Miscalculation

Lack of nuclear policy debates leaves the nuclear public sphere closed off, insulated and dominated by elites

Masco 7 (Department of Anthropology, The University of Chicago)

(Joseph, The Nuclear Public Sphere, Ethnografeast III: Ethnography and the Public Sphere, Lisbon, Portugal June 20-23, 2007, http://anthropology.uchicago.edu/faculty/faculty_masco.shtml)

The modern state form while promoting the idea of a public sphere is, in many respects,  founded on the assumption of secrecy.  Foucault (1995, 2003) demonstrates that the modern state  not only maintains the right to keep secrets but also to subject its citizens to increasingly minute forms of surveillance.  The logic of the panopticon – as a new icon of state power in the 19th  Century – is of a sovereign that sees without being seen, while the project of population management requires a fine mesh of institutions devoted to measuring individuals and creating statistical portraits of citizens across a wide range of subjects from health, to education, to economy.  Thus, Foucault is able to chart a steady progression in the forms of knowledge and intimacy of these state projects from the overthrow of monarchal authority to the early 20th century nation-state as the tools of surveillance and technologies of population management increase.  Thus, there has always been a profound separation between citizens and the state, and the practice of democracy politics has always been a highly mediated one.  Yet, the kind of state produced in the aftermath of World War II – a nuclear armed, global superpower – expands a core principle of the nation-state form – the use of secrecy in the name of collective security – and expands it into a totalizing structure, one that links all aspects of the state in a global counter- formation. The act of secrecy becomes in this post-World War II system not just a technology of state power, a means of orchestrating policy and protecting state interests through withholding information, but rather the basis for a new kind of power.  The idea of the “secret” in the Cold War state becomes deployable in and of itself; evoking secret knowledge becomes a means of suggesting greater knowledge, expertise, and understanding than is, in fact, possible.  The secrecy/threat matrix is ultimately a perception management project, one that functions to create, protect, and project the idea of a “super-powered state.” In this regard, it is the atomic bomb that inaugurates a new kind of social contract in the United States, one that separates national security as a public discourse from state security as an institutional practice, and that ultimately grounds the power of the state in the ability to destroy or be destroyed.   

That creates an ever-expanding list of first-use missions that demand crisis escalation
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Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ Monash University, Melbourne, Australia [Andy Butfoy, “Washington's Apparent Readiness to Start Nuclear War,” Survival | vol. 50 no. 5 | October–November 2008 | pp. 115–140]
A study of the opinions of non-US nationals notes: ‘other countries view U.S. nuclear policy through the lens of an overall perception of U.S. foreign and defense policies, widely viewed as entailing U.S. unilateralism as well as a U.S. pursuit of absolute security and military primacy’.57 There seems to be a general perception that since 2001 the US has more strongly emphasised its nuclear options, lowered the nuclear threshold, adopted policies which undermine important aspects of multilateral arms control, and ignored the views of other nations. In particular, Washington’s efforts to re-jig planning for nuclear war have magnified concerns over US NSA policy. Leaks of classiied sections of Bush’s 2001 Nuclear Posture Review were especially important in focusing the attention of critics.58 US interest in enhancing its readiness for first use against a greater range of targets in a broader range of circumstances has been interpreted as making it easier to use nuclear weapons. A related allegation is that the United States has blurred the line between nuclear and conventional military doctrine, and has even ‘conventionalised’ nuclear-war planning.59 US experts with impeccable establishment credentials, such as Sam Nunn, William Perry and Eugene Habiger, have raised associated concerns:  attacks, widening the number of targeted nations and developing new nuclear weapons variants. While each of these ideas may have a plausible military rationale, their collective effect is to suggest that the nation with the world’s most powerful conventional forces is actually increasing its reliance on nuclear forces. If other nations follow this example, they will increase their reliance on nuclear weapons.60 The invasion of Iraq raised further doubts about the soundness of US policy. The campaign, as a demonstration of Bush’s idea of keeping the peace through a dubious notion of pre-emption, suggested a worrying inability to distinguish between preventing a war and starting one. In addi- tion, the invasion illustrated how self-defence could be conflated with ideas of aggressive geostrategic transformation. Although conventional forces carried the burden of this project, Washington’s stance on NSAs signalled that US nuclear forces were never truly off limits. 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-of; other official sources have said much the same.62 If this logic led to nuclear first use, it would probably destroy the evolu- tion 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: Aggression with nuclear weapons, or the threat of such aggression, against a non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons would create a qualitatively new situation in which the nuclear weapon State permanent members of the United Nations Security Council would have to act immediately through the Security Council, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, to take the measures necessary to counter such aggression or to remove the threat of aggression.63 At the time this looked clear and sensible. After 2003 it had an inescapably ironic tone to it. Reading US NSA policy The NSA issue has implications for America’s pursuit of its national interests, its nuclear-war planning, its conceptions of world order, its arms- control diplomacy, and the ways in which it is perceived by other nations. Given this range of issues, it is unrealistic to expect any US NSA policy to be without controversy. Obviously, some believe criticisms of US NSA policy are unfair. David Yost has a point in accusing some critics of indulging in ‘excessive US-centrism and excessive criticisms of US policy’.64 When spreading the blame for lack of progress at NPT gatherings, for example, some critics are certainly too quick to pass over the positive contribution Washington has made to non-proliferation, and it is both weak political analysis and dubious moral logic to imply that the United States is on the same level as treaty violators such as North Korea. Furthermore, the assertion that US nuclear threats do not have bene icial e fects, such as helping to keep ugly governments in line, can be seen as risky opinion rather than fact, especially if it is projected into the future. When critics condemn hypothetical future US nuclear a tacks as grossly disproportionate, it is reasonable to ask: ‘dis- proportionate to what?’ How can anyone know what evils might need to be deterred in, say, a decade? How much (non-nuclear) harm should a ruth- less enemy be allowed to get away with before worrying about a nuclear response?65 Supporters of current policy say the answer should be left open, while advocates of unequivocal NSAs suggest, in e fect, that the permissible level of harm is unlimited – that no (non-nuclear) outrage could ever be so great as to justify a nuclear response. As far as Washington is concerned, the later group ought to reflect more on the costs and risks of an American no-first-use declaration. Yet it is unsurprising that the controversy surrounding the meaning of US policies has grown at a time when US foreign policy has embraced such a broad range of goals. The neo-conservative vision of the ‘war on terror’ encompasses confrontations with rogue states, elastic notions of both WMD and self-defence, a putative need for political revolution in much of the Muslim world and the promotion of US strategic leverage in the Middle East and elsewhere. Making the ‘war on terror’ coterminous with such a vast spread of international issues, and linking this with a strident insist- ence that the United States keep its first-use option open, cannot help but shape the meanings attached to America’s NSA policy. It also leaves the US nuclear posture vulnerable to greater avenues of a tack. Take, for instance, the following statement by a former Arab ambassador in the wake of the leaked 2001 NPR: It is rather astonishing that among those targeted countries there are three Arab countries and one [other] Islamic country and all are peaceful countries and do not produce nuclear weapons. So on what basis did the US put them on the list of targeted countries to be attacked by nuclear weapons[?] The clear answer is that in America’s point of view these countries could be a source of threat in the future to Israel.66 Most US officials and analysts would scoff at the level of analysis displayed here and take offence at these claims. But millions of people, mostly in the Muslim world, would probably nod in agreement with the ambassador. It might be unfair, but it is little wonder that America’s strategy of calcu- lated ambiguity creates fear that US nuclear forces have become detached from traditional notions of deterrence. US policy is easily interpreted by the anxious or hypercritical as confirming an imperialistic streak, as well as weakening the conventional nuclear fire-break and lowering the nuclear threshold.67 It is not difficult for critics to paint some US analysts as being more interested in leveraging, rather than prohibiting, nuclear threats. Washington believes calculated ambiguity is a useful and legitimate concept geared to self-defence and protecting world order. But calculated ambiguity can look rather different to others, especially when it is invoked to dilute international e forts to tighten NSAs. To Washington, holding targets in, say, Iran ‘at risk’ might seem to neatly it with its deterrence goals; elsewhere, it is just as likely to look as though the United States is treating other nations as nuclear hostages. At the very least, nurturing ambiguity can make US policies appear contradictory. For example, while it sometimes seems as though US officials are considering Iran as a nuclear target, other statements seem to preclude this, such as Bush’s 2008 State of the Union Address, in which he said, ‘Iran’s rulers oppress a good . . people . . Our message to the people of Iran is clear: We have no quarrel with you.’68 The supposed clarity of this message is easily lost. This is partly because of the mixed signals inherent in calculated ambiguity, and partly due to the fact that Washington is fighting hard to keep open a nuclear option on Iran it will almost certainly never implement – probably because o icials know that if it ever was implemented, the consequences would be incalculable and the likely general response one of revulsion. Which raises the question: where is the calculation in calculated ambigu- ity? Perhaps it is to be found in rigorous classi ied assessments; more likely it lies in the political judgement of those who happen to be in the White House at the time. In other words, calculated ambiguity often looks less like a strategic concept and more like a call to trust Washington. When trust is in short supply, however, calculated ambiguity can seem to be a far more unsettling – even menacing – policy than perhaps its proponents intend. 

