exquisite real-time intelligence, given that a leader who chooses to escalate with CW or BW will likely disperse remaining weapons and stockpiles to avoid attack. If CW or BW assets can be located, a nuclear strike risks potentially high levels of civilian casualties by dispersing, rather than destroying, chemicals or pathogens, and by the prompt and long-term effects of a nuclear blast.53 For CW and BW assets stored in underground bunkers, a nuclear weapon would have to detonate in the same room as the agents to completely destroy them; otherwise, chemicals and pathogens will be vented and dispersed into the atmosphere.54 If weapons, stockpiles, or production laboratories are located in above-ground structures, a nuclear weapon detonated nearby could destroy them, but not without also causing collateral damage that in many instances would be disproportionate to the initial attack. For example, a 10-kiloton (kt) weapon can eliminate biological agents within a radius of about 50 meters,55 but not without also destroying reinforced concrete structures within approximately a half-mile from the detonation, as well as demolishing ordinary homes out to distances of about 1 mile. Even if a CW or BW attack on the United States or its allies inºicted substantial civilian casualties, why would the United States inºict severe costs on innocent civilians for the actions of their government? And why would imposing such costs be a punishment—or a deterrent—for the adversary regime? A state that is willing to deliberately kill U.S. or allied civilians with chemical or biological weapons is unlikely to care much about large segments of its own population. In the event of a CW or BW attack, it is more likely that the United States would focus the brunt of its retaliatory campaign against the adversary’s military and leadership—which the United States explicitly threatened in the Gulf War—and for this objective there is little, if any, added military value from responding with nuclear weapons. In future crises involving CW- or BW-armed adversaries, a more credible and potent threat would be for the United States to employ a combination of conventional denial and punishment strategies. First, the United States should forcefully communicate that its deployed forces are equipped with appropriate defenses that will deny any potential benefits of the battlefield use of CW and BW.56 Second, similar to the explicit threats to Iraq in the Gulf War, U.S. decisionmakers should threaten an overwhelming conventional response to the use of unconventional weapons, coupled with the threat that CW or BW use runs the risk of forceful regime change. Potential adversaries should be made to understand that the United States and the international community will not tolerate the use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD); that CW or BW use will strengthen, not weaken, U.S. resolve; and that the full force of U.S. (and perhaps allied) conventional power will be brought to bear if these weapons are used. The message should be that CW or BW use not only will be ineffective, but will undoubtedly cost those who employ such weapons against the United States or its allies dearly and might even be an act of regime suicide.57 

Nuclear attacks worse than biological weapons
The Stanley Foundation 08 [“US Nuclear Weapons Doctrine: Can We Adopt No First Use?” Policy Dialogue Brief, April 4, 2008] http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/pdb/NoFirstUsePDB708.pdf
 There was, however, disagreement about whether nuclear weapons should be used to deter biological weapons. Theoretically, biological weapons could kill hundreds of thousands or even millions of people, rendering large amounts of urban infrastructure useless by forcing expensive decontamination or even razing of the affected buildings. However, the level of certainty between nuclear and biological attacks is vast; a nuclear attack in an urban area would almost certainly produce 100,000+ casualties, whereas a biological attack in the same area could produce anywhere from zero to millions of casualties. Furthermore, it is clear that medical preparedness—quarantines, vaccinations, cures, and the like—constitutes a much better defense against biological attack than the threat of nuclear retaliation, especially given that bioweapons are more likely to be used by terrorists than by states. 

Definition of WMDs is so elastic it makes NFU irrelevant and kills cred

Butfoy 8 (Andy Butfoy, “Washington’s Apparent Readiness to Start Nuclear War” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy Volume 50, Issue 5, 2008) DOI:10.1080/00396330802456494
 The elastic use of the term ‘WMDs’, and the way the threat these weapons pose has been stretched to license consideration of the nuclear first-use option, is another cause for concern. Not only have a variety of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons – and even mere capabilities – been placed into the same ‘WMD’ basket, but conventional high explosives have also been added to the mix. For example, in July 2001 Major-General Robert P. Bongiovi, then acting director of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, declared:

The (WMD) definition encompasses nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. However, it also [includes] radiological, electromagnetic pulse, and other advanced or unusual weapons capable of inflicting mass casualties or widespread destruction. In addition, conventional high explosive devices, such as those used in the attacks on Khobar Towers and the USS COLE, are legally and operationally considered to be WMD.61

This was not a one-off; other official sources have said much the same.62 If this logic led to nuclear first use, it would probably destroy the evolution of a norm-based international security regime more surely than a rogue state's use of chemical or biological weapons. Moreover, almost any efforts to justify first use in terms of its contribution to world order would invite widespread ridicule, hatred and fear. In the 1990s the US position was that: 

NFU’s that contemplate the expectation of first use aren’t real – operation has to match declaration
Miller 2 (Steven E. Miller, Pugwash Meeting no. 279 “The Utility of Nuclear Weapons and the Strategy of No-First-Use,” November 2002)

War planning. NFU cannot be real if militaries develop war plans that include, or even depend upon, the expectation of first-use of nuclear weapons. It has long been a commonplace to note the gap that often exists in nuclear powers between declaratory policy and operation policy. The Soviet Union's NFU pledge, for example, coexisted with war plans for a European war that called for substantial use of nuclear weapons from the outset of hostilities.25 A genuine strategy of no-first use would need to be reflected in operational war plans. These would have to assume an entirely non-nuclear character and to extirpate all scenarios in which recourse is made to the first use of nuclear weapons.
Eradicating the idea that nuclear first use is an option would have enormous implications. It would alter the expectations of politicians and commanders. It would (or should) influence military investment decisions - more conventional capability may be necessary, for example.26 It could affect public articulations of defense policy and military doctrine. In the Soviet period, Moscow's NFU pledge was undermined by a profusion of military writings that emphasized nuclear preemption and warfighting and otherwise were in tension with NFU. But a genuine NFU strategy would need to harmonize doctrinal expositions and political explanations of defense policy with the constraints of the NFU commitment. Changes in public rhetoric alone will not be sufficient to convince the world that a NFU strategy is firmly in place. But they could help send the message that NFU was being taken seriously. NATO presently proclaims at every occasion that nuclear weapons are essential and that nuclear first-use is an integral component of alliance military strategy. If NATO instead were to proclaim that nuclear weapons are irrelevant to most of the alliance's security needs and that it could not envision circumstances in which it would use nuclear weapons first, this would certainly set a very different tone.

War planning, of course, is not a public activity, though it has public outcroppings. So though this is a necessary step if NFU is to be real, it must be coupled with other, more visible steps, if others are to be convinced that NFU is more than declaratory policy.

Exercises and training. Militaries, goes the old aphorism, fight the way they train. Military organizations are honed through years training and exercises to operate in certain ways with certain expectations. If exercises sometimes or routinely involve scenarios that include nuclear first use, this will be visible to observers of the exercises and will be have impact on the way the military thinks and behaves. NFU cannot be real if militaries are practicing as if nuclear weapons will be used first. In the context of a strategy of NFU, exercises should ingrain the idea that first-use is entirely out of the picture and should not figure at all in the calculations of military commanders. 

