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Although the disarmament steps the current administration has taken have so far been relatively small, its wider goals are ambitious. The administration's rationale is that a new era of US disarmament leadership will help strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime: that by upholding (and being seen to uphold) its disarmament obligations, the United States will be able to forge greater unity between the nuclear- and non-nuclearweapon states, encouraging states to redouble their non-proliferation efforts.11 In short, the goal is to reinforce the crumbling grand bargains on which the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is buitl, between the five nuclear-weapon states defined as such in the treaty and the remaining parties (the non-nuclear-weapon states). In response to new US disarmament leadership, Obama suggested in Prague, ‘countries with nuclear weapons will move towards disarmament, countries without nuclear weapons will not acquire them, and all countries can access peaceful nuclear energy’.12 The need to reinforce these grand bargains or risk the disintegration of the nuclear non-proliferation regime has been recognised for many years. Concerns about collapse of the NPT reached a peak during the presidency of George W. Bush, when US non-proliferation and disarmament policies, among other developments, aggravated existing tensions between the nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon states. In 2002, for example, Brad Roberts, now US deputy assistant secretary of defense for nuclear and missile defense policy, warned that the Bush administration's nuclear policy appeared to weaken the US commitment to nuclear disarmament, a stance he deemed dangerous and ill judged. As he explained at the time: To lead in the Security Council, to combat WMD proliferation, to serve as a guarantor of the international treaty regimes is to commit to the disarmament project … The apparent disinterest in linking the effects of the Nuclear Posture Review to the principles and purposes of the [Non-Proliferation Treaty] suggests that the United States is abandoning the effort to move the world, in however slow and indirect way, in the direction of a world in which such weapons could be relinquished because they are seen as unnecessary. The major powers cannot lead if they come to be seen as a nuclear aristocracy, and they cannot escape that negative image if they abandon the nuclear [disarmament] project.13 Under Obama, the United States (in parallel with its UK ally) has been attempting to repair the damage. It was assumed that re-asserting US disarmament leadership was the most obvious way to achieve this, with the expectation that non-proliferation rewards would soon follow. Limits to leadership Jump to section Obama's disarmament agenda Limits to leadership Finding realistic bargains That was the theory. In practice, it is not yet clear whether Obama's policy is paying off in any significant way. The much-anticipated 2010 NPT Review Conference did achieve partial consensus on a final document, but the substantive outcome was disappointing and the divisions that have plagued the regime are still entrenched.14 This has naturally prompted questions over the rationale behind Obama's agenda: have expectations been too high, and sceptics too impatient? Or is there a fundamental flaw in the rationale or the way the agenda has been implemented? Prominent scholars in the arms-control field tend to praise Obama's recognition of the link between nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation. There is nevertheless some criticism of the way this linkage has been framed. Scott Sagan, professor of political science at Stanford University, cautions that the Obama administration could do a better job of showing that the nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon states have a shared responsibility. He argues that framing the linkage the way US officials did, ‘with the [nuclear weapon states] seen as responsible for disarmament and the [non-nuclearweapon states] responsible for accepting non-proliferation safeguards on their nuclear power programs’ is historically inaccurate because the terms of the treaty were written to apply to both. He adds that the way the linkage was framed is also ‘politically unfortunate’ because it prevents a comprehensive and equitable implementation of the NPT bargains based on shared responsibilities between states with and without nuclear weapons.15 Yet the traditional idea of a grand bargain involving disarmament in exchange for non-proliferation is unlikely to go away any time soon. Although there is shared responsibility for nuclear disarmament, influential scholars and practitioners (especially in the developing world) argue that these responsibilities are not equal: the nuclear-weapon states have a primary responsibility.16 This is true. While Article VI does require all treaty members to pursue disarmament negotiations ‘in good faith’, the letter and the spirit of the article (and its subsequent interpretation in practice) have always been that the nuclear-weapon states would take the lead.17 The problem with the Obama approach may not be that the rationale per se is unsound, but that expectations on both sides are over-hyped and unrealistic, trust and confidence are lacking, and practical measures to encourage reciprocal disarmament and non-proliferation steps are elusive. At the moment, every time the nuclear-weapon states make advances towards disarmament, they congratulate themselves and expect the non-nuclear states to reciprocate by accepting stronger non-proliferation measures. But while the disarmament steps are seen as progress, many non-nuclear-weapon states (Non-Aligned Movement members in particular) do not view them as sufficient. In fact, some believe that the nuclear-weapon states are not serious about disarmament and that they are limiting themselves to baby steps purely to justify imposing stronger non-proliferation and nuclear-security obligations on them.18 At the last NPT Review Conference, for example, pressure on the non-nuclearweapon states to agree that the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Additional Protocol providing for more rigorous inspection of civilian nuclear facilities should be made the new gold standard of safeguards was high, in view of the leadership shown by some nuclear-weapon states towards disarmament. But many non-aligned states suggested, explicitly or implicitly, that disarmament progress had been insufficient for them to endorse the protocol.19 Additional non-proliferation items that failed (at least in part due to similar concerns over equity and fairness) to generate sufficient support from the non-aligned members at the conference included proposals for tougher provisions on non-compliance and NPT withdrawal, and proposals regarding multinational fuel-cycle arrangements.20 The idea of a grand bargain is unlikely to go away Deep dissatisfaction over the slow, incremental pace of nuclear disarmament extends not only to members and observers of the Non-Aligned Movement, but also to representatives of the New Agenda Coalition, an organisation specifically formed to promote consensus and to make progress on nuclear disarmament. The coalition was launched in Dublin in June 1998, with a Joint Declaration by the foreign ministers of Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Slovenia, South Africa and Sweden (Slovenia later withdrew). These middle powers seek to make progress on nuclear disarmament, by building a bridge between the negotiating positions of the nuclear-weapon states and developing states in UN disarmament forums (especially NPT review conferences).21 Brazil and Egypt have been outspoken This dissatisfaction is a measure of the serious challenges the Obama agenda faces. At the 2010 NPT Review Conference, the South African and Irish delegations both questioned US and Russian disarmament intentions, implying that the nuclear reductions agreed in New START did not necessarily signal a long-term commitment to nuclear elimination, but rather could be motivated primarily by short-term concerns over strategic stability, financial pressures and safety issues.22 South African Ambassador Jerry Matthews Matjila argued that, ‘notwithstanding commendable measures to reduce nuclear arsenals, nuclear weapons [continue] to be relied on in strategic doctrines; such measures must be distinguished from steps towards nuclear disarmament: they [will] not automatically translate into a nuclear-weapon-free world’.23 He also expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of tangible evidence of the nuclearweapon states' commitment to elimination. Brazil and Egypt, also coalition members, have been even more outspoken: ‘We are not’, the UN ambassador for Egypt warned before the start of the review conference, ‘going to accept that each time there is progress on disarmament that we have to take more obligations on our side’.24 Following the release of the US Nuclear Posture Review, a spokesman for Brazil's Foreign Ministry echoed the sentiment.25 It is hardly surprising that the non-proliferation commitments that emerged at the end of the conference were disappointing. Action 30 of the Review Conference Final Document is a case in point, seemingly holding strengthened safeguards hostage to the ‘complete elimination of nuclear weapons’.26 Such results prompt many questions. How much nuclear disarmament is enough? If recent disarmament steps taken by the nuclear-weapon states are deemed insufficient, what steps would satisfy the non-nuclear-weapon states, especially non-aligned members, that enough is being done to fulfil Article VI commitments? Crucially, exactly what nuclear-disarmament progress is enough for advances to be made on nuclear non-proliferation? And for what advances precisely? Conversely, what advances on nuclear non-proliferation are enough for progress towards nuclear disarmament? And for what progress exactly? Joseph Cirincione, a nuclear-policy expert and president of the Ploughshares Fund, once argued that: Nuclear disarmament and preventing proliferation are two sides of the same nuclear security coin. Nuclear disarmament builds the global cooperation needed to prevent new nuclear states and nuclear terrorism; preventing proliferation creates the security needed to continue disarmament. You just have to keep flipping that coin over and over. Each turn makes the world a little safer.27 The problem is that flipping the nuclear-security coin requires not only US commitment but international cooperation. And the fundamental flaw in the Obama administration's nuclear diplomacy is that it raised expectations before enough thought had been given to how, in practical terms, this cooperation could be built. Finding realistic bargains Jump to section Obama's disarmament agenda Limits to leadership Finding realistic bargains The assumption that incremental disarmament can lead non-nuclearweapon states, particularly non-aligned members, to adhere to stronger non-proliferation measures is not necessarily false. Current US policy has already had at least some positive impact: developments such as the April 2010 Nuclear Security Summit and the December 2010 endorsement of the IAEA fuel-bank proposal are signs of growing international support for strengthening the non-proliferation regime. More generally, both the numbers and roles of nuclear weapons are declining in some key nuclearweapon states, and the political space for disarmament discussions has been growing, notably in the United States and United Kingdom but also in a range of other states that have become more vocal about the need to make progress towards a nuclear-weapon-free world. 