Nuclear secrecy is the means by which experts dominate and eliminate all dissent against their nuclear planning – the aff’s challenge to nuclear technocratic control is necessary to resolve preemption
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What then, we may ask, does this debate portend for the future of nuclear weapons, rhetoric, and democracy? Traditionally, the relationship between these phenomena has been, if not antithetical, then deeply conflicted. Oppressive conditions of secrecy, security, centralization, and containment surrounding the institutionalization of nuclear weapons have undermined the willingness and ability of citizens to acquire, deliberate, and act on nuclear information.  As a result of decades of conditioning by exclusionary technocratic discourse,  the nuclear public has arguably become fragmented, alienated, uninformed,  and unable to generate forceful and reasoned discourse. Its members have been  dubiously positioned in official rhetoric as passive—and nominally consent-  ing—spectators of a grand, expensive, and terribly dangerous nuclear drama.80  As a result, notes political scientist James A. Stegenga, “[t]he main reason that  it is difficult to determine the extent of [actual] support for or opposition to  nuclear deterrence is that the democratic debate that should furnish the answer  has . . . been a shriveled, truncated affair. It has been impaired by various forms  of . . . deception, manipulation, intimidation, and discouragement.”81 Here  we may consider psychologist Robert J. Lifton and political scientist Richard  Falk’s warning that such conditions lead to the “perpetuation of dangerous  self-deception and the prevention of the kind of informed exchange that might  result in more constructive [nuclear] policies.”

The retention of counterforce policies just motivates the threats it tries to address – puts weapons on high alert and makes nuclear war more likely

Kristensen et al 9 (Hans M. Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists, Robert S. Norrisis,  senior research associate with the Natural Resources Defense Council nuclear program and director of the Nuclear Weapons Databook project, Ivan Oelrich,  vice president for Strategic Security Programs at the Federation of American Scientists, “From Counterforce to Minimal Deterrence: A New Nuclear Policy on the Path Toward Eliminating Nuclear Weapons,” 2009)http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/OccasionalPaper7.pdf
The second nuclear-only mission is a first strike against an enemy’s nuclear forces. Existing nuclear weapons are immensely powerful and have considerable capabilities against even very hard targets. In particular, they are the only weapons currently available that can plausibly attack ballistic missiles stored in underground concrete launchers, or silos, or that can barrage the deployment areas for land-based mobile missiles. Thus, nuclear weapons are the only weapons that would be even potentially effective in a disarming first strike against an enemy. In a crisis they could be used to strike the other side’s nuclear weapons first to reduce the damage that might be inflicted on the United States.23 Adopting a minimal deterrence doctrine along with the appropriate physical changes in weapons, delivery systems, and deployments, would mean abandoning the capability to carry out a surprise disarming first strike on an adversary’s weapons of mass destruction forces. Giving up this one mission will be particularly difficult politically because it will appear to be a choice to deliberately leave the nation vulnerable yet it will also remove the incentive for maintaining the most dangerous deployments of nuclear weapons. While vulnerability could increase in the unlikely near-term case of a near-inevitable nuclear war, the net effect of eliminating the counterforce mission will enhance the nation’s security in the long run. Justifying a first strike depends upon knowing with near certainty when the enemy is about to strike, so that you can go first. The president might be faced with choosing between an estimated high probability of being struck first in a looming nuclear war or accepting the certainty of a nuclear war—certain because he would start the war—in exchange for the reduced damage that would occur by being the first to strike the enemy. Since the damage from a nuclear attack, even from a reduced Russian attack made with what was left after a U.S. first strike, would be horrendous, this would be an extraordinarily difficult choice. The decision to strike first would require near-perfect confidence in intelligence about the intentions of the enemy during a crisis and that is unlikely. On the other side of the balance, the United States’ ability to attack and destroy Russian nuclear forces is not without cost. The Russians and Chinese are all too aware of their vulnerability and try to compensate through operational measures. In the case of Russia, these may include launching their weapons on warning of an incoming American attack. This tactic will get many of the Russian missiles into the air before they can be destroyed on the ground but would have catastrophic consequences if Russian early warning was actually a false alarm. The Russians may take other risky measures during a crisis if they perceived their forces to be vulnerable, such as pre-delegating launch authority to lower echelons for fear of a decapitating strike on national leaders. Moreover, dispersing weapons to improve survivability increases the possibility of accident and theft by or diversion to terrorists. The counterforce capabilities of the United States also affect Russian and Chinese force structure decisions. Because a large fraction of U.S. forces is on invulnerable submarines, the Russians have no hope of a disarming first strike against the United States. The Russians must be resigned to a retaliatory attack (or at best a very limited counterforce attack) so part of the Russian calculation of an adequate force structure is to have enough weapons after an American first strike to still retaliate with forces adequate to deter. Thus, if the Russians judge that some minimum number of weapons is adequate for retaliation and further calculate that a U.S. first strike attack would be, say, 90 percent effective, then they must maintain ten times more weapons than they would judge would be needed for effective retaliation. While the United States may benefit in one case by blunting the effectiveness of the Russian attack on the United States, precisely that capability is part of what motivates the Russian force that needs to be destroyed; that is, maintaining a counterforce capability for the rare possibility that it might reduce damage to the United States creates an ongoing, day-by-day increase in the threat to the United States. The U.S. Intelligence Community has repeatedly stated that U.S. counterforce capabilities have triggered Chinese nuclear modernizations, developments that are now seen as strategic challenges to U.S. national security and constraining its options in the Pacific. The U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency concluded in 1999 that, “China feels [its nuclear] deterrent is at risk over the next decade because of U.S. targeting capabilities, missile accuracy, and potential ballistic missile defenses. Beijing is, therefore, modernizing and expanding its missile force to restore its deterrent value.”24 CIA’s Robert Walpole echoed this assessment in 2002 when he told the Senate Armed Services Committee that the Chinese effort to deploy mobile long-range missiles as an alternative to silo-based missiles got underway because “China became concerned about the survivability of its silos when the U.S. deployed the Trident II-D5 because you could hit those silos.”25 Most recently, in March 2009, the ector of U.S. National Intelligence, Dennis Blair, stated before the Senate Armed Services Committee that China is modernizing its “strategic forces in order to address concerns about the survivability of those systems in the face of foreign, particularly U.S., advances in strategic reconnaissance, precision strike, and missile defenses.”26 A calculation of U.S. security must compare the long term, on-going risks that are triggered by maintaining U.S. counterforce capabilities with the possible, but highly unlikely, advantage of launching a first strike counterforce attack. We believe that the net security benefit of maintaining a counterforce first strike capability is uncertain at best and is more than likely strongly negative. If the United States abandons its counterforce capability under a minimal deterrence policy, changes in Russian and Chinese arsenal size and deployment could result. The Russians could make some immediate changes in response. For example, since they are as worried about responding disastrously to a false warning of attack as the United States is, they could adjust their threshold for launch to reflect their altered perception of the threat. China, likewise, might, if the United States and Russia relaxed their postures, be less inclined to modify its nuclear doctrine, a concern stated repeatedly by the Pentagon.27 Changes in the Russian and Chinese nuclear forces would not be automatic, of course. We believe, however, that moving away from counterforce will more importantly open opportunities for negotiated symmetric reductions in the forces of all sides. By abandoning counterforce capability against Russia, the United States might be able to negotiate reductions in Russian forces down to the levels that they would have after a U.S. counterforce first strike, to the clear security advantage of both. There is no question that bringing the next tier of nuclear powers, probably China, Britain, and France, into arms reduction negotiations will be complex and challenging, but management of the Chinese threat in particular will be easier without their fearing a disarming first strike. The Chinese are in the difficult position of currently seeing such a threat from both the United States and the Russians, and all sides have clear benefits from curtailing the nuclear mission. An American focus on retaliation alone will allow negotiation of changes in the Russian force structure and, with both nuclear superpower arsenals being less offensively-oriented, Chinese constraint on missile numbers, payload, and MIRVing will be easier. 