NU – first use threats aren’t credible
Gerson 10 (Michael S. Gerson,  research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), in Alexandria, Virginia, “The Next Step for U.S. Nuclear Policy,” International Security, Vol. 35, No. 2 (Fall 2010), pp. 7–47) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00018

The threat to use nuclear weapons first may lack credibility in the minds of many current and potential adversaries. The first-use option can contribute to deterrence and security only if the opponent believes that there is at least some reasonable chance that the United States might actually use nuclear weapons first. In today’s international security environment, no state can doubt that the United States possesses sufficient nuclear capabilities to inºict severe costs, but a state reasonably could question whether the United States has the requisite political resolve to use nuclear weapons first, especially over stakes that do not directly threaten U.S. national security interests.84 The incredibility of U.S. first-use threats rests on several grounds. First, as discussed above, there are no realistic military contingencies that would require the first use of nuclear weapons. Absent a compelling military need to use nuclear weapons first, U.S. nuclear threats are unnecessary and will therefore lack credibility. Conversely, U.S. conventional capabilities are highly credible and have been demonstrated in numerous post–Cold War operations to be more than sufficient to inºict substantial costs, and it is unlikely that an opponent would believe that the United States would use nuclear weapons if there were effective conventional options. In fact, the emphasis in recent years on developing a new generation of high-precision, long-range conventional weapons—exemplified by the U.S. military’s Prompt Global Strike mission, which seeks to develop conventional capabilities that can strike targets anywhere in the world within one hour85—demonstrates how hard the United States is working to preclude having to use nuclear weapons in any contingency short of a response to a nuclear attack. Second, there are potentially significant political costs to the United States for using nuclear weapons first, especially regarding U.S. efforts to lead the charge against nuclear proliferation, and these costs diminish the credibility of U.S. first use.86 Given that the United States has traditionally been the most globally active nation in the realm of nonproliferation, the threat to use nuclear weapons first and risk undermining U.S. leadership of the NPT regime, legitimizing the use of nuclear weapons, and potentially spurring further proliferation will likely ring hollow. It would be difficult, if not impossible, for the United States to reconcile its first use of nuclear weapons with continued leadership on nonproliferation. Despite the national and international security benefits of U.S. activism against the further spread of nuclear weapons, an unintended consequence of these efforts has likely been to further weaken the credibility of U.S. threats to use nuclear weapons first. Third, whereas implicit or explicit nuclear threats from rogue states have some inherent credibility because of the belief that these regimes are fanatical and risk acceptant—that is why, after all, they are rogues—in the nuclear realm the United States is generally perceived to be rational, risk averse, and sensitive to civilian casualties and other collateral damage.87 These beliefs reduce the credibility of first-use threats by further strengthening the view that U.S. political leaders are bound by the “nuclear taboo,” a normative constraint against using nuclear weapons that emerged after World War II.88 For the United States, the nuclear taboo inºuences the range of military options considered by decisionmakers by imposing criteria of proportionality and domestic and international legitimacy on the use of force, and such constraints are not lost on current and potential adversaries.89 Unlike rogue states, the United States does not readily benefit from the “rationality of irrationality,”90 which increases the credibility of nuclear threats by convincing decisionmakers that the opponent might not make logical cost-benefit calculations, and therefore might not be constrained by the logic of appropriateness on which the nuclear taboo depends. Despite the contention of one high-level advisory panel to U.S. Strategic Command arguing that “it hurts to portray ourselves as too fully rational or cool-headed,” and that “the fact that some elements may appear to potentially be ‘out of control’ can be beneficial,” U.S. policymakers have been reluctant to send these kinds of signals in the nuclear arena since the end of the Cold War.91 

japan

Allies are ok with an NFU – they’ve said so

Sagan 10 (Scott Sagan, Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and Co-Director of Stanford’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, “Scott Sagan's Introductory Statement at the Sagan-Payne debate on US Nuclear Declaratory Policy on May 25, 2010,” May 2010)

Critics say that this will weaken extended deterrence as key allies will feel abandoned. Evidence so far is to the contrary: Japan: Foreign Minister Okada said, in October 2009, "We cannot deny the fact that we are moving in the direction of No-First Use of nuclear weapons. We would like to discuss the issue with Washington." The Japanese 2010 Rev Con statement said, "Japan appreciates and welcomes the Nuclear Posture Review by the United States." "We call on all states possessing nuclear weapons to reduce the role of nuclear weapons in their national security strategies. In this connection, we call on the Nuclear Weapon States to take, as soon as possible, such measures as providing stronger negative security assurances that they will not use nuclear weapons against Non-Nuclear-Weapon States that comply with the NPT." Japanese 2010 NPT Review Conference statement This is also the case in NATO: The German, Dutch, Belgian and Norwegian governments have all called for removal of the tactical nuclear weapons on their soil. NATO meetings will address this soon. We should not just assume that the credibility of extended deterrence and reassurance to allies is threatened by NFU declarations or removal of tactical weapons. Instead, we should listen to what our allies are saying and work with them.
Japan is fine with an NFU
Sagan 9 (Scott D. Sagan, Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and Co-Director of Stanford’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, “Forum: The Case for No First Use: An Exchange,” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 51:5, 17-46, 2009) DOI: 10.1080/00396330903309840

Secondly, Tertrais believes I underestimate the non-proliferation costs of a no-first-use posture among US allies. Although he acknowledges that there is a German constituency in favour of the posture, he questions rhetorically how the Japanese would react. Actually, there is a considerable Japanese constituency in favour of the US adopting a no-first-use policy and limiting the role of US nuclear forces to deterrence of nuclear threats to Japan. Indeed, after Tertrais wrote his critique, the Japanese elections brought to power the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which had declared during the election campaign that it was open to discussing with Washington a move toward a no-first-use doctrine as ‘a means of aiming for a world free of the threat or use of nuclear weapons’.12 DPJ Secretary-General Katsuya Okada, a senior foreign-policy leader in the party, declared that ‘even if the US makes a “no first use” declaration, it does not mean that Japan will be placed outside the scope of the nuclear umbrella’.13 

Japan supports an NFU – ICNND report proves
Sagan and Vaynman 11 (Scott D. Sagan, Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and Co-Director of Stanford’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, and Jane Vaynman,  Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,  “Japan and the New US Nuclear Posture,” The Nonproliferation Review Volume 18, Issue 1, 2011) 
One more document should be acknowledged before beginning a discussion of the NPR and its impact in Japan: “Eliminating Nuclear Threats: A Practical Agenda for Global Policymakers”—a report produced by the International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ICNND) and co-chaired by former Australian foreign minister Gareth Evans and former Japanese foreign minister Yoriko Kawaguchi—has had perhaps the greatest impact on the thinking of senior leaders within the ruling Democratic Party of Japan.6 The report aligned well with the nuclear abolitionist views of Yukio Hatoyama, who was then DPJ prime minister, and Katsuya Okada, his foreign minister. Among other things, the commission's report recommended that “every nuclear-armed state should make an unequivocal ‘no first use’ declaration, committing itself to not using nuclear weapons either preventively or preemptively against any possible nuclear adversary, keeping them available only for use, or threat of use, by way of retaliation following a nuclear strike against itself or its allies.”7