Proliferation breakouts are set to occur now – regulation of nuclear trade key
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As a short term projection over the next five to ten years, several additional states in dangerous regions of the world, along with terrorist organizations, may seek nuclear weapons. Certain countries with nuclear weapons will continue improving their nuclear arsenals. Others may seek sensitive nuclear facilities, despite U.S. government opposition, but stop short of making nuclear weapons. For most of these countries and certainly for terrorists, illicit trade in nuclear and nuclear-related commodities will remain critical to obtaining nuclear capabilities or seeking or improving nuclear weapons. Illicit nuclear trade, or trafficking in nuclear commodities or technologies, is defined as trade that is not authorized by: 1) the state in which it originates; 2) under international law; 3) the states through which it transits; or 4) the state to which it is imported. The report assesses the next countries and actors likely to use illicit nuclear trade to obtain a range of nuclear or nuclear-related goods to outfit covert or sanctioned nuclear programs. For most countries, illicit nuclear trade has been an essential part of acquiring the wherewithal to make plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) for nuclear weapons and the means to make the nuclear weapon itself, a process often called nuclear weaponization. Of the roughly two dozen countries that have pursued or obtained nuclear weapons during the last several decades, almost all of them depended importantly on foreign supplies.1 These nations have sought complete nuclear facilities, subcomponents of facilities, nuclear materials, classified know-how, and manufacturing capabilities to make key components. There is little risk that legitimate suppliers in the developed world will sell reprocessing or uranium enrichment plants to developing countries in regions of tension. Unable to acquire complete facilities, these developing countries instead seek nuclear subcomponents and “dualuse” goods with ostensibly civil purposes that could enable them to build and operate such nuclear facilities on their own. Control of dual-use goods is particularly challenging because proliferators try to mislead suppliers into believing they are for a civilian, non-nuclear use. Illicit nuclear trade will likely continue well into the future. Figure 1 shows a projection of countries which may use illicit trade in the next five to ten years to create or supply covert or sensitive nuclear programs For countries in the developing world, the pathway to obtaining and improving nuclear weapons will still require illicit nuclear trade. Other, more developed or newly industrialized countries are more independent, but the fact that the global marketplace is increasingly interconnected means that countries often do not seek self-sufficiency in the manufacture of all the goods that would be needed to make nuclear explosive materials or the nuclear weapons themselves. Thus, these countries as well may seek out high-tech, dual-use goods abroad. Several states with nuclear weapons, including India, North Korea, Pakistan, and perhaps China, are expected to continue procuring abroad to maintain or improve their nuclear arsenals. Pakistan’s smuggling operations date to the 1970s and are expected to endure. India, on one hand, seeks parts, equipment, and technology for its civilian nuclear power program, an effort facilitated by the 2008 U.S.-India agreement on civilian nuclear trade, while at the same time engaging in illicit activities to obtain key items for its unsafeguarded nuclear facilities and nuclear weapons program.3 China appears self-sufficient in maintaining and improving its nuclear arsenal, but suspicion remains that it seeks classified know-how and advanced goods from other nations to improve its nuclear forces. Israel used to conduct extensive illegal procurements for its nuclear program, but under pressure from the United States, it largely stopped this practice in the mid-1990s. Advanced industrialized countries, such as France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, do not need illicit trade to maintain their nuclear arsenals. Less is known about Russian practices, although in general it is seen as self-sufficient. Iran is widely suspected to be pursuing nuclear weapons. It currently conducts smuggling operations regularly to outfit its sanctioned nuclear programs, and it did so to supply its secret nuclear weapons program until at least 2004, according to information from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 4 Its wide-ranging illicit procurement attempts center on outfitting its growing gas centrifuge program and Arak nuclear reactor project in defiance of a host of supplier countries’ national trade controls and of United Nations Security Council sanctions resolutions that require Iran to suspend both programs. There is hope that the crisis over Iran’s nuclear programs can be solved and it will abandon its uranium enrichment and indigenous reactor programs. However, prospects for such a comprehensive solution are currently not promising, given the failure of several rounds of negotiations between Iran and the P5+1. Without such a settlement, Iran is expected to continue illicitly seeking goods abroad for its sanctioned nuclear programs and perhaps a nuclear weapons program. If Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions remain unchecked, in direct defiance of the major powers in the United Nations Security Council and other key UN member states, the international community could face the prospect of several other states seeking nuclear weapons and a severely weakened world order to stop proliferation. A range of countries may seek nuclear weapons capabilities, particularly in the Middle East and North Asia. In the Middle East and North Africa region, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey are often discussed as states that may see a nuclear armed Iran as sufficient motivation to seek sensitive nuclear capabilities, particularly uranium enrichment or plutonium separation plants, and perhaps nuclear weapons. Countries, including the United States, would be expected to oppose such efforts, and this opposition could involve efforts to block procurement of needed goods to build and operate sensitive nuclear facilities. All three of these countries, or for that matter, other Arab countries in the Middle East would today and in the future require overseas procurements to build sensitive nuclear facilities. In the next five to ten years, only Turkey is assessed as becoming fully industrialized, although even then, it will likely not be self-sufficient in all the goods needed to build the complex of facilities able to produce separated plutonium or highly enriched uranium, let alone deliverable nuclear weapons. In North Asia, North Korea’s expanding nuclear weapons program and belligerence have unsettled neighboring countries. The South Korean public and some Korean politicians and experts have begun advocating the acquisition of nuclear weapons, although there is no sign that the government would support such a move.5 However, over the next five to ten years, that attitude could shift, particularly if North Korea overtly deploys nuclear weapons and is perceived as succeeding at being begrudgingly accepted as a nuclear weapon state, similar to the status Pakistan and India achieved. Few believe Japan would build nuclear weapons but pressures from certain domestic constituencies to do so could grow with time.6 Similarly, Taiwan is unlikely to build nuclear weapons in the immediate future but it may feel motivated to do so in the longer term. It has attempted to build nuclear weapons twice in the past. The second attempt, in the late 1980s, included starting the construction of a small plutonium separation plant and developing a design for a nuclear weapon small enough to fit under the wing of an attack aircraft.7 All three of these countries are industrialized, but if they decide to seek nuclear weapons, they would still likely procure certain goods from overseas suppliers as a way to reduce costs and increase their pace of building nuclear weapons. Making predictions about additional countries is difficult. Myanmar is likely no longer interested in nuclear weapons if its apparent interest was indeed concrete. In 2012, the regime took dramatic steps that distanced it from nuclear weapons, including announcing plans to sign the IAEA’s Additional Protocol, which should help allay international suspicions about past and possibly ongoing interest in nuclear weapons. 