A first use posture makes crises fundamentally unstable – creates the incentive for launch
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On the other hand, if states do believe that the United States might use nuclear weapons first in a disarming first strike, a severe crisis against a nuclear-armed adversary could be especially dangerous and unstable. If nuclear weapons are used in anger, the most likely pathway is in the context of a severe international or political crisis, perhaps in the context of an ongoing conventional war, rather than a “bolt-from-the-blue” nuclear attack. Consequently, an especially appropriate lens through which to evaluate U.S. nuclear policy and posture is in terms of their impact on crisis stability. A crisis is “stable” when neither side has an overriding incentive to use nuclear weapons first, and both sides are aware of this situation. Conversely, a crisis is “unstable” when one or both states have an overriding incentive to strike first, either to achieve some strategic advantage or to prevent the other side from gaining some perceived advantage by getting in the first blow.92 From the perspective of crisis stability, those who argue that the United States should continue to hold out the option of first use—even if it is a bluff—because it might have some deterrent effect downplay or neglect the possibility that leaving open the option to use nuclear weapons first might increase the chance that nuclear weapons are used accidentally, inadvertently, or deliberately, especially in crises involving minor nuclear powers.93 Although the concept of stability dominated much of the Cold War debate, leading to elaborate theories and models of crisis, first strike, and arms race stability, by the late 1960s and early 1970s, both the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals had grown so large, diverse, and survivable that any concerns about instability arising from counterforce exchange ratios or technological breakthroughs were almost certainly unfounded.94 The condition of mutually assured destruction (MAD) helped solve the strategic stability problem by ensuring that neither side could gain any meaningful advantage from striking first.95 In the modern nuclear environment, however, strategic stability— especially crisis stability—is far from assured. Given U.S. quantitative and qualitative advantages in nuclear forces,96 and given that current and potential nuclear-armed adversaries are likely to have nuclear arsenals with varying degrees of size and survivability, in a future crisis an adversary may fear that the United States could attempt a disarming nuclear first strike. Even if the United States has no intention of striking first, the mere possibility of a U.S. disarming first strike left open by a policy of not ruling one out could cause suboptimal decisionmaking in the heat of an intense crisis and increase the chances that nuclear weapons are used. There are three causal pathways through which the continued U.S. option to use nuclear weapons first could generate crisis instability. First, in a severe crisis (perhaps in the context of an ongoing conventional war97), intense apprehensions about a U.S. first strike could prompt an opponent to take dangerous measures to increase the survivability of its forces and help ensure nuclear retaliation, such as adopting a launch-on-warning posture, rapidly dispersing forces, raising alert levels and mating warheads to missiles, or pre-delegating launch authority to field commanders.98 In the 1990–91 Gulf War, for example, Saddam Hussein dispersed his ballistic missiles to decrease their vulnerability to attack and apparently pre-delegated launch authority to a select group of commanders for the use of CW in certain circumstances.99 Loosening centralized control, adopting a hair-trigger posture, or simply acting in haste to generate forces and increase survivability increases the possibilities of an accidental launch or other miscalculations that lead to unauthorized use. Second, in the midst of an intense crisis, an adversary’s trepidations about a U.S. first strike could create incentives for signaling and brinksmanship that increase the chances of miscommunication and nuclear escalation. For example, in a crisis an adversary’s concerns about a U.S. disarming nuclear strike could prompt it to take measures to decrease the vulnerability of its forces, such as mating warheads to delivery vehicles, fueling missiles, dispersing forces, raising alert levels, or erecting mobile ballistic missile launchers. While the opponent might intend these measures to signal resolve and to deter a U.S. counterforce first strike by increasing the survivability of its forces, U.S. political and military leaders might misperceive these actions as a sign of the opponent’s impending nuclear attack and decide to preempt.100 In this situation, an opponent’s fear of a U.S. first strike encourages actions that, through miscommunication and miscalculation, might inadvertently trigger a U.S. preemptive attack. If the opponent has any remaining weapons after a U.S. strike, at least some of them might be used in retaliation against the United States or its allies. This dynamic may be especially pernicious in a future crisis if U.S. leaders believe that the opponent is willing to take substantial risks, because then decisionmakers may be more inclined to interpret the adversary’s actions as preparations for a nuclear attack rather than as defensive signals intended for deterrence. Whereas in the logic of crisis instability outlined above the use of nuclear weapons occurs through accident or miscommunication, extreme concerns about a U.S. nuclear first strike might also prompt a state to deliberately use nuclear weapons first. There are two rationales for intentional nuclear first use by a state that fears a U.S. disarming first strike. First, in the context of an intense crisis in which the adversary believes that the United States might attempt a disarming first strike, a state could be enticed to preempt out of fear that if it does not launch first it will not have a second chance. A “use-it-orlose-it” mentality might give an opponent a strong incentive to preempt.101 In this case, the adversary’s motivation to use nuclear weapons first comes not from the possibility of gaining some advantage, but rather from the belief that waiting and receiving what it believes to be a likely U.S. first strike would only lead to an even worse outcome. Desperation, rather than advantage, could compel an opponent to preempt.102 Second, an adversary might rationally choose to use nuclear weapons first if it believes that nuclear escalation could be an effective means to de-escalate a losing conventional conflict. Similar to NATO’s strategy in the Cold War, a state might initiate a limited nuclear attack to raise the risk of further escalation and thereby inºuence the United States’ resolve to continue the war.103 Consequently, if an adversary believes that nuclear escalation is a “trump card” that could be used to force a negotiated settlement, and if there is significant concern about a U.S. disarming first strike (perhaps as a pretext for regime change) during an ongoing conventional engagement, then the opponent might choose to use nuclear weapons at an early point in the conºict.104 

In addition nuclear first use threats create commitment traps that increase the probability of deliberate use
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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. 

NFU solves crisis stability – most credible and effective nuclear posture

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

For the United States and its allies, NFU has several military and political benefits. First, and most important, NFU would enhance crisis stability. A credible NFU policy will help decrease an opponent’s trepidations about a U.S. first strike, thereby decreasing the possibility that nuclear weapons are used accidentally, inadvertently, or deliberately in a severe crisis. Second, by removing the option to use nuclear weapons first, the United States would have a consistent and inherently credible nuclear policy. Although some states might question U.S. political resolve to use nuclear weapons first—in which case the NPR’s decision to retain the option in many circumstances does not contribute to deterrence—current and potential adversaries cannot dismiss the possibility of a nuclear response after U.S. interests have been attacked with nuclear weapons.105 The threat to use nuclear weapons in response to a nuclear attack is highly credible, and it is a threat that U.S. political leaders should want to execute if deterrence fails. In fact, NFU could further strengthen the credibility of nuclear deterrence by signaling that the United States retains nuclear forces only for retaliation to a nuclear attack, which, in the mind of the adversary, could increase the likelihood that nuclear retaliation would indeed come if it crosses the nuclear threshold.106 An NFU declaration would be a kind of commitment tactic that would increase the credibility of nuclear deterrence by seemingly binding U.S. decisionmakers to use nuclear weapons for the one mission they have been assigned in the event of a nuclear attack.107 

This public sphere is not complete or perfect- we do not embrace a sealed view of the liberal subject, but challenge the status quo nuclear public sphere’s imposition of irrelevance on those marked as “non-expert”- the aff’s speech act is critical to counter nuclear secrecy

Hubbard 97 (Masters of Coms @ ASU) 

(Bryan, Nuclear Criticism After The Cold War, Thesis, May 1997, UMI, pg. 116-117)
Admittedly, working the communication around the atom to act more democratically appears to reify the “(e)nlightenment narrative, in which the hero of knowledge works toward a good ethico-political end” (Lyotard, 1984, p. xxiii-xxiv), but the end of a democratic communication is not predetermined by detached experts. It remains open to revision.  At the foundation of this project sits the desire for meaningful democratic  communication and the desire for negotiated meaning and policy. Admittedly meaning is  always “negotiated” through a semiotic process, “the social process by which meaning is  constructed and exchanged” (Hodge & Kress, 1988, p. S). Within traditional nuclear  communication, the weight of ingredients favor the state and its agenda at the expense of  popular interests. Traditional science-centered and state-administered communication  exists to “constrain behavior by structuring the versions of reality on which social action  is based” (Hodge & Kress, p. 3). This style of communication repeats “[a]n excessive concentration on normative systems ... [which] contains inbuilt distortion end reinforces the ideas of their dominance” (Hodge 1ft. Kress, p
Debate over the details of nuclear policy allows us to counter these institutions – otherwise the nuclear bureaucracy will go unchecked