“Eliminating Nuclear Threats” also directly addressed one of the key issues for US nuclear planners: the role that nuclear weapons play in the US extended deterrent. It is a virtual item of faith that “extended nuclear deterrence is required to reassure allies.”8 In addition to the protection afforded US allies by this pledge, the extension of the nuclear umbrella has prevented most of them from acquiring nuclear capabilities themselves: it is, in other words, a nonproliferation tool. (There are other reasons that these states have forsworn nuclear weapons, not the least of which for Japan is the “nuclear allergy” caused by being attacked with nuclear weapons.)9 The key question about extended deterrence, however, is whether nuclear weapons are required to deter attacks. The report concludes that they are not: “United States conventional capability, when combined with that of each of the allies in question, constitutes a deterrent to any conceivable aggressor at least as credible as that posed by its nuclear weapons.”10

Although the report was co-chaired by a prominent Japanese statesman and its conclusions were in line with the beliefs of Hatoyama and Okada, official reaction to it in Tokyo was muted. Okada pointedly distanced his government from the report before it was published, noting that “it is not run by governments but instead created by third parties. It is my hope that the ICNND will engage in discussions independent from government views.”11 Rather than repudiating the report, however, the foreign minister was actually encouraging ICNND to be more aggressive than the government. That suggests sympathy for a more daring position. In addition, Japan and Australia made a joint submission to the 2010 NPT Review Conference that was based on the ICNND report, and after the conclusion of the meeting, Foreign Minister Okada and his Australian counterpart Stephen Smith issued a joint statement applauding the ICNND's work, saying that it received “significant attention” and that it was “universally praised as a thoughtful and practical contribution to the Review.”12

The Okada-Smith statement was part of a broader positive reaction to the 2010 NPT Review Conference. Noting that the 2010 meeting was in “stark contrast to the failed 2005 Conference,” the two officials characterized the final result as a “comprehensive and forward-looking final document which is a strong global commitment to the nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation regime.” They welcomed “the commitment by Nuclear-Weapon States to reduce and eventually to eliminate all nuclear weapons,” and they praised “the many detailed and specific actions agreed by the participants as concrete and practical steps towards a safer and more secure world without nuclear weapons.”13

2ac – politics immigration

Won’t pass this year even with compromise 

Ferenstein 1-8 (Gregory,- writer for Tech Crunch “Immigration Reform Unlikely To Pass Before 2015, Says Rep. Issa”)
Hopes for undocumented immigrants stranded in political limbo will have to wait at least another year. In a wide-ranging interview on congress’s next session, Representative Darrell Issa, who drafted the high-skilled version of immigration reform, says there’s too much “animosity” on the issue within the government to find a meaningful compromise before the next election.  “Comprehensive immigration reform is hard to do with the best environment between the executive branch between the House and Senate. We don’t have the best opportunity,” he explains. “if we can find a compromise that is bi-partisan on the 11 million [undocumented workers], I think we begin to defuse some of the animosity. It doesn’t mean we get a bill past for the next election.”  There is a serious tech-talent shortage in Silicon Valley, but the relatively popular plan to admit more high-skilled immigrants has been held hostage to comprehensive reform, which includes finding a solution to the roughly 11 million undocumented workers currently living in the United States.  The senate passed comprehensive immigration reform last June, but House Republicans fear fierce political backlash because the bill grants a path to citizenship for most undocumented workers.  So, to get things moving along, last fall, Issa introduced his own path-to-citizenship compromise that provides legal working status for six years. A majority of undocumented immigrants could “come out the shadows”, freeing up resources to investigate the criminal portions of the undocumented population and giving more time to figure out how to deal with the new legal population, especially of agricultural workers.  Naturally, it’s been denounced by all sides as being either too pro-amnesty or anti-immigrant. 2014 is a crucial election year, with Democrats facing a mid-term election with a (relatively) unpopular president, and Republicans facing stiff competition from the uncompromising conservative Tea Party faction.  Most polls, including our own ongoing CrunchGov Google Surveys poll, show that a slim majority (51%) of Republicans will not vote for a candidate that supports an eventual path to citizenship, compared to 71% of Democrats who would support such a candidate (we’ll have more details when our survey is complete).  Suffice to say, comprehensive reform is a political landmine and congress is–to put this diplomatically–risk averse.  Issa is optimistic, however, that the tech community could wield its considerable political power to force Congress to separately pass high skilled immigration reform, by declaring that “‘As a tech community, I refuse to be held hostage to endorsing what we need, that has nothing to do with these other problems.’”  Specifically, the ability to allow congress to vote on high-skilled immigration reform is up to the leaders in both houses. Issa says the House Leader John Boehner will allow Congress to vote this year on high-skilled reform, and that there’s a political incentive for President Obama not to oppose a separate vote in the senate.  But, as far as comprehensive reform goes, hopes that it would pass in 2014 are dwindling. We’ll have more with our interview with Rep. Issa, as well as a detailed look at the future of immigration reform in the near future. 
Won’t pass, not top of the docket 

Bump 1-2 (Philip,- staff writer at The Atlantic Wire “Congress' 2014 Could Be Even Worse Than Its 2013”)

When Congress returns from its (hopefully relaxing!) Christmas/holiday break next week, both Senate Democrats and House Republicans expect to begin work on their policy priorities. Differing policy priorities, of course. Voters are skeptical that the federal government can get much of anything done, a new Associated Press poll reports — a skepticism that, given that this is an election year, seems very much warranted. The New York Times reports that 2014 is slated to begin where 2012 left off in the House. Speaker John Boehner says he'll push for immigration reform again, considered a key move for the Republican Party given its slumping numbers with Latino voters. Boehner has hired a staffer from the office of Arizona Sen. John McCain, with the goal of advancing "'step by step' moves to revise immigration laws," the Times reports. This paragraph is perhaps the most telling: The most likely legislative approach, according to lawmakers, White House officials and activists, is a push to pass legislation in the House by May or June — after most Republican lawmakers are through with their primary campaigns — with the goal of reaching a compromise that Mr. Obama could sign before the 2014 midterm election campaigns intensify next fall. See that? Wait on immigration reform until after members of Congress have to face staunch conservative opposition in primary battles but pass it before the general election when far more Latino voters will head to the polls. Not a bad move, politically. But that May/June timeframe means that the House will spend the first half of the year, at least, pushing for heavily conservative priorities. And not just the House, either: a (growing) number of Senate Republicans will face primary challengers backed by conservative groups like the Senate Conservatives Fund. Those challenges already spurred a minor insurrection against the budget deal in December, with Republican senators using the vote as way to send a message to primary voters about their conservative credentials. And if the House spends the first half of the year passing bills meant to appeal to conservative voters, the odds that those measures clear the still-Democratically-controlled Senate are small. 2013 was a year of record unproductivity for Congress. 2014 is slated to repeat that sluggishness, at least at first.
Approrpriations and farm bill thump immigration

Berman 1/3/14

http://thehill.com/homenews/house/194380-house-agenda-for-january-unfinished-business
staff, the hill