8 But its delay in actually ratifying the Additional Protocol means that it should be monitored for any future signs of interest in proliferation or cooperation with North Korea. Other south or southeastern Asian countries are not suspected of having nuclear weapons ambitions today or in the next several years. In Latin America, despite the lack of evidence of nuclear weapons work, concerns periodically emerge of nuclear weapons ambitions among some countries, more recently Brazil and Venezuela under former President Hugo Chavez. Any such effort would be intensely opposed by the United States, the European Union (EU), and Japan, all critical suppliers and trading partners to Latin American countries. There is more concrete worry that governments will seek sensitive nuclear facilities or capabilities in order to create latent nuclear capabilities. Brazil’s navy has for several decades operated a centrifuge complex, albeit safeguarded and committed to peaceful use since 1990. Brazil states it will use this facility to make enriched uranium, possibly HEU, for nuclear powered submarines. It is unlikely the United States would support such a submarine or the use of HEU fuel. However, few governments have considered trying to block acquisitions for Brazil’s military centrifuge plant or nuclear powered submarines. Of course, there could be surprises. Regional powers and tensions could shift unexpectedly and opportunities to acquire nuclear weapons could emerge that are too tempting to refuse. There remains the risk of new “nuclear wannabes” whether they are states or terrorist groups. Terrorist Groups Terrorist groups, such as Al-Qaeda, are expected to continue attempting to acquire the ability to build “improvised nuclear explosive devices,” or crude atomic bombs. However, few would assess that a terrorist group would be able in the next decade to successfully make plutonium or HEU. Therefore, their main constraint is expected to remain having access to sufficient nuclear explosive material for a nuclear explosive or to a complete, operational nuclear weapon. As a result, programs to better protect stocks of plutonium and highly enriched uranium are critical. Given the sheer quantity of such materials in the world and the inadequate controls over them in some countries, the constraint of lack of access is not strong enough to eliminate the possibility of a terrorist group acquiring enough fissile material for a nuclear explosive. In order to fashion a nuclear explosive, a terrorist group would need additional technology, equipment, and materials. One concern is that terrorists could buy detailed nuclear weapon designs from black marketers or rogue suppliers, easing their task of building improvised explosive devices. Armed with a design, a terrorist group would need to acquire equipment and materials to convert the fissile material into bomb components and construct or acquire a range of other components. This effort to weaponize would likely require the procurement of a range of nuclear dual-use goods. A terrorist group would also need a safe location to assemble the components and expertise to build the nuclear explosive. Lawless regions of the globe could hide such efforts by terrorists. Failed or quasi-failed states in Africa or Asia might be suitable locations where a terrorist group could import the equipment and materials to cobble together its own crude nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are in general easier to protect than stocks of separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium. However, extreme care is needed to prevent terrorists from gaining access to operational nuclear weapons. One special concern is Pakistan. A collapsing Pakistan could offer terrorists access to a complete nuclear weapon, whether by an internal actor smuggling such a device or through an outside takeover by a terrorist group. Proliferation May Worsen The problem of nuclear proliferation may augment in the next few decades. Several states can be expected to seek nuclear weapons and those that have them can be expected to work to improve them. Moreover, despite U.S. opposition, some states may seek to build sensitive nuclear facilities, such as uranium enrichment or plutonium separation plants, ostensibly for civil purposes. Given the priority states give to nuclear weapons programs, states seeking sensitive nuclear capabilities will likely have the economic resources to pursue these goals over the next decade. One key part of this effort will remain smuggling of nuclear commodities. 
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Despite the recent surge in both governmental and academic advocacy of nuclear disarmament, including initiatives of the Obama administration and the Australian and Japanese governments, the spectre of further nuclear proliferation arguably remains a key challenge for international security. This article suggests that this is particularly the case in Asia due to three major dynamics: (1) the stasis of the international non-proliferation regime embodied in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty; (2) the state of flux in the global and regional strategic nuclear environment; and (3) increasing regional demand for nuclear energy. This article argues that developments in each of these realms of nuclear affairs hold the potential to increase proliferation pressures in the region. Keywords disarmament, nuclear energy, nuclear proliferation, nuclear weapons The global nuclear non-proliferation picture is in a state of flux characterised by the push and pull of positive and negative dynamics. On the positive side, there has been something of a ‘sea change’ in the attitudes of the world's pre-eminent power, the United States, towards central elements of the arms control and non-proliferation architecture since the election of Barack Obama in November 2008. This has included a commitment to move towards eventual nuclear disarmament and the negotiation of a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START) with Russia. This has taken place in a broader environment in which nuclear proliferation remains a major security concern in the Middle East and North-East Asia, and the effectiveness of the international non-proliferation regime, based on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), remains in question. Heightened concern regarding the security implications of climate change has also led to a rise in the profile of nuclear energy as a potential low-carbon-emission energy source. International nuclear affairs are therefore characterised by three major dynamics: the stasis of the international non-proliferation regime; a state of flux in the global strategic nuclear environment; and increasing global demand for nuclear energy. The tensions within and between these three realms are especially prevalent in the Asia-Pacific context. Globally, the NPT system is confronted by a series of challenges that have weakened both its effectiveness and its legitimacy—including the failure of the nuclear weapons states (NWS) to move towards nuclear disarmament and the ongoing proliferation activities of member states such as Iran. In the strategic realm, the region is increasingly defined by multiplayer asymmetries between the NWS. The region's NWS not only have vastly different nuclear capabilities, but also operate within varied regional security environments. Combined with recent US and Russian nuclear arms reductions, continued uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of ballistic missile defences (BMD), and the continued proliferation activities of North Korea, the region is arguably entering a new era in which there remain significant incentives for further vertical and horizontal nuclear proliferation. Finally, the market realm of the nuclear equation in Asia is increasingly defined by an expansion in demand for nuclear energy. The potential spread of nuclear materials/technologies that this would entail is cause for concern in a region characterised by changing strategic dynamics. The deconstruction of the non-proliferation consensus Jump to section The deconstruction of the non-proliferation... Nuclear Asia: asymmetries and... Asia's ‘nuclear renaissance’ and the... Conclusion The non-proliferation regime based on the NPT concluded in 1968 has been seen as establishing a robust norm of nuclear non-proliferation. This norm has been founded on three main ‘pillars’ encapsulated in the NPT's six major articles: a non-proliferation commitment by both the NWS and non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) parties to the treaty (Articles I, II and III); a commitment to foster peaceful nuclear cooperation (Articles IV and V); and commitment to nuclear disarmament (Article VI; IAEA 1970). The basic bargain at the heart of the NPT is one based on the ‘anticipation of reciprocity’ between the parties to it—i.e. in return for a commitment from the NNWS not to acquire nuclear weapons, the NWS committed themselves to aid the NNWS in acquiring the ‘peaceful benefits’ of the nuclear age and to restrain, and ultimately end, their vertical proliferation (Smith 1987). Since the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995, it has become clear that this central bargain is breaking down. This has largely been due to the inherent tension between the logics of the NWS and NNWS regarding the purpose of the NPT. For the NWS, it is further horizontal proliferation that is to be contained by the NPT, while for the NNWS it is nuclear weapons themselves that are the problem to be contained through nuclear disarmament measures. Although the Article VI disarmament obligation was considered a central element of the political bargain that the NNWS parties made with the NWS to forgo nuclear weapons, the treaty's inequality throughout the cold war was justified under the heightened tensions of the US–Soviet arms race (Harrison 2006; Nye 1985). The non-proliferation purpose of the treaty was also served by the superpowers’ provision of extended nuclear deterrence to alliance partners and their attempts to manage nuclear