Nolan 89 

(Janne, Visiting Fellow at the Brookings Institution and has worked as a national security specialist in both the Senate and Executive Branch, Guardians of the Arsenal, 282-284)

To many, the idea that nuclear war planning is subject to bureaucratic politics, institutional rivalries, and the petty ambitions of individuals competing for influence is so appalling that the refuse to acknowledge the “legitimacy” of such dynamics.  Even discussing the political dimension of nuclear policy somehow trivializes the subject, and so it is discounted.  Better to spend time refining moral exhortations or improving the exactitude of new quantitative models for force balances than to stoop so low. For many antinuclear activists, in particular, discussing ways to make nuclear strategy more coherent is totally off the mark.  It begs the real question about nuclear weapons: their fundamental illegitimacy as instruments of war or diplomacy.  It is politically and morally bankrupt to talk about making strategy more coherent, they argue, when the real imperative is to get rid of these weapons altogether.  “Reform” is just rearranging the deck chairs in the war-fighting bureaucracy that is leading the world in its inexorable march to Armageddon. The illegitimacy of nuclear weapons is without doubt the source of the most enduring political problems in American security.  Few politicians are ever willing to state publicly that they believe that nuclear weapons preserve peace or that a war-fighting strategy is the cornerstone of credible nuclear deterrence.  These positions are accepted privately by many, of course, and discussed openly among the cognoscenti. To many who argue for radical revisions in nuclear forces, the main problem is the fundamentally antidemocratic manner in which nuclear policy is undertaken.  It is only because it has been hidden from the public view that the current character of nuclear strategy has survived.  Almost everyone interviewed for this book was asked about this key assumption.  Should nuclear doctrine be a subject for a national referendum?  Should the American public exert influence in our war-fighting posture? To a man (they were all males), the advocates of strategic defenses said yes.  As Martin Anderson put it, “Absolutely.  If you have the right strategy, the people will support you.”  Gregory Fossedal, a former Wall Street Journal editorial-page writer and now a media fellow at the Hoover Institution, echoed these words: “Reagan, Martin Anderson, and I are populists.  We’re governed by the people, not by the Harvard faculty or the Brookings Institution.  You change elite opinion through popular opinion.” An unacknowledged political alliance exists between the Right and the Left on this issue.  Nuclear war plans, they both argue, would not stand up to political scrutiny.  Though they could not be more divided in their goals, the two schools agree that the public needs to be informed about the Faustian bargain that the architects of flexible response have provided as the basis for American security. But ask most officials with responsibilities for nuclear forces the same question, and you will draw laser glares.  Those who are working on the actual implementation of war plans blanch at the thought of public or congressional intrusion into the private realm of strategy. After examining the experience of four decades of policies about nuclear weapons, one is struck by the tremendous role that secrecy has played in holding the system together.  Even the most modest efforts to be “candid” about real policy, like James Schlesinger’s, proved disastrous.  The public genuinely believes that nuclear weapons are illegitimate and does not want to be reminded of their existence. As we have seen, the public’s concern about nuclear weapons can be readily turned to fear.  And this kind of public sentiment helped spawn the industry of nuclear deceit, of which the SDI is simply the most recent example.  Calls to public activism with unspecific objectives may thus not be the best approach.  Frightened Americans looking for solace are a great constituency for clever political strategists. There is no question that current nuclear strategy cannot sustain the glare of public attention.  The whole concept of limited nuclear war has no political constituency.  But, as Frank Miller is fond of saying, flexible response is the worst alternative–except for all the others.  Not even the military, trained to be inured to the consequences of its dire responsibility can “support” nuclear doctrine.  General Dougherty has said, I consider raw, deliberate population attacks immoral as well as unlawful, and I know of no US nuclear planning force that has as its targeting objectives cities, civilian populations, noncombatants, civilian objects, schools, or hospitals that have no relation to the objective of preventing nuclear aggression from succeeding.  As proof, one has merely to look at the US nuclear inventory, which is clearly unsuited for optimum use in city destruction or mass noncombatant kill.  A commander planning deliberate attacks on cities...would have a major moral problem on his hands with his command and combat crews.

Absent these questions shifts in knowledge production are useless – governments’ obey institutional logics that exist independently of individuals and constrain decisionmaking 

Wight 6 – Professor of IR @ University of Sydney
(Colin, Agents, Structures and International Relations: Politics as Ontology, pgs. 48-50 

One important aspect of this relational ontology is that these relations constitute our identity as social actors. According to this relational model of societies, one is what one is, by virtue of the relations within which one is embedded. A worker is only a worker by virtue of his/her relationship to his/her employer and vice versa. ‘Our social being is constituted by relations and our social acts presuppose them.’ At any particular moment in time an individual may be implicated in all manner of relations, each exerting its own peculiar causal effects. This ‘lattice-work’ of relations constitutes the structure of particular societies and endures despite changes in the individuals occupying them. Thus, the relations, the structures, are ontologically distinct from the individuals who enter into them. At a minimum, the social sciences are concerned with two distinct, although mutually interdependent, strata. There is an ontological difference between people and structures: ‘people are not relations, societies are not conscious agents’. Any attempt to explain one in terms of the other should be rejected. If there is an ontological difference between society and people, however, we need to elaborate on the relationship between them. Bhaskar argues that we need a system of mediating concepts, encompassing both aspects of the duality of praxis into which active subjects must fit in order to reproduce it: that is, a system of concepts designating the ‘point of contact’ between human agency and social structures. This is known as a ‘positioned practice’ system. In many respects, the idea of ‘positioned practice’ is very similar to Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of habitus. Bourdieu is primarily concerned with what individuals do in their daily lives. He is keen to refute the idea that social activity can be understood solely in terms of individual decision-making, or as determined by surpa-individual objective structures. Bourdieu’s notion of the habitus can be viewed as a bridge-building exercise across the explanatory gap between two extremes. Importantly, the notion of a habitus can only be understood in relation to the concept of a ‘social field’. According to Bourdieu, a social field is ‘a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions objectively defined’. A social field, then, refers to a structured system of social positions occupied by individuals and/or institutions – the nature of which defines the situation for their occupants. This is a social field whose form is constituted in terms of the relations which define it as a field of a certain type. A habitus (positioned practices) is a mediating link between individuals’ subjective worlds and the socio-cultural world into which they are born and which they share with others. The power of the habitus derives from the thoughtlessness of habit and habituation, rather than consciously learned rules. The habitus is imprinted and encoded in a socializing process that commences during early childhood. It is inculcated more by experience than by explicit teaching. Socially competent performances are produced as a matter of routine, without explicit reference to a body of codified knowledge, and without the actors necessarily knowing what they are doing (in the sense of being able adequately to explain what they are doing). As such, the habitus can be seen as the site of ‘internalization of reality and the externalization of internality.’ Thus social practices are produced in, and by, the encounter between: (1) the habitus and its dispositions; (2) the constraints and demands of the socio-cultural field to which the habitus is appropriate or within; and (3) the dispositions of the individual agents located within both the socio-cultural field and the habitus. When placed within Bhaskar’s stratified complex social ontology the model we have is as depicted in Figure 1. The explanation of practices will require all three levels. Society, as field of relations, exists prior to, and is independent of, individual and collective understandings at any particular moment in time; that is, social action requires the conditions for action. Likewise, given that behavior is seemingly recurrent, patterned, ordered, institutionalised, and displays a degree of stability over time, there must be sets of relations and rules that govern it. Contrary to individualist theory, these relations, rules and roles are not dependent upon either knowledge of them by particular individuals, or the existence of actions by particular individuals; that is, their explanation cannot be reduced to consciousness or to the attributes of individuals. These emergent social forms must possess emergent powers. This leads on to arguments for the reality of society based on a causal criterion. Society, as opposed to the individuals that constitute it, is, as Foucault has put it, ‘a complex and independent reality that has its own laws and mechanisms of reaction, its regulations as well as its possibility of disturbance. This new reality is society…It becomes necessary to reflect upon it, upon its specific characteristics, its constants and its variables’.