The House plans to spend a chunk of January tending to unfinished business from 2013, completing a $1 trillion omnibus spending bill and approving final legislation governing farm programs and water projects. Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) outlined the lower chamber's agenda for the first few weeks of the year in a memo to lawmakers on Friday that was heavy on the familiar GOP themes of targeting ObamaCare, spending reform and curbing environmental regulations. The schedule for January is likely to be light on major new proposals as House Republicans prepare for their annual policy retreat at the end of the month at a resort in Cambridge, Md., where they hope to formulate an agenda for the remainder of the 2014 election year. ADVERTISEMENT “We must, as always, remain focused on our conservative policies that can help grow the economy, lessen the burden of government, and provide opportunity for America's hard working taxpayers,” Cantor wrote in the memo. “Our conservative policies have proven to provide the solutions to the challenges families are facing including increasing economic security and creating more opportunity for advancement.” Next week, the House GOP will start 2014 by renewing its attack on the new healthcare law; Cantor announced Thursday that he would schedule a vote on legislation to address security concerns with the HealthCare.gov insurance exchange website. Congress will also have to move relatively quickly on appropriations legislation and the farm bill. House and Senate appropriators are drafting a $1 trillion spending bill for the remainder of the fiscal year that reflects the budget agreement approved in December. That bill — or a short stopgap extension — must pass both chambers by Jan. 15 to keep the government open. Negotiators are finishing up a five-year farm bill left over from 2013. The most recent extension of current policy expires at the end of the month. Congress also hopes to complete the Water Resources Reform and Development Act, which is in the final stages of bicameral talks. More contentious issues like immigration reform and the debt limit are likely to have to wait until after the GOP retreat and President Obama’s State of the Union address, which is set for Jan. 28.
Unemployment benefits thump
The Hill 1-5 (“Battle over unemployment insurance will consume start of 2014 on Capitol Hill”)

Battle over unemployment insurance will consume start of 2014 on Capitol Hill  Senate Democratic leaders feel cautiously optimistic they have the 60 votes they need to advance unemployment benefits legislation on Monday, but that marks only the start of the congressional battle.  Even if the legislation passes the Senate next week, it faces an uphill road in the House. Advocates for extended benefits say the fight could play out between the chambers for weeks.  There is growing sentiment among Republicans that it’s time to stop extended federal unemployment benefits after nearly six years of recession and slow recovery. At least, House Republicans say the $6.4 billion cost of extending benefits another three months should be paid for with deficit-reduction measures.  An estimated 1.3 million unemployed workers saw their benefits lapse when the program expired at the end of last month.  Senate Democrats feel confident of getting 60 votes Monday because of the support of Sen. Dean Heller (R-Nev.), who has teamed up with Sen. Jack Reed (D-R.I.) to push the three-month extension.  “Sen. Reed is trying to get as many supporters as he can from both sides of the aisle,” said Chip Unruh, Reed’s spokesman. “We are cautiously optimistic that enough members will do the right thing for their constituents and our economy and pass the bipartisan 3-month Reed-Heller fix.”  A Democratic leadership aide said Heller’s office “is optimistic he will get a few other folks to vote for cloture.”  President Obama interrupted his vacation to call Reed and Heller from Hawaii to encourage them.  Democrats need at least 5 Republican votes to advance a motion to proceed to the bill. Then Republicans could have a chance to amend it before voting to overcome another 60-vote hurdle to set up final passage.  Senate passage is a high political priority for Heller, whose home state is tied with Rhode Island for having the highest unemployment rate in the nation at 9 percent, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.   So far, however, no other Senate Republican has announced support for the aid package.  Sen. Susan Collins, a centrist Republican from Maine, has indicated she would like to pass a short-term extension to give Congress more time to weigh potential reforms to the program.  “She has not said how she will vote on any specific proposal, but she has indicated that she believes the program should be extended for three months,” said an aide to Collins.  The aide argued the extra time would allow Congress to find funds to pay for unemployment benefits and redesign it to better incorporate job-training programs.  Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) said extended benefits should not add to the deficit, a break in recent tradition. Since the start of the Great Recession, Congress has only paid for extended unemployment benefits once, according to Ross Eisenbrey, vice president of the Economic Policy Institute.  Boehner has suggested linking unemployment aid to GOP-favored measures to spur job growth.  Rep. Dave Camp (R-Mich.), the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, thinks legislation designed to speed the economy should be Congress’s primary focus.  “Despite a dozen extensions, academic research suggests the program has actually hurt, rather than helped, the job creation that the unemployed need most,” said Michelle Dimarob, a spokeswoman for the Ways and Means panel.   “It is time to focus on policies that will actually lead to real economic opportunities for families who are trying to get back on their feet and back into the workplace,” she said.  Critics say the GOP approach ignores the plight of families who depend on federal assistance to live day-to-day.  “There are eleven million unemployed. You’re not going to create enough jobs for all those people and they need to live,” said Eisenbrey.  “It would seem to me that five Republicans in the Senate should agree with Republicans around the country,” Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said Sunday on CBS’s “Face the Nation.”  Reid has taken a strong stance against paying for unemployment benefits, which he views as an emergency expenditure.  He has voiced interest in reforming the program, although not in the same ways that Republicans have proposed.  He told the Las Vegas Sun last month that he would like to lower the unemployment rate thresholds that determine the length of benefits for individual states. Only states with 9-percent unemployment rates are eligible for 73 weeks of benefits, the maximum length of combined state and federal assistance.  “Hopefully, we can bring that number down,” he told his home-state paper.  Getting Senate Republicans to vote to proceed to the unemployment package will be easier than persuading them to end debate and set up a final measure if Democrats continue to insist that its cost not be offset.  “I think it’s going to be a very close call in the Senate but we’re optimistic they’ll eventually do the right thing,” said Judy Conti, federal advocacy coordinator for the National Employment Project.  She said that the omission of unemployment benefits from House Majority Leader Eric Cantor’s (R-Va.) January agenda was a troubling sign.  “The Republican House right now is sending the message that it doesn’t plan to do anything about that,” she said. “It’s bad for the economy and bad for the families that depend on these benefits.”  Sen. Lamar Alexander (Tenn.) suggested Sunday that he wouldn't back the extension scheduled to hit the floor this week.  “I will not vote to bring this legislation to the floor unless senators have an opportunity to debate and vote on the many good ideas for helping unemployed Americans find a job," said Alexander, who has been known to reach across the aisle to work with Democrats.  "Unfortunately, the Senate appears to be starting the new year just like the old one ended, with the Democratic leader bypassing committee consideration and cutting off all amendments and debate on an important issue.”  Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) told reporters on a conference call Sunday that if Republicans blocked an unemployment insurance extension, it would “place them far out of the mainstream.”  “We will come back at this issue,” said Schumer, who also repeated his assertion from ABC’s “This Week” that it was “insulting” for Republicans to say that extended jobless insurance acted as a disincentive for people to search for jobs.  Sen. Jeanne Shaheen (D-N.H.) added that unemployment insurance has been a bipartisan issue in the past, including during George W. Bush’s administration.  “This is an issue that’s always had broad, bipartisan support,” Shaheen said on the conference call. “So it’s surprising that there’s not that kind of bipartisan support, or at least it’s not clear there will be, to continue this.”  The Senate debate will play out over the next week but time is limited because Congress must pass legislation by Jan. 15 to keep the government funded through the rest of the fiscal year. 
Your pol cap key ev is a joke 
Politico 11-10 (“White House seeks Republican immigration help”)