proliferation within their spheres of influence (Smith 1987). With the end of such systemic constraints in 1991, the NNWS have argued that the articles of the NPT make it clear that the possession of nuclear weapons by the five NWS is a temporary situation, with non-proliferation (Articles II and III) and nuclear disarmament (Article VI) seen as complementary goals. From this perspective, nuclear disarmament tempers the discriminatory effects of the non-proliferation pillar and enhances the legitimacy of the regime by ‘creating the expectation that the special rights of the nuclear weapons states will end at some point in the future’ (Rathbun 2006: 233). Since 1991, various factors have intervened to bring the tension between the non-proliferation and disarmament pillars of the regime to the fore. For the United States, the non-compliance of NNWS parties to the NPT such as Iraq, North Korea, Iran, Libya and Syria, the nuclear ‘breakouts’ of treaty outliers India and Pakistan, the events of 9/11 and the exposure of the proliferation network of A.Q. Khan over the past two decades contributed to an increasing emphasis on strengthening the non-proliferation pillar of the NPT, the development of counter-proliferation initiatives and the continued salience of the nuclear arsenal as a key plank of US national security policy (Carranza 2006). Additionally, the US approach to proliferation also came to be based upon a series of judgements that nuclear proliferation was inevitable; there were ‘good’ and ‘bad’ proliferators; multilateral non-proliferation instruments were ineffectual; and US regional security and economic interests trumped non-proliferation (Joseph 2005: 379–80). Such judgements contributed to the US abrogation of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002 and underpinned the US–India nuclear cooperation agreement of March 2005, the latter of which was perceived as implying that Washington no longer supported the universal application of non-proliferation standards by approving outsiders who are judged to be ‘good’ proliferators on normative or strategic grounds (Potter 2005). It was also increasingly clear that some NNWS parties to the NPT had utilised Article IV to obtain the expertise and capacity to pursue nuclear weapons programs, violating their Article III obligations to forgo nuclear weapons and their agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to place their nuclear materials and technology under international supervision. Such dynamics came to a head in 2005 to produce the worst NPT Review Conference (RevCon) for many years, in which the conflicting imperatives of the NWS and key NNWS, such as members of the Non-Aligned Movement, contributed to the failure to achieve a consensus approach to the prominent cases of non-compliance by NPT members (for example, Iran) and a lack of progress on nuclear disarmament (Simpson and Nielsen 2005). The May 2010 RevCon took place in much more favourable ‘atmospheric’ conditions due to President Obama's commitment in April 2009 to achieving the entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the negotiation of a verifiable Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty, and the negotiation of a New START agreement with Russia (White House 2009). Despite these favourable conditions, the 2010 RevCon arguably made minimal progress on some of the key areas of tension between the NWS and NNWS. On the disarmament front, while the conclusion of New START was viewed positively, the majority of NNWS nonetheless perceived it as insufficient, with elements of the Non-Aligned Movement advocating for a legally binding and explicit timetable for nuclear disarmament. Predictably, this was resisted by the NWS, as were efforts to declare a moratorium on the upgrading and developing of new types of nuclear weapons. While the United States, Russia and China also all reaffirmed their commitment to disarmament at the RevCon, China stated that it would not join US and Russian reductions until their arsenals fell to Chinese levels—an unlikely development given the provisions of New START outlined below. China also blocked a proposal that called on the five recognised NWS to halt production of high-enriched uranium and plutonium pending the conclusion of a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (Potter et al. 2010: 8–9). The RevCon also saw the re-emergence of long-standing tensions between not only the NWS and NNWS, but also Western and non-Western member states over the issues of compliance and non-proliferation. Contentious issues here included the status of the IAEA's Additional Protocol, export controls, conditions for supply of nuclear materials/technologies and the US–India nuclear deal. The NWS and most Western NNWS sought to make the Additional Protocol the verification standard under the NPT, a precondition for the supply of nuclear materials/technologies, and to encourage members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group to do likewise. The Non-Aligned Movement states objected to making the Additional Protocol a precondition for the supply of nuclear materials/technologies, arguing that the export control regime has a double standard, given the exemption granted by the Nuclear Suppliers Group to India in 2008. For these states, the US–India deal contradicted a decision of the 1995 RevCon that required ‘full-scope safeguards’ as a precondition to new nuclear supply arrangements. The United States was of the opinion that the 1995 decision was a political and not a legal obligation, and therefore it would not be revisiting its deal with India, an argument that was viewed by many as suggesting that states can pick and choose to implement whatever elements of NPT RevCon decisions they care to while disavowing others that no longer strike their fancy–an approach that makes it very difficult to hold states to their NPT obligations (Potter et al. 2010: 15). As controversy over China's proposed sale of nuclear reactors to non-NPT member Pakistan testifies, the precedent of the US–India nuclear agreement is making it difficult for Washington to dissuade other Nuclear Suppliers Group members from attempting to cut deals with other non-NPT states (Hibbs 2010). Nuclear Asia: asymmetries and uncertainties Jump to section The deconstruction of the non-proliferation... Nuclear Asia: asymmetries and... Asia's ‘nuclear renaissance’ and the... Conclusion During the cold war, Asia was something of an afterthought with respect to nuclear issues as it was ‘dominated by the ideological and strategic confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union’ (Alagappa 2008: 37). While there came to be Asian NWS (for example, China), they remained embedded in a strategic nuclear landscape shaped by the superpowers. If the strategic realm during the cold war was shaped by the United States and the Soviet Union, that of the post-cold war era is arguably being decided in Asia. A defining feature of the emerging Asian nuclear order is that at the basic level of arsenal size, the region's current nuclear powers—the United States, Russia, China, India, Pakistan and North Korea—are radically unequal (Lyon 2009: 15). This asymmetry is not simply limited to the nuclear sphere, but extends to conventional military capabilities and arguably to other areas of national power, such as economic and diplomatic power (Bitzinger 2009). Michael Krepon (2009: 99) has argued that Asia's nuclear relationships can be understood as two triangles: a US–Russia–China triangle and an India–Pakistan–China triangle. Yet these triangles also inextricably involve a number of important NNWS and one could add two further triangles—the United States–China–Japan and the United States–China–Taiwan—and a US–China–North Korea–South Korea quadrilateral to Asia's nuclear equation. Significantly, China and the United States are central to all of these relationships. The direction of this relationship will be a crucial element in shaping the Asian nuclear order as developments within it will have major spillover effects for the others. For example, if China continues to modernise and expand its nuclear arsenal in order to counter perceived advantages of US prompt global strike capabilities and BMD, it inevitably will impact on the South Asian nuclear equation as India will seek to counter Chinese force modernisation with its own. This, in turn, will likely compel Pakistan to keep pace with New Delhi. Given Beijing's long-standing policy of supporting Pakistan to balance against Indian predominance on the subcontinent, such a dynamic could also potentially result in further Chinese aid to Islamabad and heighten tension between Beijing and New Delhi (Scott 2008: 252–4). Therefore the Asian strategic environment is characterised by shifting relativities of power amongst its major powers, nuclear (and conventional) asymmetries between its major powers, and a dynamic of interconnectivity across key strategic relationships. In this environment, the relative shifting of nuclear arsenal sizes and capabilities amongst Asia's nuclear powers may be of increasing importance. In May 2010, the United States had approximately 1968 deployed strategic warheads, while Russia had approximately 2600. In contrast, the three other major Asian nuclear powers have much smaller arsenals of deployed strategic warheads, with China estimated to have between 180 and 400, Pakistan