*

Forcing specific policy analysis is key – allows state institutions to be reclaimed and generates debater education necessary to create a left governmentality – necessary to counter nuclear public sphere
Ferguson 11, Professor of Anthropology at Stanford
(The Uses of Neoliberalism, Antipode, Vol. 41, No. S1, pp 166–184)

If we are seeking, as this special issue of Antipode aspires to do, to link our critical analyses to the world of grounded political struggle—not only to interpret the world in various ways, but also to change it—then there is much to be said for focusing, as I have here, on mundane, real- world debates around policy and politics, even if doing so inevitably puts us on the compromised and reformist terrain of the possible, rather than the seductive high ground of revolutionary ideals and utopian desires. But I would also insist that there is more at stake in the examples I have discussed here than simply a slightly better way to ameliorate the miseries of the chronically poor, or a technically superior method for relieving the suffering of famine victims.¶ My point in discussing the South African BIG campaign, for instance, is not really to argue for its implementation. There is much in the campaign that is appealing, to be sure. But one can just as easily identify a series of worries that would bring the whole proposal into doubt. Does not, for instance, the decoupling of the question of assistance from the issue of labor, and the associated valorization of the “informal”, help provide a kind of alibi for the failures of the South African regime to pursue policies that would do more to create jobs? Would not the creation of a basic income benefit tied to national citizenship simply exacerbate the vicious xenophobia that already divides the South African poor,¶ in a context where many of the poorest are not citizens, and would thus not be eligible for the BIG? Perhaps even more fundamentally, is the idea of basic income really capable of commanding the mass support that alone could make it a central pillar of a new approach to distribution? The record to date gives powerful reasons to doubt it. So far, the technocrats’ dreams of relieving poverty through efficient cash transfers have attracted little support from actual poor people, who seem to find that vision a bit pale and washed out, compared with the vivid (if vague) populist promises of jobs and personalistic social inclusion long offered by the ANC patronage machine, and lately personified by Jacob Zuma (Ferguson forthcoming).¶ My real interest in the policy proposals discussed here, in fact, has little to do with the narrow policy questions to which they seek to provide answers. For what is most significant, for my purposes, is not whether or not these are good policies, but the way that they illustrate a process through which specific governmental devices and modes of reasoning that we have become used to associating with a very particular (and conservative) political agenda (“neoliberalism”) may be in the process of being peeled away from that agenda, and put to very different uses. Any progressive who takes seriously the challenge I pointed to at the start of this essay, the challenge of developing new progressive arts of government, ought to find this turn of events of considerable interest.¶ As Steven Collier (2005) has recently pointed out, it is important to question the assumption that there is, or must be, a neat or automatic fit between a hegemonic “neoliberal” political-economic project (however that might be characterized), on the one hand, and specific “neoliberal” techniques, on the other. Close attention to particular techniques (such as the use of quantitative calculation, free choice, and price driven by supply and demand) in particular settings (in Collier’s case, fiscal and budgetary reform in post-Soviet Russia) shows that the relationship between the technical and the political-economic “is much more polymorphous and unstable than is assumed in much critical geographical work”, and that neoliberal technical mechanisms are in fact “deployed in relation to diverse political projects and social norms” (2005:2).¶ As I suggested in referencing the role of statistics and techniques for pooling risk in the creation of social democratic welfare states, social technologies need not have any essential or eternal loyalty to the political formations within which they were first developed. Insurance rationality at the end of the nineteenth century had no essential vocation to provide security and solidarity to the working class; it was turned to that purpose (in some substantial measure) because it was available, in the right place at the right time, to be appropriated for that use. Specific ways of solving or posing governmental problems, specific institutional and intellectual mechanisms, can be combined in an almost infinite variety of ways, to accomplish different social ends. With social, as with any other sort of technology, it is not the machines or the mechanisms that decide what they will be used to do.¶ Foucault (2008:94) concluded his discussion of socialist government- ality by insisting that the answers to the Left’s governmental problems require not yet another search through our sacred texts, but a process of conceptual and institutional innovation. “[I]f there is a really socialist governmentality, then it is not hidden within socialism and its texts. It cannot be deduced from them. It must be invented”. But invention in the domain of governmental technique is rarely something worked up out of whole cloth. More often, it involves a kind of bricolage (Le ́vi- Strauss 1966), a piecing together of something new out of scavenged parts originally intended for some other purpose. As we pursue such a process of improvisatory invention, we might begin by making an inventory of the parts available for such tinkering, keeping all the while an open mind about how different mechanisms might be put to work, and what kinds of purposes they might serve. If we can go beyond seeing in “neoliberalism” an evil essence or an automatic unity, and instead learn to see a field of specific governmental techniques, we may be surprised to find that some of them can be repurposed, and put to work in the service of political projects very different from those usually associated with that word. If so, we may find that the cabinet of governmental arts available to us is a bit less bare than first appeared, and that some rather useful little mechanisms may be nearer to hand than we thought.

Plan

The United States Congress should prohibit the first use of nuclear forces.

Solvency

Congress can create a policy of no first use

Stone 84 (Jeremy J. Stone, president of the Federation of American Scientists, “Presidential First Use Is Unlawful,” Foreign Policy, No. 56 (Autumn, 1984))

During the last 200 years, while there have been no major conflicts between Congress and the president over war strategy, members of Congress have shown a consciousness of their oversight rights-for example, in investiga- tions of Abraham Lincoln's pursuit of the Civil War and in investigations of Harry Truman's firing of General Douglas MacAr- thur during the Korean War. In the case of Vietnam, on October 18, 1973, Congress actually passed legislation asserting that "on or after August 15, 1973, no funds heretofore or hereafter appropriated may be obligated or expended to finance the involve- ment of United States military forces in hostilities in or over or from off the shores of North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia, unless specifically authorized here- after by Congress." The War Powers Debate Is the first use of nuclear weapons some- thing appropriate for a first general or admiral or for that matter a chief executive to decide? Or is this decision something so fundamental in its risks for the nation that it would seem to exceed their authority? And in any case, could Congress pass legislation controlling that use as it limited the use of funds for hostilities in Southeast Asia? During and after the war powers debate, a number of scholars addressed the issue of whether Congress could, by affirmative legis- lation, control presidential actions in the field of war. Former national security adviser McGeorge Bundy observed that Congress has 98. This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Mon, 12 Aug 2013 14:29:46 PM All use subject to JSTOR Terms and ConditionsStone "every right to assert itself on broad questions of place, time, and the size of forces commit- ted." An eminent authority on the command- er-in-chief clause, Columbia University Law Professor Louis Henkin, wrote: "In my view, he would be bound to follow congressional directives not only as to whether to continue the war, but whether to extend it to other countries and other belligerents, whether to fight a limited or unlimited war, today, per- haps, even whether to fight a 'conventional' or a nuclear war." One scholar ventured that Congress could prevent a president at war in Vietnam from bombing Beijing or from em- ploying biological weapons in a conventional war. Much of this authority stems from the right of Congress, as stated in Article I, Section VIII of the Constitution, "to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carry- ing into execution the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof." Refer- ring to this clause, George Washington Uni- versity Professor W.T. Mallison, Jr., observed: It is appropriate to emphasize that the judgment as to what is "necessary and proper" is that of the Congress, and not of the Supreme Court. The aggregate of the war powers of the Congress are, therefore, sufficiently comprehensive to enable the Congress to have a large role in the conduct of the war. Based upon its expressed war powers combined with the "necessary and proper" clause, the Congress has power to conduct the war insofar as the war may be conducted under statutory authority as con- trasted with the President's authority as Commander in Chief. This was recognized in the famous case of McCulloch v. Maryland-4 Wheaton 316, 1819-where Chief Justice [John] Marshall referred to the powers of the Congress to "declare and conduct a war" as among its enumerated powers. Accordingly, most legal scholars would seem to admit the argument that the first use of nuclear weapons was so much more momen- tous than a tactical decision that Congress had the right to control that decision-if it wished 99. This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Mon, 12 Aug 2013 14:29:46 PM All use subject to JSTOR Terms and ConditionsFOREIGN POLICY to do so-and that it could control this decision by legislation. Congress could, for example, legislate that under no circumstances was the president authorized to use nuclear weapons of any kind in any conflict in which they had not already been used by others. By passing a law-over the president's veto if necessary-it could simply remove nuclear weapons from the arsenal available in undeclared conventional wars abroad. If necessary, Congress could use the power of the purse to assert that no funds could be spent to use nuclear weapons except in specified contingencies. 