White House press secretary Jay Carney said recently that it’s long been established that the president cannot move House GOP votes. “This is something that House Republicans need to work out,” Carney said. “They control the keys to the car in that house right now of Congress, and they need to decide how they move forward and what legislation they can move forward. And we’re going to work as best we can to move this process forward.” Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), who distanced himself from his own Senate Gang of Eight bill after seeing his influence diminish following his work to shepherd the legislation through the chamber, also said the president isn’t going to move House Republicans no matter what he does. “I think the distrust of this administration is deep, but he’s the president, he’s allowed to speak on whatever he wants,” Rubio said. “Ultimately, this issue needs to be decided first in the Congress, and I’m not sure how much influence he’s going to have on the House.” The government shutdown fight and Obama’s failure to establish relationships with Republicans haven’t helped either. “This whole fight we had in the … past few weeks over Obamacare and the government shutdown and everything really affected relationships with members and the White House,” Valadao said. “That, I think, had a huge impact on members who were on the fence on immigration.” Meanwhile, the conservative groups working to pass immigration reform are happy working without substantial coordination from the White House. Being seen as too close to Obama would sap their credibility with House Republicans, even as they parrot the White House talking points. “We’re keeping the White House at arms length and the White House is not really engaging with folks directly and they’re really paying heed to the reality that this has to be owned lock, stock and barrel by the House Republicans,” said Ali Noorani, executive director of the National Immigration Forum. Tamar Jacoby, president and CEO of the pro-reform business group ImmigrationWorks USA, said the biggest current obstacle of immigration reform in the House is that Republicans “don’t want to do Obama any favors” after the toxic shutdown and debt limit battles. “When Obama’s out there saying, ‘I just won a big battle … and I’m demanding you do this,’ no one’s going to want to do it on those terms,” Jacoby said. “My fear is that Obama’s not really helping [reform] when he’s sort of scolding them about it all the time.”

Plan boosts Obama’s capital

Douglas Kriner 10, Assistant Profess of Political Science at Boston University, After the Rubicon: Congress, Presidents, and the Politics of Waging War, p. 59-60

Presidents and politicos alike have long recognized Congress's ability to reduce the political costs that the White House risks incurring by pursuing a major military initiative. While declarations of war are all but extinct in the contemporary period, Congress has repeatedly moved to authorize presidential military deployments and consequently to tie its own institutional prestige to the conduct and ultimate success of a military campaign. Such authorizing legislation, even if it fails to pass both chambers, creates a sense of shared legislative-executive responsibility for a military action's success and provides the president with considerable political support for his chosen policy course.34 Indeed, the desire for this political cover—and not for the constitutional sanction a congressional authorization affords—has historically motivated presidents to seek Congress's blessing for military endeavors. For example, both the elder and younger Bush requested legislative approval for their wars against Iraq, while assiduously maintaining that they possessed sufficient independent authority as commander in chief to order the invasions unilaterally.35 This fundamental tension is readily apparent in the elder Bush's signing statement to HJ Res 77, which authorized military action against Saddam Hussein in January of 1991. While the president expressed his gratitude for the statement of congressional support, he insisted that the resolution was not needed to authorize military action in Iraq. "As I made clear to congressional leaders at the outset, my request for congressional support did not, and my signing this resolution does not, constitute any change in the long-standing positions of the executive branch on either the President's constitutional authority to use the Armed Forces to defend vital U.S. interests or the constitutionality of the War Powers Resolution."36
Issues are compartmentalized – political capital has no effect on legislation

Dickinson, 09 – professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/, JMP)
As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.
Obama looks like a loser now 

Young 1-2 (J.T.,- served in the Treasury Department and the Office of Management and Budget from 2001 to 2004 and as a Congressional staff member from 1987 to 2000 “The Luck Of Congressional Democrats Has Run Out, And They're No Longer Playing With House Money”

What a difference a year makes. When 2103 began, Democrats were riding high with Obama awaiting his second inauguration, having been re-elected by the largest popular vote percentage of any Democrat since FDR. And Obama’s approval rating showed it. A 1/6/13 Rasmussen poll gave him a 55% approval rating, with just 43% disapproving.  More importantly, Congressional Democrats felt it. A 1/6/13 Rasmussen poll gave them a 44%-38% margin over Republicans on a generic ballot. Democrats were ahead and they played like it. They could afford to bet the longshots and take the risks. As late as the government shutdown’s aftermath, Congressional Democrats held a 7% generic ballot advantage in Rasmussen polling.  Then as fickle as Lady Luck is, she can run out even faster – as fast as Obamacare ran into the public’s consciousness. On 11/17, just one month after the government shutdown ended, Congressional Democrats’ generic ballot advantage was gone. Now in a 12/22 poll, Democrats trail 39%-42%, and Obama’s approval lags 47%-52%.  As Congressional Democrats and the Obama White House are about to find out: when you are playing with someone else’s money, you are not really gambling. The risks aren’t yours, because the losses aren’t either. However, when it’s his money, even the highest roller becomes more cautious.  This difference will be as meaningful as it is different, for Democrats on both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue. When you’re no longer winning, you’re no longer everyone’s friend. The media is already a prime example. The kid gloves have come off – the questions have gotten tougher, while the answers haven’t gotten better. Right now, Obama could not buy a good headline, much less win one.  At least some Democrats in Congress are very likely to be another example. This coming year means playing for keeps in November’s elections. If Democrats do not retake the House, Obama faces at best a split Congress – just as he becomes a lame duck president. If the Democrats should lose the Senate, then Obama could find himself in even worse straits.  Suddenly Obamacare’s failures and negative public reception have given Republican candidates a single nationwide issue – the thing that nationalizes elections and creates landslides. The further Democrats move down the political color spectrum, from blue to red districts, the greater the incentive they have to break with the administration – on any issue, even those they would normally support – to compensate for Obamacare’s political drag.  The more his own party distances, the more the White House will be inclined to ignore Congress – exacerbating an institutional antagonism already increasingly apparent.  Such fracturing is new to this administration. When you’re winning, everyone bets with you; when you are losing, they bet against you. That could be very detrimental to this White House, where many potentially difficult issues have been defused by split control of Congress and unified support from Democrats.  This November’s elections are about far more than the next two years – just as 2010’s were for Bush and Republicans. With losses severe enough, they will not simply predict a tough 2016, they will help pre-determine one. An Obama White House that is soundly defeated in 2014, could be thoroughly pummeled over its remaining two years – already the lowest ebb of a two-term presidency. That could have more than an impact on this president’s legacy, it could also have one on the next Democratic nominee’s future.  Congressional Democrats have been playing with “house money” for the last five years – White House money, to be exact. Now they are playing with their own, at the same time stakes are higher than they have been. At least some of these Democrats are going to start hedging their bets on Obama – and some of them, a lot more.  The effect this will have on them, on the White House, and relations between the two, is likely to be dramatic. It could begin to happen in a very short period of time with an election that could determine the next several years less than a year away.  As 2014 opens in Washington, all bets are off – for the first time in five years – by those who have been politically bankrolling the administration. 

      at: econ

not key to economy

Mike Flynn 13, Breitbart reporter, July 13, "White House Oversells Economic Benefits of Immigration Reform," www.breitbart.com/Big-Government/2013/07/13/white-house-oversells-economic-benefits-of-immigration-reform