between 70 and 90, and India between 60 and 80. The extent of North Korea's nuclear arsenal remains uncertain, with most estimates suggesting between zero and 10, although there is no publicly available evidence that these have been operationalised (FAS 2010). Even with the provisions of New START, signed by Presidents Obama and Medvedev in Moscow on 8 April 2010, US and Russian nuclear arsenals will remain quantitatively and qualitatively well beyond the arsenals of the other Asian nuclear powers. While New START commits the United States and Russia to reduce their deployed arsenals to 1550 strategic warheads by 2017, the treaty's accounting rules mean that reductions may actually be much less than claimed. For example, heavy bombers—one key leg of the US nuclear triad—will be counted as one warhead, despite the fact that such bombers often carry multiple nuclear-armed missiles or bombs. The treaty's accounting rules also permit both a significant ‘upload’ capacity by omitting the United States’ arsenal of ‘reserve’ warheads awaiting dismantlement and Russia's ‘several thousand’ tactical nuclear weapons (Chalmers 2010: 28). The reductions of New START have also been portrayed as practical evidence of US and Russian commitment to their nuclear disarmament obligations under the NPT. It is unlikely that such modest reductions will convince the other major Asian NWS to exercise restraint in developing their respective nuclear capabilities in a changing strategic environment. China, for example, has characterised them as ‘comparatively moderate’ and urged Washington and Moscow to make further significant cuts before it joins any ‘multilateral disarmament process’ (Fan 2010). Three major aspects of the United States’ 2010 ‘Nuclear Posture Review’ (NPR; US Department of Defense 2010) also make it unlikely that Asia's NWS will act with restraint. First, it was hoped by some that the 2010 NPR would signal a major shift in US declaratory policy and nuclear posture by assigning to the United States’ nuclear arsenal the ‘sole purpose’ of deterring a nuclear attack by a hostile nuclear weapons state, and making a ‘no first use’ declaration (i.e. stating that nuclear weapons would only be used in response to a nuclear attack by others; Cossa 2010). However, it only signalled that it would move in this direction at some undisclosed point in the future by stating that the United States would ‘continue to strengthen conventional capabilities and reduce the role of nuclear weapons in deterring non-nuclear attacks with the objective of making deterrence of nuclear attack on the United States … the sole purpose of US nuclear weapons’ (US Department of Defense 2010: viii–ix). Second, with respect to the issue of when the United States would contemplate nuclear use, the 2010 NPR stated that the United States would only consider it ‘in extreme circumstances’ and would ‘not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states that are party to the NPT and in compliance with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations’ (US Department of Defense 2010: ix; my emphasis). The effect of this statement is threefold. First, the United States still threatens to use nuclear weapons against NWS that are party to the NPT (for example, China and Russia) if they were to attack with nuclear, biological or chemical weapons. Second, it implies that the United States reserves the right to use nuclear weapons against states that are not party to the NPT, and explicitly disavows its negative security assurance to those that are in violation of the treaty. Third, as the new policy does not explicitly identify what it means for a state to be ‘in compliance’ with the NPT, the administration is reserving the right to determine for itself what constitutes ‘compliance’ (Feaver 2010). In sum, the administration has marginally shrunk the nuclear ‘umbrella’ by ruling out one particular scenario in which nuclear use would be contemplated while attempting to reward ‘compliance’ with NPT obligations with a negative security assurance. It is unlikely that such assurances will sway current proliferators, who either remain outside the NPT (for example, North Korea) or who are not abiding by their NPT obligations (for example, Iran), to reign in their respective nuclear activities. Third, the 2010 NPR also identified the maintenance of ‘strategic deterrence and stability at reduced nuclear force levels’ and the ‘strengthening of regional deterrence and reassurance of US allies’ as core objectives. In order to maintain ‘strategic deterrence and stability at reduced nuclear force levels’, the NPR reasserted the United States’ retention of the traditional triad of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and heavy bombers, and contemplated the ‘possible addition of non-nuclear prompt-global strike capabilities’ (i.e. conventionally armed SLBMs or ICBMs; US Department of Defense 2010: 20). The retention of these capabilities is clearly linked to concerns regarding the continued nuclear modernisation efforts and strategic doctrines of both Russia and China (US Department of Defense 2010: 5). Not coincidentally, the NPR also noted that as some of its alliance partners ‘feel the pressures of neighboring major powers asserting stronger regional roles’, the United States will continue to assure these partners through ‘the continued forward deployment of US forces in key regions, strengthening US and allied non-nuclear capabilities and the continued provision of extended deterrence’ (US Department of Defense 2010: 31). Key elements of this are the continued development of US prompt global strike and BMD capabilities in partnership with US allies and the continued provision of extended nuclear deterrence to allies (US Department of Defense 2010: 32–4). This is clearly designed to allay the fears of allies that the administration's stated goal of reducing the role of nuclear weapons in US national security strategy will result in the erosion of the credibility of US security commitments. The continued development of such capabilities as BMD is potentially threatening for Beijing as they could negate its ‘minimum deterrent’ nuclear posture (Lewis 2007). This could, in turn, spur further Chinese modernisation efforts and contribute to the destabilisation of the Sino-US strategic relationship (White 2007). However, it is also important not to overstate the impacts of the NPR on Asia's NWS. Jeffrey Lewis, for example, has argued that China's nuclear force modernisation is the culmination of a decades-long attempt to acquire the nuclear capabilities deployed by other NWS. He therefore cautions against the view that sees contemporary changes in China's nuclear posture and force modernisation as a ‘mechanistic response to changes in US strategic capabilities’ (Lewis 2009: 204–5). It is also clear that some of Asia's other nuclear relationships have their own specific dynamics that are not directly related to the question of US nuclear hegemony. Most significant here is the question of South Asia's nuclear equation. As noted above, this equation is a triangular one involving not only India and Pakistan, but also China. While the India–Pakistan nuclear relationship has arguably stabilised over the last decade, there are concerns that a Sino-Indian strategic competition is emerging. The scope for Sino-Indian strategic competition and/or tensions is considerable given the existence of long-standing territorial disputes, conventional and nuclear imbalances, China's close military and nuclear ties to Pakistan, and New Delhi's close post-2005 alignment with the United States (Sinha 2006). Indeed, Beijing's recent manoeuvring to conclude a nuclear cooperation deal with Islamabad has been seen as part of a Chinese attempt to ‘contain’ India's rising strategic profile (Griffin 2006; Times of India 2010). Asia's ‘nuclear renaissance’ and the dilemma of spreading nuclear latency Jump to section The deconstruction of the non-proliferation... Nuclear Asia: asymmetries and... Asia's ‘nuclear renaissance’ and the... Conclusion The market realm of the nuclear equation in Asia is increasingly defined by an expansion in demand for nuclear energy. This expansion is often held to have been driven in equal measure by imperatives for energy security and growing concerns about climate change. The key driver, however, is a quest for energy security, with concerns regarding climate change firmly relegated to the ‘back seat’. Nevertheless, the potential ‘renaissance’ of nuclear energy in a region characterised by changing strategic dynamics also presents major proliferation challenges. Before examining why this may be the case, it is first necessary to briefly note the scale and scope of the expansion in demand for nuclear energy in Asia. Although there has been much talk about a ‘nuclear renaissance’, it is important to differentiate between the potential growth of nuclear energy production in states with existing nuclear power facilities/infrastructure and the potential spread of such technologies to states currently without them (Miller and Sagan 2009: 9). If one were to look at simple metrics such as nuclear power's share of global electricity generation and the number of operating reactors, one would conclude that the global nuclear energy industry was static rather than expanding, as it has consistently accounted for 15–16 percent of global electricity