The aff’s investigation of scenarios is good - even if its low probability it sharpens political science analysis and allows us to test theories

Mahnken and Junio 13 – (2013, Thomas, PhD, Jerome E. Levy Chair of Economic Geography and National Security at the U.S. Naval War College and a Visiting Scholar at the Philip Merrill Center for Strategic Studies at The Johns Hopkins University’s Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, and Timothy, Predoctoral Fellow, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, PhD in Political Science expected 2013, “Conceiving of Future War: The Promise of Scenario Analysis for International Relations,” International Studies Review Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 374–395, September 2013)

This article introduces political scientists to scenarios—future counterfactuals—and demonstrates their value in tandem with other methodologies and across a wide range of research questions. The authors describe best practices regarding the scenario method and argue that scenarios contribute to theory building and development, identifying new hypotheses, analyzing data-poor research topics, articulating “world views,” setting new research agendas, avoiding cognitive biases, and teaching. The article also establishes the low rate at which scenarios are used in the international relations subfield and situates scenarios in the broader context of political science methods. The conclusion offers two detailed examples of the effective use of scenarios.

In his classic work on scenario analysis, The Art of the Long View, Peter Schwartz commented that “social scientists often have a hard time [building scenarios]; they have been trained to stay away from ‘what if?’ questions and concentrate on ‘what was?’” (Schwartz 1996:31). While Schwartz's comments were impressionistic based on his years of conducting and teaching scenario analysis, his claim withstands empirical scrutiny. Scenarios—counterfactual narratives about the future—are woefully underutilized among political scientists. The method is almost never taught on graduate student syllabi, and a survey of leading international relations (IR) journals indicates that scenarios were used in only 302 of 18,764 sampled articles. The low rate at which political scientists use scenarios—less than 2% of the time—is surprising; the method is popular in fields as disparate as business, demographics, ecology, pharmacology, public health, economics, and epidemiology (Venable, Li, Ginter, and Duncan 1993; Leufkens, Haaijer-Ruskamp, Bakker, and Dukes 1994; Baker, Hulse, Gregory, White, Van Sickle, Berger, Dole, and Schumaker 2004; Sanderson, Scherbov, O'Neill, and Lutz 2004). Scenarios also are a common tool employed by the policymakers whom political scientists study.
This article seeks to elevate the status of scenarios in political science by demonstrating their usefulness for theory building and pedagogy. Rather than constitute mere speculation regarding an unpredictable future, as critics might suggest, scenarios assist scholars with developing testable hypotheses, gathering data, and identifying a theory's upper and lower bounds. Additionally, scenarios are an effective way to teach students to apply theory to policy. In the pages below, a “best practices” guide is offered to advise scholars, practitioners, and students, and an argument is developed in favor of the use of scenarios. The article concludes with two examples of how political scientists have invoked the scenario method to improve the specifications of their theories, propose falsifiable hypotheses, and design new empirical research programs.

Scenarios in the Discipline

What do counterfactual narratives about the future look like? Scenarios may range in length from a few sentences to many pages. One of the most common uses of the scenario method, which will be referenced throughout this article, is to study the conditions under which high-consequence, low-probability events may occur. Perhaps the best example of this is nuclear warfare, a circumstance that has never resulted, but has captivated generations of political scientists. For an introductory illustration, let us consider a very simple scenario regarding how a first use of a nuclear weapon might occur:

During the year 2023, the US military is ordered to launch air and sea patrols of the Taiwan Strait to aid in a crisis. These highly visible patrols disrupt trade off China's coast, and result in skyrocketing insurance rates for shipping companies. Several days into the contingency, which involves over ten thousand US military personnel, an intelligence estimate concludes that a Chinese conventional strike against US air patrols and naval assets is imminent. The United States conducts a preemptive strike against anti-air and anti-sea systems on the Chinese mainland. The US strike is far more successful than Chinese military leaders thought possible; a new source of intelligence to the United States—unknown to Chinese leadership—allowed the US military to severely degrade Chinese targeting and situational awareness capabilities. Many of the weapons that China relied on to dissuade escalatory US military action are now reduced to single-digit-percentage readiness. Estimates for repairs and replenishments are stated in terms of weeks, and China's confidence in readily available, but “dumber,” weapons is low due to the dispersion and mobility of US forces. Word of the successful US strike spreads among the Chinese and Taiwanese publics. The Chinese Government concludes that for the sake of preserving its domestic strength, and to signal resolve to the US and Taiwanese Governments while minimizing further economic disruption, it should escalate dramatically with the use of an extremely small-yield nuclear device against a stationary US military asset in the Pacific region.

This short story reflects a future event that, while unlikely to occur and far too vague to be used for military planning, contains many dimensions of political science theory. These include the following: what leaders perceive as “limited,” “proportional,” or “escalatory” uses of force; the importance of private information about capabilities and commitment; audience costs in international politics; the relationship between military expediency and political objectives during war; and the role of compressed timelines for decision making, among others. The purpose of this article is to explain to scholars how such stories, and more rigorously developed narratives that specify variables of interest and draw on extant data, may improve the study of IR. An important starting point is to explain how future counterfactuals fit into the methodological canon of the discipline.

Specifically true for nuclear miscalc

Mahnken and Junio 13 – (2013, Thomas, PhD, Jerome E. Levy Chair of Economic Geography and National Security at the U.S. Naval War College and a Visiting Scholar at the Philip Merrill Center for Strategic Studies at The Johns Hopkins University’s Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, and Timothy, Predoctoral Fellow, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, PhD in Political Science expected 2013, “Conceiving of Future War: The Promise of Scenario Analysis for International Relations,” International Studies Review Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 374–395, September 2013)

Scenarios are a useful method for theory building and research design for topics that, despite being of high importance, lack an empirical base. The best example of this type of research is scholarship on nuclear warfare. An enormous literature evolved during the Cold War regarding how a nuclear war might be fought and how escalation dynamics might occur (Kahn 1962; Brown and Mahnken 2011). This literature was based almost exclusively on future counterfactuals, as there were no nuclear wars to study and a very low “n”—consisting of the Cuban Missile Crisis and very few other crises—for publicly acknowledged “close calls” (Sagan 1995). Indeed, in our survey of the use of scenarios in the discipline, more than 25% were about nuclear warfare. Other topics that are of high importance but have a very low or zero “n” include great-power war, global epidemics, climate change, large-scale cyber attack, and weapon of mass destruction terrorism.

The points made earlier regarding the identification of new variables and hypotheses are relevant here. In addition to these advantages to new research topics, scenario analysis helps to identify new sources of data. This is partially because scenarios help to identify new independent variables, thus leading the researcher to think about how to measure their values, but also by helping him to think of proxies for measurement when direct observation is not possible. For instance, a day-after analysis of a scenario of interest would cause the researcher to ask what he would have needed to know to predict the occurrence of the future counterfactuals and in turn help the researcher to think about ways in which the discipline could identify that low-probability process if it begins to happen in the real world.
This specific scenario methodology is good – they aren’t roleplaying simulations 

Mahnken and Junio 13 – (2013, Thomas, PhD, Jerome E. Levy Chair of Economic Geography and National Security at the U.S. Naval War College and a Visiting Scholar at the Philip Merrill Center for Strategic Studies at The Johns Hopkins University’s Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, and Timothy, Predoctoral Fellow, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, PhD in Political Science expected 2013, “Conceiving of Future War: The Promise of Scenario Analysis for International Relations,” International Studies Review Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 374–395, September 2013)

Pedagogy

Scenarios offer many of the same benefits as simulations, recently a hot topic in the pedagological literature, to teaching in political science (Newkirk and Hamilton 1979; Smith and Boyer 1996; Newmann and Twigg 2000; Simpson and Kaussler 2009; Sasley 2010). Indeed, scenarios are often a key part of simulation learning. For instance, in a decision-making simulation in which students are assigned the roles of heads of state, the students are often offered a scenario vignette to respond to with policy choices. The emphasis of scenarios and simulations in pedagogy, however, is different. The literature on simulations tends to focus on experiential learning, but recent scholarship has cast some doubt on whether or not this kind of learning improves students' knowledge of core course concepts (Raymond 2010).

Scenarios offer a way to make classroom exercises more explicitly oriented toward the incorporation of theories. For instance, rather than asking students to take on the roles of the President, National Security Advisor, etc., the students may be presented with a vignette and asked to analyze the strategic implications of the scenario for the United States. Both coauthors of this article have used scenarios in classroom exercises. Tom Mahnken has taught the use of scenarios for stategic planning at the Naval War College. Tim Junio used scenario exercises at the University of Pennsylvania. Students in the class “International Security,” having been assigned Thomas Schelling's Arms and Influence and other core readings on strategy, were asked to evaluate a scenario in which the United States had committed itself to military action, but was subsequently held hostage by a foreign power.