On Saturday, President Obama used his weekly radio address to tout the economic benefits of passing the Senate immigration reform bill. On Wednesday, the White House issued a report saying the immigration reform bill would both trim the deficit and boost the economy over the next two decades. Even accepting the Administration's numbers at face-value, the report shows how little would be gained economically from reform in the long-term. In the short-term, however, there are some very real costs ignored by the White House.¶ The White House report draws heavily from a CBO analysis on the economic impact of the Senate bill, released in mid-June. The CBO estimates that, under the Senate bill, in 20 years, the nation's GDP would be $1.4 trillion higher than it otherwise would be if the bill didn't pass. The Administration claims the bill will grow the economy by 5.4% in that time-frame. ¶ Which sounds impressive, until one realizes that we are talking about a 20 year window here. An incremental growth of 5% over two decades isn't exactly an economic bonanza. In that time-span the US economy will generate $300-500 trillion in total economic impact. An extra few trillion is at the margins or the margins.¶ Worse, the economic benefits the CBO estimates will accrue only begin at least a decade after enactment. Through 2031, Gross National Product, which measures the output of US residents and firms, would be lower than it otherwise would be. In ten years, the per capita GNP would be almost 1% lower than without the Senate bill. ¶ The CBO analysis also shows that average wages of American workers would be lower than they otherwise would be through at least the first 10 years of the law's enactment. The unemployment rate would also rise for the first decade, due to a large increase in the labor force.¶ Supporters and opponents of immigration reform both overstate its economic impact. In a nation of more than 300 million people and a $16 trillion economy, any economic impact is going to be felt at the margins. The CBO, however, finds that, for at least a decade, the economic effects of the Senate bill are negative at the margins. After 2 decades, the CBO says the effects become positive at the margin. ¶ A decade of relatively worse economic performance to secure marginally better performance 20 years from now is not an obviously good bargain. One can make many argument in favor of immigration reform. Economic growth, however, seems a very weak one.  
No war scenario

Daniel W. Drezner 12, Professor, The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, October 2012, “The Irony of Global Economic Governance: The System Worked,” http://www.globaleconomicgovernance.org/wp-content/uploads/IR-Colloquium-MT12-Week-5_The-Irony-of-Global-Economic-Governance.pdf
The final outcome addresses a dog that hasn’t barked: the effect of the Great Recession on cross-border conflict and violence. During the initial stages of the crisis, multiple analysts asserted that the financial crisis would lead states to increase their use of force as a tool for staying in power.37 Whether through greater internal repression, diversionary wars, arms races, or a ratcheting up of great power conflict, there were genuine concerns that the global economic downturn would lead to an increase in conflict. Violence in the Middle East, border disputes in the South China Sea, and even the disruptions of the Occupy movement fuel impressions of surge in global public disorder. 

The aggregate data suggests otherwise, however. The Institute for Economics and Peace has constructed a “Global Peace Index” annually since 2007. A key conclusion they draw from the 2012 report is that “The average level of peacefulness in 2012 is approximately the same as it was in 2007.”38 Interstate violence in particular has declined since the start of the financial crisis – as have military expenditures in most sampled countries. Other studies confirm that the Great Recession has not triggered any increase in violent conflict; the secular decline in violence that started with the end of the Cold War has not been reversed.39 Rogers Brubaker concludes, “the crisis has not to date generated the surge in protectionist nationalism or ethnic exclusion that might have been expected.”40

None of these data suggest that the global economy is operating swimmingly. Growth remains unbalanced and fragile, and has clearly slowed in 2012. Transnational capital flows remain depressed compared to pre-crisis levels, primarily due to a drying up of cross-border interbank lending in Europe. Currency volatility remains an ongoing concern. Compared to the aftermath of other postwar recessions, growth in output, investment, and employment in the developed world have all lagged behind. But the Great Recession is not like other postwar recessions in either scope or kind; expecting a standard “V”-shaped recovery was unreasonable. One financial analyst characterized the post-2008 global economy as in a state of “contained depression.”41 The key word is “contained,” however. Given the severity, reach and depth of the 2008 financial crisis, the proper comparison is with Great Depression. And by that standard, the outcome variables look impressive. As Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff concluded in This Time is Different: “that its macroeconomic outcome has been only the most severe global recession since World War II – and not even worse – must be regarded as fortunate.”42

Decoupling – US isn’t key to emerging markets 

Passell 4/4 (Peter Passell,  Economics Editor of Democracy Lab, is a Senior Fellow at the Milken Institute, “Decoupling: Ties That No Longer Bind ,” 4/4/12) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/04/03/ties_that_no_longer_bind?page=full
Everybody knows that the global economy is becoming more tightly integrated -- that factors ranging from the collapse of ocean shipping costs, to the rise of multinational manufacturing, to the growth of truly international securities markets, have bound national economies to each other as never before. This, of course, must mean we're now all in it together. Booms and busts in rich countries will reverberate ever more strongly through developing and emerging market economies. Right? Sounds reasonable, but that's not what's happened. The big emerging market economies (notably, China, India and Brazil) took only modest hits from the housing finance bubble and subsequent recession in the U.S., Japan and Europe, then went back to growth-as-usual. Hence the paradox: Emerging-market and developing countries have somehow "decoupled" from the Western business cycle in an era of ever-increasing economic integration. But the experts have yet to agree on why. Here are the two contending explanations: Changing Trade Patterns Just a few decades ago, most developing countries depended heavily on commodity exports -- everything from bananas to copper to soybeans to oil. And trade patterns were pretty straightforward: Rich countries supplied industrial goods in return for those commodities. When Europe, Japan and the U.S. went into recession, their demand for commodities fell, dragging supplying countries down with them. Actually, the impact was even worse than you might expect, since commodity suppliers were hit by the double whammy of falling export volume and falling export prices. The content of trade shifted in the 1980s and 1990s with the movement of industries that used lots of cheap labor to low-wage economies, mostly in Asia. But most of the demand for the exports of poor and emerging market countries came from the U.S., the E.U., and Japan. So when the U.S. burped, Thailand, Mexico and Chile all got indigestion. (Hey, be thankful I found an alternative to the sneeze/caught cold metaphor.) Many countries -- notably, the oil and mineral producers -- remain one-trick ponies, heavily dependent on commodity exports. But as the major emerging-market economies have grown bigger and more sophisticated, they've diversified their exports and moved up the food chain with higher-tech products. China, not so long ago the global hub for cheap apparel and shoes, now exports (among so many other things) solar panels and medical equipment. India exports pharmaceuticals and software as well as cotton, sugar and home furnishings. Brazil exports weapons and commercial jets along with coffee, soybeans and oranges. This has set the stage for a radical shift in who trades what, and with whom. China and India have become voracious importers of commodities from countries that once looked only to the rich industrialized countries for markets. By the same token, emerging market economies are selling a greater proportion of their manufactured exports to other emerging market economies. All told, EME exports to other EMEs has risen from less than 10 percent of their total to close to 40 percent today. As a result of this diversification, both emerging market exporters of manufactures and developing country exporters of commodities have become less sensitive to the ups and downs of rich economies. The obvious example is the new synergy between China and the major oil exporters. Growing Chinese demand probably prevented a collapse in oil prices during the recession, and is being blamed by the White House for the current spike in fuel prices But the impact of the shift -- including the political friction it is creating -- can be seen all over the place. India has resisted US-led efforts to embargo trade with Iran because it gets much of its oil from Iran in return for sugar and rice. Mexico and Brazil recently settled a trade dispute in which Brazil sought to keep out Mexican autos that competed with domestic Brazilian production. Decoupling has been documented more rigorously. A recent statistical study from the Inter-American Development Bank found that the impact of a change in GDP in China on the GDP of Latin America has tripled since the mid-1990s, while the impact of a change in US GDP on Latin America has halved. Better Policy Making One reason emerging-market countries managed to skate through the last recession without much damage is that they used fiscal and monetary tools appropriately to offset the impact of falling demand for their exports. Beijing ordered China's provincial and local governments to spend an extra $580 billion (mostly on infrastructure projects) in response to falling exports to the U.S. and Europe. India's central bank, for its part, sharply cut the interest rate at which banks could tap government funds and directly injected funds into financial markets through other means. Brazil's left-center government used a combination of fiscal and monetary stimulus to end its own economic downturn after just two quarters, and managed a stunning 7 percent growth rate in 2010. So, isn't that what any sensible government would do? Britain and, arguably, the eurozone, have not behaved sensibly, leaving them vulnerable to a "double-dip" recession. The more important point here, though, is that China, India and Brazil were able to act decisively to decouple from the rich countries' recession because they had built credible records in managing budget deficits and containing inflation. Equally important -- and more surprising -- developing countries that were heavily dependent on commodity exports also managed to buffer the impact of the downturn. Traditionally, these countries have been unable to resist government spending binges in boom times and have lacked the capacity to borrow in lean times to offset the fall in export revenues. Their fiscal policies were thus "pro-cyclical" in the sense that they exacerbated swings in total demand. But as Jeffrey Frankel of Harvard has shown, most commodity-dependent exporters have managed to get their fiscal acts together, and were thus able to expand demand with "counter-cyclical" stimulus policies during the last recession. Chile has led the way with a remarkably sophisticated law that largely forces the government to build fiscal reserves when the price of Chile's premier export -- copper -- is high, and allows it to spend down the fund when copper declines. More generally, Frankel argues, developing countries are getting better at buffering export price fluctuations because they are building credible government institutions for managing their economies.