generation since the 1980s, while the number of operating reactors has hovered around the 400 mark for the same period (Kidd 2009: 199). If we instead focus on the issues of growth in nuclear power in states with existing nuclear energy generation capacity and the spread of nuclear technologies to states currently without it, then it is possible to judge that much of the current expansion is occurring in states with established nuclear energy generation capacity. However, there are a number of nuclear power aspirants in the region. Globally, there are currently 31 states operating 440 nuclear power reactors. In Asia, as noted in Table 1, there are currently six states which account for 112 operational nuclear power reactors: Pakistan (2), India (19), Taiwan (6), South Korea (20), Japan (54) and China (11). Of these six Asian states, China, South Korea, Taiwan and India have begun construction of a significant number of new reactors, while China and India clearly plan the biggest expansion. Data table Table 1. Current and proposed nuclear reactor builds in Asia. Additionally, a further 22 states throughout Asia have expressed an interest to the IAEA in developing a nuclear power generation capacity. This group of states includes 12 in the Middle East, two in South Asia and eight in South-East Asia. In the Middle East, the states with the most advanced proposals are the United Arab Emirates, Turkey, Egypt and Bahrain. In South-East Asia, Indonesia, Thailand and Vietnam have begun planning for two nuclear reactors each by 2020, plans that the IAEA has confirmed are well advanced (Miller and Sagan 2009: 10; WNA 2010). Although the proposed expansion of nuclear power reactors is relatively modest, it nonetheless raises a number of dilemmas for international security. A number of observers have noted that with respect to issues of the safety and security of this nuclear expansion, it will matter a great deal which states acquire which technologies (Findlay 2010: 20–1). Three major reasons for concern in this respect are commonly noted: levels of domestic governance; the record of compliance (or non-compliance) of NNWS with NPT obligations; and the level of terrorist threat to potential new nuclear energy states. All of these issues are of concern with respect to the Asian states that are contemplating expanding existing nuclear power generation capabilities and for those aspiring to nuclear energy programs. The issues of domestic levels of governance and the record of compliance with NPT obligations are clearly linked, with Miller and Sagan (2009: 11) noting that ‘each known or suspected case of a government starting a secret nuclear weapons program, while it was a member of the NPT and thus violating its Article II NPT commitment, was undertaken by a non-democratic government’. There also exists the issue of the spread of ‘nuclear latency’ throughout the region, as recent research suggests that civilian nuclear cooperation raises the potential for the proliferation of nuclear weapons (Fuhrmann 2009; Kroenig 2009). Civilian nuclear cooperation, according to this view, raises the potential for proliferation for two major reasons: all materials and technologies related to nuclear weapons production have legitimate civilian applications, and civilian nuclear cooperation increases the nuclear-related knowledge base of the recipient state (Fuhrmann 2009: 12). Although not every state that receives civilian nuclear cooperation acquires nuclear weapons, Fuhrmann (2009: 15) argues that security threats combined with civilian nuclear cooperation ‘are a recipe for nuclear acquisition’. This should be cause for some concern in a region characterised by a shifting balance of power amongst its great powers and pointed nuclear and conventional military asymmetries. In this sense, the dilemma posed by the spread of nuclear latency in Asia is that while it does not pose an immediate proliferation problem, it could well in the future as the strategic environment changes. A state such as Indonesia, for example, if it succeeds in developing its own nuclear energy program, would then have the capacity to initiate a weapons program if its perception of its security environment dramatically changed. This does not suggest that the spread of nuclear materials and technologies will inevitably lead to proliferation, but rather that such a spread may become an enabling factor to weapons acquisition. Key to limiting this ‘enabling’ aspect of Asian nuclear expansion will be to control sensitive nuclear fuel cycle technologies (i.e. uranium conversion, uranium enrichment and reprocessing) and assure nuclear fuel supply guarantees (Goldschmidt 2008). In the former respect, it is notable that the Additional Protocol is not in force in India, Pakistan, Vietnam, Thailand or Malaysia—all states that are either expanding existing nuclear power generation capabilities or seeking to develop them (IAEA 2010). Conclusion Jump to section The deconstruction of the non-proliferation... Nuclear Asia: asymmetries and... Asia's ‘nuclear renaissance’ and the... Conclusion The nuclear picture in Asia is therefore decidedly mixed. In terms of the strategic situation, the region is arguably in a state of flux characterised by a changing balance of power between the region's great powers and nuclear and conventional military asymmetries within key regional strategic relationships. Additionally, developments within these key strategic relationships—especially the Sino-US relationship—have the potential to have important spillover effects on other regional relationships. On the NPT side of the equation, we have seen that the regime remains characterised by long-standing tensions within and between the NWS and NNWS parties to the treaty. In particular, the division between those states seeking to emphasise the non-proliferation elements of the regime and those seeking to privilege the nuclear disarmament element continues to muddy the waters with respect to addressing the issues of sanctioning non-compliance and tightening conditions for nuclear cooperation. The modest expansion of demand for nuclear energy in Asia raises the potential not only for security and safety threats stemming from issues of governance and compliance, but also the dilemma of spreading nuclear materials and technology in a region whose strategic environment could change significantly in the immediate future. 

NFU boosts NPT credibility by restoring the grand bargain – allows controls on nuclear technology

Korb and Rothman 12 (Lawrence J. Korb, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, and served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, and Alexander H. Rothman, special assistant with the national security and international policy team at the Center for American Progress, “No first use: The way to contain nuclear war in South Asia,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 68(2) 34–42, 2012) DOI: 10.1177/0096340212438385 

A US decision to declare a no-first-use policy would have benefits that extend far beyond South Asia. Such a policy would dramatically strengthen Americas arms control credentials, giving the US government the moral authority to push for stronger controls on weapons-usable nuclear technology and material. Also, efforts to negotiate a multilateral agreement banning the first use of nuclear weapons would inject life into the global nonproliferation regime. The NPT is based on a compact between the nuclear and non-nuclear states. The non-nuclear states pledged to refrain from developing a nuclear weapons capacity, and in return, the states that already possessed nuclear weapons in 1968Ñthe United States, the United Kingdom, France, China, and RussiaÑagreed to work toward Ògeneral and complete disarmament.Ó4 But the United States still owns the largest and most advanced arsenal in the world. To effectively pressure the non-nuclear states to live up to their NPT commitments, it is important that the United States clearly demonstrate its efforts to fulfill its own. Declaring a policy of no-first-use would go far in that direction. Moreover, reassuring other countries that they are safe from a US nuclear attack would reduce pressure for them to acquire a nuclear deterrent. Perhaps more significant, a no-firstuse agreement that included the worldÕs major nuclear powers would create an opportunity to bring other nuclear weapons states (India, Pakistan, and Israel) into the global nonproliferation regime. There is no guarantee that any of these three statesÑeach of which refused to sign the NPT and developed nuclear weapons in defiance of the international communityÑwill adopt a no-first-use policy. But there are reasons to believe India, at least, would be interested. Shortly after testing its first nuclear weapon in the late 1990s, India declared it Òwill not be the first to initiate a nuclear strike, but will respond with punitive retaliation should deterrence failÓ (National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine, 1999). By the early 2000s, however, India had begun moving away from this unconditional policy, stating that it would consider a nuclear response to chemical or biological attacks (Kapur, 2011). US-led efforts to create an international no-first-use norm might help to persuade India to return to its original policy and thereby improve stability between the South Asian nuclear weapons states.