In Junio's scenario, a future US President was led to believe that due to an intelligence breakthrough, North Korean nuclear weapon targets were rendered vulnerable to a US first strike with conventional weapons. The United States and close allies saw this as an opportunity for regime change and pre-positioned US forces in the region. The US President then issued an ultimatum to the North Korean regime to vacate the country within 48 hours, akin to the US threat to Saddam Hussein in 2003, or face a forceful regime change at the hands of the US-led coalition. To the surprise of US leaders, North Korea's Supreme Leader went on television to announce that an unspecified number of nuclear warheads had been smuggled into the United States as a contingency against such a situation. The Supreme Leader then declared that any act of aggression against the North Korean people would be met with retaliation against the US homeland. Students in the class were asked to first discuss the strategic situation for the United States. What mistakes had been made to get the United States into that scenario? What issues were at stake? Then, the students were asked to apply strategic concepts to discuss how the United States might seek to extricate itself from the situation.

The North Korea's blackmail scenario is an example of an extremely low-probability event that almost certainly would not justify much further analysis by the intelligence and defense policy communities, but is extremely useful for pedagogy. This kind of scenario increases student interest in the material and forces them to engage with the theories and concepts of the course. Rather than focus on policy decisions alone, as simulations are likely to do, students are forced to bring deductive logic to bear to assess the boundaries of the scenario.
Only rearticulating the public discourse through debating the plan creates political change and allows us to avoid nuclear war

Solomon 88

Solomon, Professor of English at CSU-Northridge, 1988 [J. Fisher, Discourse and Reference in the Nuclear Age, p. 268-275] 

But in spite of the guerilla critic's categorical rejection of all totalizing categories, he or she has still privileged one last "category:" the category of the "revolutionary margin" itself. For one often misses in Foucault's more "revolutionary" discourse a sensitivity to those instances in which the "revolutionary margin" (whether on the Right or the Left) should indeed remain marginalized, when its revolution, that is to say, is for the worse rather than for the better. And the "masses" themselves, even when they "know" what they want, are not necessarily morally justified in their desire at every moment. "We cannot shut out the screams of the Reich," Deleuze himself remarks; "the masses were not deceived; at a particular time they wanted a fascist regime" (1981: 215). It might also be noted in this context that Hitler, too, was a prisoner, and began his rise from the margin of state power precisely through his prison discourse. Is it not possible, then, that to be marginalized is not necessarily equivalent to being victimized, that there are cases in which the power of the state (as represented by, say, the Weimar Republic in Germany or the Spanish Republic in Spain) has greater moral force than its opponents? For Foucault, of course, revolutionary struggle must be one against power, not for it. For Foucault, power should be opposed not reim-posed. But how is a political struggle to be conducted without someone getting power, howsoever one wishes not to have gotten it? Has not Nietzsche himself declared the historical ubiquity of political force and domination?

Maniquis, for his part, realizes what is at stake when the guerilla margin does resort to power tactics. There is a certain complicity, he suggests, between "the terrorist psychologies of both revolutionaries and State powers" (1983 : 277), for both wield power under the "sign of the Bomb." The State, on the one hand, may justify its limited violence upon "the notion that small bloodbaths always keep the nation and its witnesses from the ultimate bloodbath" (1983 : 277), while the private terrorist, on the other hand, equally can argue that his or her limited action is better than a total one, and that it is better to kill a few civilians to achieve one's ends than to risk thermonuclear war. What is more, we might add, the private terrorist equally resorts to a kind of nuclear blackmail, acting in the knowledge that no Power would risk nuclear war just to get at him or her. The terrorist's calculation is no less cynical than that of a Superpower agreement to demarcate zones of influence within which the other Superpower need not, and dare not, interfere. Terror is terror, no matter what its source. In other words, we cannot simply assume that the guerilla margin is morally justifiable—which is essentially what the rhetoric of "difference" often implies. But this does not mean that absolute State power is, in itself, any more morally justifiable on categorical grounds, for the suppression of the margin can lead to a tyranny of the majority in democratic societies and to despotic authoritarianism or sheer totalitarianism in nondemocratic societies. Indeed, it has been just such a fear of totalitarianism that has led to a call for "a new dialectics which will not suppress difference or negation in the name of a formal logic of identity" among post- structural social critics and "critical" Marxists (see Bove 1982-83 : 165). But some care needs to be taken so that "difference" alone is not raised as an idol in place of totality, for as Adorno remarks in his own assault on identitarian totalization in Negative Dialectics, "once dialectics has become inescapeable . . . it cannot stick to its principle like ontology and transcendental philosophy": It cannot be maintained as a structure that will stay basic no matter how it is modified. In criticizing [a totalizing] ontology we do not aim at another ontology, not even one of being non-ontological. If that were our purpose we would be merely positing another downright "first"—not absolute identity this time . . . but non-identity, facticity, entity. [1973 : I 36] In other words, if we attack the "identity," or totality, of State power in the name of the margin, of the difference that negates totality, we cannot take that negation to be absolute, cannot put it in the place of an identitarian ontology or totalizing power without turning it into an identity itself. Difference itself must be analyzed, undermined, subjected to the same play as identity. So which is it to be: identitarian "power" or revolutionary "difference?" Whose side are you on? It is at such times that deconstructive criticism appears particularly attractive, because according to a strictly deconstructive perspective we neither need to, nor can, make such a choice. All that we can do is suspend the opposition, "problematize" it and subvert it, finding a trace of "power" in the guerilla margin and the mark of "difference" in a center that must define itself against its own opposition. What is more, deconstruction might tell us, we have no choice but to see the issue in such "metaphysically" oppositional terms. We are in "error" to do so, but it is not anyone's "fault." To err is to wander, to dance in suspension, not to lose the way, because there is no "way" to be lost, no track that is better than any other in the labyrinthine maze of history. Still, history forces us to make choices anyway: this is why it "hurts," as Jameson puts it, this is how it sets an "inexorable limit" to our desire. And this too is why I have set against criticism the challenging figure of the nuclear referent, for while it is certainly not the only one of its kind (one might, for example, mention the "population refer-ent" or the "ecological referent" as similar challenges), it is one whose peculiarly threatening status is something upon which most of us can agree. But from which side must we approach it: from the side of identitarian power or that of marginalized difference? Partisans for each side can be found—let's say the Greens in Germany or the Freeze Movement in the United States for the differential resistance, and both the Reagan and the Gorbachev regimes for centralized power. To opt for the margin in this case is apparently to opt for powerlessness—as the failure of both the Greens to pre-vent the deployment of Pershing missiles in Germany and the Freeze Movement in America, in spite of the popular vote it has been able to raise, may indicate. But if one has been made nervous by the prospect of a virtually unchecked strategic arms race, one can hardly side with the State. Is the only answer, then, paralysis after all, an unceasing deferral of decision as we languish in the interstice, the difference, between power and difference? Or might some composition between power and difference still be imagined? To imagine such a possibility, we might indeed begin by deconstructing the difference between the state and the margin, but this deconstruction would be effected not in the name of the play of difference but rather on behalf of a solution, a compromise. In its own peculiar way, in fact, of all the divisive issues of our time, the nuclear referent seems to offer the clearest possibility for compromise, because it is in no one's interest to fight a 
nuclear war—no matter which side of the debate one is on. "Compromise," as in "to compromise oneself," has come to connote moral delinquency, but in the face of the nuclear referent, compromise, the reduction or composition of differences, may be the only game in town. What is more, it is a very playable game, particularly at a time when the voice of public opinion has become a key prize for both Washington and Moscow in the East- West confrontation. In such an environment the voice of difference, of the margin that opposes unchecked nuclear proliferation, can indeed be heard by the ear of power, and power can be modified accordingly. This does not mean, however, that difference needs only to speak and power will listen, for if the margin speaks from a position of pure opposition, pure uncompromising difference, then it will destroy in advance its leverage in the overall global politics of the nuclear debate. The critical task of the margin, in other words, and of a nuclear criticism in this sense, will thus be to find the terms by which the margin might be heard, to find, that is to say, a common ground of shared values on the basis of which power might be modified by the force of a marginalized public opinion. To find such a ground, the lines of communication be-tween power and difference not only must be left open but, under the present circumstances of criticism, must be ac-tively cleared, for communication itself has undergone its own deconstructions. The sort of critical attitude I have in mind has been expressed in Wayne Booth's Modern Dogma and the Rhetoric of Assent (1974). In his search for a critical answer both to the student-led challenge to the academy during the Vietnam War and to contemporary axiological skepticism, Booth calls for a universal assent to the proposition that "in a world where many claim that there are no shared values, it is no mean practical result to be able to point to one clear value you and I can share, in full cognitive respectability: It is always good to maintain and improve the quality of our symbolic exchange with our fellow 'selves'— to sharpen our symbolic powers so that we can understand and be understood, 'taking in' other selves and thus expanding our own" (1974:202-203). But such an assent is possible only in a society in which (to follow Booth's allegorical partitioning of contemporary American belief) the believers in science and reason, the worshipers "at the shrine of commercial and industrial progress," and "the irrationalists or romantics" all cease their group tendency to, in Booth's words, "daily say yes to each other only by saying no to the other two" groups (1974: 198). In other words, science, industry, and criticism all need to enter into a dialogue in the face of real historical problems such as those the nuclear referent presents, and the dialogue cannot be conducted as long as criticism claims that the only proper sort of discourse is its own: the discourse of poetic ambiguity and uncertainty. But what Booth could not have foreseen in the early seventies was that criticism, far from turning toward a "rhetoric of assent," would increasingly define itself not only against scientism and commercialism but against any ex-pression of symbolic universality whatsoever. Rather than mediating between the claims of "science" and "opinion," "fact" and "value," "objectivity" and "subjectivity," and so on (see Booth's oppositional "tables" [1974 :17– i8]), contemporary criticism is openly saying no to both sides of the opposition while quietly privileging the "right-hand" side (i.e., opinion over science, fiction over fact, interpretational subjectivity over objective reality). The result of such a critique, as we have seen, has been the deconstruction of a new crisis in the American academy, a crisis engendered this time not by the actuality of an ongoing military conflict but by the potentiality of a nuclear apocalypse that, at present, may be said to "not now" exist but that may certainly come to pass if we are unable to arrive at any kind of consensus on preventing it. For this reason, in a critical climate different from the one Booth faced in the Vietnam War era, I have argued for an effective mediation between adversaries, seeking to neglect neither the claims of science nor those of hermeneutics. My desire instead has been to suggest that the "realities" of scientific investigation stand as positive potentialities that, while they must be interpreted, also limit the range of valid interpretation. To defend objective limitation in this regard is not to defend totality, not to privilege the status quo, because it is, I believe, only through some sort of objective demonstration that opinions outside the critical community are likely to be changed. It is worth noting in this regard that the so-called "Silent Majority" of the Nixon years came to heed the call of the antiwar margin only after divisive opinion had come to be replaced by the incontrovertible facts of fifty thousand pine coffins. Similarly, political opinion in this country today (howsoever conservative it may appear to be) is more likely to be swayed by a rhetoric supported by concretely quantifiable calculations than by a "guerilla" resistance to all forms of communicational universality.2 In other words, in the face of the nuclear referent, difference must speak to power on a common ground if it is to persuade it. I believe that this is precisely what is happening when the Greens enter the Bundestag, when the Freeze Movement lobbies for a nuclear freeze, and when the Union of Concerned Scientists presents quantifiable and testable data. There is a place for critical theory in this dialogue as well if it wishes to enter, but not if it dogmatically asserts the priority of the margin, on the one hand, or simply suspends the relation between power and difference, on the other. The place for criticism, I believe, is the place of realism, a space from which a nuclear criticism could compare and evaluate the various "beliefs" that have been represented in the political debate surrounding the nuclear referent, arguing that not all beliefs are equal and not all possibilities the same, but that one belief can be distinguished from another precisely by the limiting power of reality itself, a power that we can never grasp in a reified presence or form but over which we can conjecture, debate, and maybe even agree.3 