US economic collapse imminent now

Jeff Shjarback 13 (MBA, Digital Marketing Consultant for finance professionals) September 6, 2013 “U.S. economy showing signs of imminent financial collapse” http://wallstreetsectorselector.com/2013/09/is-a-financial-collapse-imminent-for-u-s-economy/
The American government and economy is in rather dire circumstances due to an overwhelming series of decisions which are shaping our entire country for the next few decades and likely beyond.¶ As we take a look at the overall track record of our economy, we find that a financial collapse is more than just likely – it may be highly imminent.¶ But why? Why is our government, as massive and established as it is, finding itself in a downward trajectory with little to stop it? Since 1776, we have continuously built up efforts towards being a global powerhouse, and circa-1944 around the close of World War II, we arguably achieved it. Reinstating Israel. Destroying the Nazis. Rebuilding Japan. The United States became the heartfelt center of our entire world.¶ However, politics continued and finances became less stable, causing inflation to rise to astounding rates. Our financial collapse could be quite imminent and three core trends lead us to this theory.¶ Billionaires Dumping Their Stocks¶ A financial collapse would undoubtedly consist of billionaires unloading their stocks in droves. Unfortunately, this is already occurring. On the surface, the stock market (NYSEARCA:DIA) is surfacing from an ugly few years. Numbers are steadily rising, and the stability in the stock market is starting to be set once again.¶ But this trickle-down effect applies in the market. Arguably, the greatest stock investor is Warren Buffet. For better or worse, millions follow his steps because he is so unbelievably successful, and billionaire stock investors follow his investment moves. So when Warren Buffet sells $19 million worth of stock in Johnson & Johnson (NYSE:JNJ) and 21% of his overall stock in consumer spending, others follow suit with the same general strategies. Billionaire, John Paulson, also unloaded 14 million shares in JPMorgan Chase (NYSE:JPM), as reported at Money News.¶ The overall predictions state that the stock market may witness a 90% overall collapse. Though many are aghast at the numbers, those who predicted this have been notoriously accurate in the past. Robert Weidemer, PHD is open about this prediction. His acclaimed team predicted the sub prime mortgage crisis and consumer spending collapse a few years earlier.¶ The World is Suffering Financially¶ When the financial system collapses, other countries will follow suit with their own level of disaster. Unfortunately, again, this is already occurring at alarming rates. Greece has been essentially bankrupt for close to five years running. According to Simon Black of the Economic Collapse Blog, the situation is dire in the country. ‘There are roughly 11 million people in this country. 3.4 million of them are employed, of which roughly one third work for the government.’¶ These unemployment rates are shocking. Italy is no better off. The country’s unemployment rate is currently 12.2%, the highest in 35 years. Furthermore, Italy witnesses 134 retail closings each and every day. Doing the math, one can calculate close to 1,000 employees are becoming not-so-much employed every single day.¶ Investment Bank Over-Loaning and Over-Spending¶ This specific situation is astonishingly convoluted, and would take a series of books and essays and documentaries to even scratch the surface. But in its purest form, the investment banking companies are simply spending money they do not have. Due to excessive loan expenditures in the last decade plus, banks found they were not earning the income back. This, of course, caused the massive mortgage crisis that almost ended the country financially, however, the banks are not out of the situation yet.¶ They still spend more than what is being brought in, and their overall closing of the doors for loans is destroying small business. Furthermore, Jim Willie, popular economist, is reporting that Deutsche Bank is on the brink of a full collapse. Considering their magnitude in the financial sphere, this could send momentous shockwaves throughout the economy.¶ There is a light at the end of the tunnel, if we take serious steps immediately to rectify the situation. However, with each passing day, the light closes and we are further left in the dark emptiness of financial ruin if we continue on this path.
nk – war

The plan solves – it de-escalates tensions and prevents nuclear war

Makhijani 3

Arjun. President of IEER, holds a Ph.D. in engineering (specialization: nuclear fusion) from the University of California at Berkeley. He has produced many studies and articles on nuclear fuel cycle related issues, including weapons production, testing, and nuclear waste, over the past twenty years. 3/4/3. http://www.ieer.org/op-eds/radio/4nkorea.html. 

As the world's attention is focused on Iraq, the North Korean nuclear crisis is developing quickly in an alarming direction. The US has put bombers on alert. North Korea is threatening all-out war, including possibly pre-emptive war. It has said that if the US can wage pre-emptive war, it can too. Last December North Korea threw out United Nations inspectors. Then it withdrew from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, or NPT. In late January, North Korea began to take technical steps to extract and refine plutonium, the stuff of nuclear bombs. We do not know if North Korea has one or two nuclear weapons at present. But if the current program continues, it is likely to acquire several in a few months time. It is only right that North Korea's violations of its NPT commitments have received a lot of publicity. North Korea has also violated its 1994 agreement with the United States, called the Agreed Framework. But U.S. violations are also at the core of the dispute, though they are not well publicized. Specifically, in 1994, the United States agreed to "provide formal assurances to the DPRK [that is, North Korea], against the threat or use of nuclear weapons by the U.S." The Clinton administration never gave that assurance. Then the Bush administration made matters much worse by naming North Korea as a potential nuclear weapon target. That was a direct violation of the 1994 Agreed Framework. After that, President Bush named North Korea as part of the "axis of evil." The United States has also announced that it may use nuclear weapons in retaliation for chemical or biological attack. That's a violation of U.S. commitments related to the NPT. The United States has said that it wants to resolve the issue peacefully and talk. But it refuses to negotiate a new agreement even though both parties have violated the old one. That is a big mistake. The United States must provide a formal assurance that it will not threaten to use or actually use nuclear weapons against North Korea. Such a security assurance should be part of the bargain that would return international inspectors to North Korea immediately and end its nuclear bomb program. The alternative points to war, may be nuclear war and catastrophe. Nuclear weapons are illegal and immoral no matter who possesses them. The U.S. policy of possible first use of nuclear weapons goes back to Hiroshima. Safety and security require that it be scrapped now not only for North Korea but for all countries. 
It would cause extinction

Africa News 99 

October 25, LN. 