The aff rallies non-nuclear NPT states– saves the NPT

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

Finally, because NFU would be an important departure from the past six decades of U.S. nuclear policy, it would provide the United States with important political benefits in its efforts to lead the nonproliferation regime and encourage greater international support for nonproliferation initiatives. Retaining the option to use nuclear weapons first undermines the NPT regime by signaling that even the world’s most afluent and powerful nation continues to believe that nuclear weapons are important instruments of national power. This perception contributes to international claims of American nuclear hypocrisy, as the United States seeks to both retain its nuclear weapons and lead the NPT regime to prevent others from acquiring them.110 Although it is unlikely that other nations would make such politically and economically important decisions about whether to build or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons based on what the United States says or does with its nuclear arsenal—if anything, U.S. conventional superiority is more likely to affect states’ strategic calculations— recalcitrant countries have nevertheless blamed or at least referred to U.S. nuclear precedents to defend and justify their nuclear decisions.111 North Korea, for example, claimed that the first-use option in the 2010 NPR “proves that the present U.S. policy toward the DPRK is nothing different from the hostile policy pursued by the Bush administration. . . . As long as the U.S. nuclear threat persists, the DPRK will increase and update various type[s] of nuclear weapons as its deterrent in such a manner as it deems necessary in the days ahead.”112 For nonnuclear NPT member states, especially members of the Nonaligned Movement, NFU would satisfy a long-standing desire for the United States to show a tangible commitment to Article 6 of the NPT, which commits the five declared nuclear weapons states under the treaty to “pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.” Several nonnuclear NPT states have said that a reduction in the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. security policy such as NFU, rather than simple reductions in the number of weapons in the U.S. arsenal, would be a clear and convincing demonstration of the U.S. commitment to eventual disarmament.113 These states have often based their lack of support for U.S.-led multilateral nonproliferation initiatives, including support for sanctions against proliferant regimes at the UN Security Council, on the grounds that the United States has not done enough to fulfill its Article 6 obligations. Thus, NFU, by symbolizing an important step toward realizing Article 6, would remove a significant roadblock to greater support for and participation in the NPT regime among nonnuclear NPT member states. NFU would therefore have an important, albeit indirect, effect on nonproliferation by encouraging greater multilateral alignment with U.S.-led nonproliferation efforts. At the very least, an NFU policy would help expose states that use the U.S. commitment to Article 6 as an excuse not to vigorously support nonproliferation. 

Prolif causes nuclear war – new proliferants are uniquely unstable – deterrence won’t save us

Kroenig 12 (Matthew Kroenig, Assistant Professor of Government, Georgetown University and Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, June 4, 2012, “The history of proliferation optimism: does it have a future?” http://npolicy.org/article_file/The_History_of_Proliferation_Optimism.pdf)

Nuclear War. The greatest threat posed by the spread of nuclear weapons is nuclear war. The more states in possession of nuclear weapons, the greater the probability that somewhere, someday, there will be a catastrophic nuclear war. A nuclear exchange between the two superpowers during the Cold War could have arguably resulted in human extinction and a nuclear exchange between states with smaller nuclear arsenals, such as India and Pakistan, could still result in millions of deaths and casualties, billions of dollars of economic devastation, environmental degradation, and a parade of other horrors. To date, nuclear weapons have only been used in warfare once. In 1945, the United States used nuclear weapons on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, bringing World War II to a close. Many analysts point to the sixty-five-plus-year tradition of nuclear non-use as evidence that nuclear weapons are unusable, but it would be naïve to think that nuclear weapons will never be used again simply because they have not been used for some time. After all, analysts in the 1990s argued that worldwide economic downturns like the great depression were a thing of the past, only to be surprised by the dot-com bubble bursting in the later 1990s and the Great Recession of the late Naughts. 53 This author, for one, would be surprised if nuclear weapons are not used again sometime in my lifetime. Before reaching a state of MAD, new nuclear states go through a transition period in which they lack a secure-second strike capability. In this context, one or both states might believe that it has an incentive to use nuclear weapons first. For example, if Iran acquires nuclear weapons, neither Iran, nor its nuclear-armed rival, Israel, will have a secure, secondstrike capability. Even though it is believed to have a large arsenal, given its small size and lack of strategic depth, Israel might not be confident that it could absorb a nuclear strike and respond with a devastating counterstrike. Similarly, Iran might eventually be able to build a large and survivable nuclear arsenal, but, when it first crosses the nuclear threshold, Tehran will have a small and vulnerable nuclear force. In these pre-MAD situations, there are at least three ways that nuclear war could occur. First, the state with the 

nuclear advantage might believe it has a splendid first strike capability. In a crisis, Israel might, therefore, decide to launch a preventive nuclear strike to disarm Iran’s nuclear capabilities and eliminate the threat of nuclear war against Israel. Indeed, this incentive might be further increased by Israel’s aggressive strategic culture that emphasizes preemptive action. Second, the state with a small and vulnerable nuclear arsenal, in this case Iran, might feel use ‘em or loose ‘em pressures. That is, if Tehran believes that Israel might launch a preemptive strike, Iran might decide to strike first rather than risk having its entire nuclear arsenal destroyed. Third, as Thomas Schelling has argued, nuclear war could result due to the reciprocal fear of surprise attack. 54 If there are advantages to striking first, one state might start a nuclear war in the belief that war is inevitable and that it would be better to go first than to go second. In a future Israeli-Iranian crisis, for example, Israel and Iran might both prefer to avoid a nuclear war, but decide to strike first rather than suffer a devastating first attack from an opponent. Even in a world of MAD, there is a risk of nuclear war. Rational deterrence theory assumes nuclear-armed states are governed by rational leaders who would not intentionally launch a suicidal nuclear war. This assumption appears to have applied to past and current nuclear powers, but there is no guarantee that it will continue to hold in the future. For example, Iran’s theocratic government, despite its inflammatory rhetoric, has followed a fairly pragmatic foreign policy since 1979, but it contains leaders who genuinely hold millenarian religious worldviews who could one day ascend to power and have their finger on the nuclear trigger. We cannot rule out the possibility that, as nuclear weapons continue to spread, some leader will choose to launch a nuclear war, knowing full well that it could result in self-destruction. One does not need to resort to irrationality, however, to imagine a nuclear war under MAD. Nuclear weapons may deter leaders from intentionally launching full-scale wars, but they do not mean the end of international politics. As was discussed above, nuclear-armed states still have conflicts of interest and leaders still seek to coerce nuclear-armed adversaries. This leads to the credibility problem that is at the heart of modern deterrence theory: how can you credibly threaten to attack a nuclear-armed opponent? Deterrence theorists have devised at least two answers to this question. First, as stated above, leaders can choose to launch a limited nuclear war. 55 This strategy might be especially attractive to states in a position of conventional military inferiority that might have an incentive to escalate a crisis quickly. During the Cold War, the United States was willing to use nuclear weapons first to stop a Soviet invasion of Western Europe given NATO’s conventional inferiority. As Russia’s conventional military power has deteriorated since the end of the Cold War, Moscow has come to rely more heavily on nuclear weapons in its strategic doctrine. Indeed, Russian strategy calls for the use of nuclear weapons early in a conflict (something that most Western strategists would consider to be escalatory) as a way to de-escalate a crisis. Similarly, Pakistan’s military plans for nuclear use in the event of an invasion from conventionally stronger India. And finally, Chinese generals openly talk about the possibility of nuclear use against a U.S. superpower in a possible East Asia contingency. Second, as was also discussed above, leaders can make a “threat that leaves something to chance.” 56 They can initiate a nuclear crisis. By playing these risky games of nuclear brinkmanship, states can increases the risk of nuclear war in an attempt to force a less resolved adversary to back down. Historical crises have not resulted in nuclear war, but many of them, including the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, have come close. And scholars have documented historical incidents when accidents could have led to war. 57 When we think about future nuclear crisis dyads, such as Iran and Israel, there are fewer sources of stability than existed during the Cold War, meaning that there is a very real risk that a future Middle East crisis could result in a devastating nuclear exchange. 