It would be internationally credible – huge costs to going back on it

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 second argument against NFU is that it would not be believed, and therefore NFU would do nothing to improve the strategic equation.119 Despite China’s consistent commitment to NFU, for instance, there is considerable debate among scholars and policymakers about its validity, and Beijing has been somewhat ambiguous about the specific conditions under which NFU applies, especially regarding Taiwan.120 For some, the possibility that an NFU pledge would merely be dismissed as “cheap talk” that could be reversed if necessary effectively negates any strategic gain the United States might accrue from such a policy. Skeptics of the believability of NFU underestimate the international and domestic audience costs incurred by a clear NFU commitment.121 By making an NFU policy public, perhaps in the form of a presidential press conference accompanied by a formal document, the United States would increase the credibility of NFU by tying its reputation to the sustainment of and adherence to the commitment. The objective would be to bolster the credibility of an NFU policy by ensuring that noncompliance would have unacceptably high political costs. A violation of NFU would likely have substantial domestic, and especially international, political ramifications. Domestically, a president’s purposeful violation of an NFU pledge could incentivize the political opposition to rally strongly against the violation, providing an opportunity for vocal political opponents to generate attention and potentially bring independent voters and moderate members of the opposite political party into their camp. Internationally, breaking an NFU commitment risks damaging the United States’ reputation for honoring its commitments.122 If the United States were unwilling to adhere to its public policies regarding something as important as nuclear weapons, states might calculate that they could not trust the United States at its word. Such beliefs could weaken confidence in U.S. commitments to other unilateral, bilateral, and multilateral declarations and agreements; give states pause in considerations about entering into new agreements with the United States; and create strong doubts about the sincerity of future U.S. declaratory policies. In addition, the breach of NFU could undermine U.S. long-term security. Nuclear first use would signal that the United States believes that nuclear weapons have military utility and is willing to employ them regardless of the political costs, thereby potentially encouraging further proliferation in an attempt to deter future U.S. nuclear attacks. 

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 examination 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 executive will be hoping and expecting that escalation will not result. Accordingly, the president 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 contemplated actions, the president will be to that extent discouraged, deterred, and dissuaded from going forward. Indeed, in that event subordinates 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 Constitution 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 committee 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 declaration 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 hostilities, 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. 

The US uses first use threats for coercive ends.

MacKenzie ‘84

Donald MacKenzie, Professor of Sociology at the University of Edinburgh, Scotland, New Left Review I/148, November-December 1984, “Nuclear War Planning and Strategies of Nuclear Coercion”

For those committed to the global competition, having an ‘unusable’ arsenal, a strategy that leads to ‘paralysis’, is profoundly unsatisfactory. It is, at most, a life insurance that can never be cashed in. It has no significance for the day-to-day outcome of the global competition: revolution in Central America, turmoil in the Middle East, revolt in Afghanistan. What is needed is an arsenal that in some sense corresponds to the classic meaning of armed force, an arsenal that translates military might into political influence. It is not, I repeat, that there is any desire actually to use force, even conventional force. But there is a wish to be able credibly to threaten force, a wish to coerce, or at the very least to be able to block coercion. ‘Violence’, writes Thomas Schelling in a classic statement, ‘is most purposive and most successful when it is threatened and not used. Successful threats are those that do not have to be carried out.’ [67] Such use of violence is a routine aspect of superpower diplomacy. Using a restrictive definition—that excluded actual wars and also events like the provision of ‘military advisers’—Blechman and Kaplan identified 215 incidents between 1946 and 1975 in which ‘the United States utilized its armed forces for political objectives’, an average of over seven incidents a year. A similar study of the political use of the Soviet armed forces revealed an average of five incidents a year. [68] A retaliatory arsenal might do quite well for such a world if it could be guaranteed that no clash would involve a confrontation of the two superpowers. It would even release money for building stronger ‘conventional’ forces for coercion and actual use. Indeed, the 1960s ‘McNamara strategy’ had something of this structure: Mutually Assured Destruction and the Vietnam War coincided almost exactly. But no one could guarantee that a superpower confrontation could be avoided. And if such a confrontation takes place, of what significance would nuclear weapons be?

This coercion destabilizes deterrence and results in increased risk of escalation.

MacKenzie ‘84

Donald MacKenzie, Professor of Sociology at the University of Edinburgh, Scotland, New Left Review I/148, November-December 1984, “Nuclear War Planning and Strategies of Nuclear Coercion”

Here is where the political hopes and political fears of those committed to the global competition override their human worries. Since the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, it is a point that has been reached in thought and calculation alone; but it is not impossible that within the next decade it will again be reached in reality. The political hope (or fear) is that in such a crisis, the side with ‘nuclear superiority’ will force the other to back down. ‘The Power of the Nuclear Bludgeon’ The picture now fuzzes over drastically. What exactly is ‘nuclear superiority’? In what precise way would it force a climbdown? How can one guarantee that it might not, instead, provoke a desperate, preemptive attack? I know of no satisfactory—and certainly no rigorous—answers to these questions. All there is is a kind of gut intuition—but a deeply important one—that whatever superiority is, it must involve the capability to destroy, or at least disable, the opposing nuclear force, and that in some sense this capability is a political advantage.