If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war.  She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.

commitment trap

In addition nuclear first use threats create commitment traps that increase the probability of deliberate use
Huntley 6 (Wade L. Huntley, “Threats All the Way Down: US Strategic Initiatives in a Unipolar World,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 32, No. 1 (Jan., 2006), pp. 49-67)

As noted earlier, the idea of using nuclear threats to deter WMD usage or acquisition is not new. Indeed, US strategic planners have considered maintaining at least the possibility of nuclear retaliation to WMD attacks as the 'default' position: Those who argue that biological and chemical threats can always be safely deterred without requiring the last resort of US nuclear forces must bear the burden of proof for their argument. Until they make a compelling case that nuclear force is not necessary for successful deterrence, it is not in the nation's interest to forswear the uncertainty as to how we would respond to clear and dangerous threats of other weapons of mass destruction. 'Measured ambiguity' is still a powerful tool for the President trying to deter an intransigent despot.46 However, the Bush administration's elevation of this idea to official US policy has significant repercussions. One oft-noted difficulty is that the threat of nuclear retaliation against biological, chemical or radiological weapons attack directly contravenes US commitments under the NPT not to use nuclear weapons against another NPT state not itself nuclear-armed (or supported by another nuclear-armed state). Indeed, this is a contravention Strategic Command planners have specifically sought, viewing US provision of 'negative security assurances' as improperly distinguishing nuclear weapons from other WMD and thereby undermining deterrence of WMD attacks.47 Beneath the question of whether US negative security assurances actually undermine deterrence lies a deeper problem with threatening nuclear retaliation to non-nuclear WMD attack that even 'measured ambiguity' does not resolve. Even implicit deterrent threats of this nature risk increasing the dangers that the United States would be the first to escalate to nuclear weapons use, even if the situation did not warrant it, due to the creation of 'commitment traps'.48 The basic requirements of successful deterrence - the capability to carry out a retaliatory threat and the credibility of the prospect of following through on that threat - are well understood. All forms of extended deterrence (threats of nuclear retaliation against attacks of lesser scope or scale) entail credibility problems in proportion to the degree an adversary may doubt US willingness to escalate a conflict by using nuclear weapons in such contexts. Less well recognised is that establishing the credibility of extended deterrence threats relies more on an adversary's own assessments than on deterrence threats themselves. Threats can be readily discounted by adversaries, particularly when made in the context of crises; the threatened understand that threateners 'have incentives to misrepresent their intent to increase pressure on the adversary to back down'.49 Tangible evidence of commitment carries more weight. Thus, the United States sought to reinforce deterrence of North Korean attack on South Korea by placing US troops in the line of such an attack, visibly raising the US interests at stake.50 Although specific retaliation threats can be discounted in this fashion, they still bolster deterrence credibility in a more roundabout way, because the act of making the threat increases the 'reputation costs' to the threatener of failing to follow through if deterrence fails. After a biological or chemical attack, US leaders might reckon that failure to respond with nuclear weapons - after having threatened implicitly or explicitly to do so - would undermine the credibility of threats of nuclear response against similar attacks in the future, thereby making such attacks more likely. Avoiding a reputation for 'backing down' would increase incentives for a US president to retaliate in the first instance; thus, 'a president's deterrent threat does not just reflect a commitment to retaliate; it creates a commitment'.51 The adversary's perception of the threatener's potential reputation costs, separate from the threat itself, raises the adversary's belief that the retaliation would be forthcoming, bolstering deterrence. However, this commitment is also a trap because the mechanism of credibility - desire by the threatener to credibly make similar threats in the future - is detached from the circumstances at hand. The commitment to a nuclear threat would tend to induce a nuclear response in the event deterrence fails, even if the proximate situation does not warrant such escalation. 'The greatest danger created by US nuclear threats is that they provide an incentive to respond with nuclear weapons, for the sake of maintaining the reputation for honoring one's commitments, to attacks that otherwise would be responded to with conventional retaliation only'.52 The Bush NPR and the associated policy documents evince little awareness of this problem. The policy of 'measured ambiguity' leaves unstated the precise circumstances in which the United States would use nuclear weapons to retaliate against non-nuclear WMD attacks by small states. A previous Strategic Command planning document, however, is more explicit in acknowledging that the threats to use nuclear weapons apply well beyond the range of circumstances in which those threats would be exercised: Although we are not likely to use them in less than matters of the greatest national importance, or in less than extreme circumstances, nuclear weapons always cast a shadow over any crisis or conflict in which the US is engaged. Thus, deterrence through the threat of use of nuclear weapons will continue to be our top military strategy.53 Yet, this same document one page later asserts the absolute requirement to avoid reputation costs; referring specifically to 'non-Russian states', it proclaims: 'Should we ever fail to deter such an aggressor, we must make good on our deterrent statement in such a convincing way that the message to others immediately discernible is to bolster deterrence thereafter'.54 This Strategic Command document is seemingly oblivious to the inherent contradiction of these positions: a determi- nation to 'make good' on all deterrent threats could easily entail using nuclear weapons in 'less than matters of the greatest national importance'. This 'commitment trap' problem is a bigger factor for extended deterrence after the Cold War than previously. Although Sagan does not explore this particular point, commitment traps exist due to anticipation of future recurrences of present situa- tions, and in proportion to the relevance to a current situation or crisis of potential future instances of similar situations or crises. During the Cold War, the deterrence logic of expanding 'war-fighting' options was to increase the credibility of US response to lower-level aggression by providing options less cataclysmic than strategic nuclear attack. Ironically, although advocates of 'minimal deterrence' worried that such capabilities would lower the threshold at which nuclear weapons might be introduced into a conflict, that prospect served to bolster deterrence on both sides among leaders anxious to avoid such escalation. In such situations, where intermediate nuclear capabilities deepened the shadow of the 'balance of terror', future situations mattered relatively less. For a US president contemplating following through on limited nuclear threats, the near-term prospect of cataclysmic nuclear conflict tended to overshadow concern to avoid reputation costs in future conflicts. In contrast, absent the overshadowing 'balance of terror', US use of nuclear threats to deter non-nuclear WMD attacks by small states carries no prospect of such escalation to wider nuclear conflict. Indeed, the challenge of establishing a credible limited nuclear option now is not how to avoid a more wholesale nuclear exchange but how to meaningfully threaten a non-conventional response at all. With no risk of escalation to higher levels of nuclear war, the prospect of repeated instances where low-level nuclear threats apply looms much larger (the shadow of the 'balance of terror' is replaced by the shadow of the future). Threats become more useful in bolstering deterrence by creating reputation commitments, but the problem of the 'commitment trap' becomes much more salient as well. 