China
China nuclear modernization is occurring primarily because of US nuclear doctrine – they’ll switch away from minimal deterrence

Blumenthal and Mazza 11 (Dan Blumenthal,  M.A., School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, director of Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, and Michael Mazza, M.A., international relations (strategic studies and international economics), Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, program manager for AEI's annual Executive Program on National Security Policy and Strategy, “China's Strategic Forces in the 21st Century: The PLA's Changing Nuclear Doctrine and Force Posture,” 4/6/11) http://www.npolicy.org/article_file/Chinas_Strategic_Forces.pdf

When it comes to its development and deployment of nuclear weapons-China first tested a weapon in 1964-China maintains a narrative in which it holds the moral high ground. According to the Chinese Communist Party line, China detests nuclear weapons, which are inhumane. But because the U.S. and the Soviet Union were both building large nuclear arsenals during the Cold War and because (China thought) they used those weapons to coerce non-nuclear states, China had no choice but to pursue those weapons itself. China, the narrative goes, would prefer to see nuclear weapons abolished rather than maintain its own arsenal, but reality requires that China arm itself. Whatever legitimacy this narrative may have once had, it has become less credible. Given China's complicity in the Pakistani and Iranian nuclear programs-for example, China delivered fissile material to A.Q. Kahn-it appears that China sees a use for these weapons other than simple self-defense. Though China appears to have halted its proliferation activities, those activities suggest a more casual attitude towards nuclear weapons than one of abhorrence. Indeed, actions speak louder than words. That Beijing proliferated nuclear technology, materials, and know-how-and to relatively unstable regimes that may be less cautious about using nuclear weapons-is worrying. Considered in this context, China's movement towards an increased reliance on nuclear weapons and shifts in its nuclear doctrine are both unsurprising and of potentially great concern. While China has been growing its nuclear arsenal and fielding new ballistic missiles and ballistic missile submarines, Chinese strategists have been engaged in doctrinal debates over how those weapons should be used. As a younger generation of military thinkers has come to the fore, the long-held tenets of China's nuclear doctrine as originally set forth under Mao-namely, the "no first use" policy and minimum deterrence-are increasingly coming under scrutiny. Indeed, some strategists argue that the People's Republic should cast these policies aside and adopt a new nuclear doctrine that will grant strategic forces a more prominent role in the country's defense. External and internal factors are driving changes in China's nuclear policy and force structure and will continue to do so in the future. Concerns over what the Chinese see as a U.S. threat lead some to call for a greater reliance on nuclear weapons for deterring Washington. Should South Korea or Japan ever "go nuclear"-and there are growing worries that they might-that would similarly impact China's nuclear force posture and doctrine. Internally, economic and demographic challenges will make it more difficult for China to maintain a large standing army in the coming decades and may very well lead Beijing to increasingly rely on nuclear forces for its national defense. Still, the extent of Beijing's reliance on nuclear weapons in the future is difficult to predict. Old thinking dies hard, and the People's Liberation Army would likely prefer to rely on conventional means to defend China. Yet even conventional deterrence can complicate nuclear deterrence relationships. To wit, China's growing medium-range ballistic missile threat to America's Pacific bases will force the U.S. to rely on long-range assets for conventional deterrence. Beijing will find this destabilizing and may rely on its nuclear arsenal to deter America's use of long-range weaponry. In short, changes in China's nuclear weapons force planning, posture, and doctrine are likely to complicate both the Sino-American deterrence relationship and the U.S. military's ability to operate in the Asia-Pacific region. American military and political leaders must watch these developments closely as they consider changes to America's own strategic force posture in the years ahead. China's Strategic Weapons Modernization in Brief The People's Liberation Army's (PLA) strategic weapons modernization program has been aimed at ensuring China's second strike capability. While China has not designed a new warhead since the early 1990s, it has slowly grown its warhead arsenal and it has modernized its ballistic missile force. In short, China has been replacing liquid-fueled, silo-based missiles with solid-fueled, road-mobile DF-31s and DF-31As. Moreover, China has built two new nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) (operational status unknown) and has at least two more on the way. These Type 094 Jin-class submarines will be armed with JL-2 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), a sea-based variant of the DF-31 that is still in development. SSBNs serve to deter a nuclear attack on the mainland, to deter foreign intervention in a "regional war," and to ensure a second strike capability. Some analysts estimate that China will be able to keep one SSBN on patrol at all times in the 2010-2015 timeframe.[1] If the People's Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) develops longer-range SLBMs in the future (the JL-2's range is projected to be 8,000km), its SSBNs will be able to operate from littoral bastions where they may be safer from anti-submarine warfare operations. Nuclear Doctrine for the 21st Century Having established itself as a nuclear power in the mid-1960s, China adopted a "no first use" policy-strategic weapons would only be used in retaliatory counterattacks. China also promised never to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states. In addition, Beijing has long maintained a doctrine of minimum deterrence. This posture required that China maintain a small force of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), only a few of which needed to survive a nuclear attack. Following such an attack, surviving ICBMs would be launched at counter-value targets in the attacking nation. For minimum deterrence to be effective, Beijing needed to ensure a survivable second strike capability, which would permit China to strike, and do unacceptable damage to, just a handful of enemy cities. All that was needed was a small, survivable arsenal, which is essentially what China has maintained. Though officially China appears to adhere to a doctrine of minimum deterrence, there is evidence to suggest that in recent decades China has moved or is moving to a limited deterrence nuclear doctrine. In 1995, Alastair Iain Johnston argued that in post-Cold War China, there had been "more comprehensive and consistent doctrinal arguments in favor of developing a limited flexible response capability."[2] In the late 1980s and early 90s, the PLA launched a series of research programs aimed at strengthening the intellectual underpinnings of its nuclear doctrine. According to Johnston, these programs arrived at a consensus on "limited deterrence." In limited deterrence, nuclear weapons play a critical role in the deterrence of both conventional and nuclear wars as well as in escalation control (intrawar deterrence) if deterrence fails. In other words, nuclear weapons have a wider utility than proponents of minimum deterrence would suggest.[3] Johnston's analysis portends a significant change for two reasons. First, in order to use nuclear weapons to deter a conventional attack, one must be prepared to use nuclear weapons in response to a conventional attack-in other words, "no first use" goes out the window. There are strategists within the Chinese military community that are thinking along these lines. General Zhang Wannian, former chief of the PLA General Staff Department, thinks it is important to deter both nuclear and conventional attacks. Writing for the US Army War College, Larry Wortzel paraphrased Zhang's argument: "the conduct of 'bloody actual combat' (during conventional war), in itself, is a deterrent measure, and the more destructive the actual combat in which a nation engages, the greater the likelihood of effective deterrence."[4] In other words, in order, for example, to deter the U.S. from intervening in a Taiwan Strait conflict, Beijing must convince Washington that it will sustain unbearably high casualties. Zhang does not explicitly argue that nuclear weapons could serve this purpose. But a younger generation of strategists, which is rethinking China's nuclear weapons policy, may very well contend that Zhang's logic should be followed to its logical end. Secondly, if one is to use nuclear weapons for intrawar deterrence-or escalation control-one must foresee an operational use for those weapons. If China has adopted a doctrine of limited deterrence, then, this implies that China uses its nuclear weapons not only to deter nuclear attack on itself but, if necessary, to fight and win a nuclear war-or, if not win, to at least deny victory to an adversary. In this regard, Major General Yang Huan-former Deputy Commander of the Second Artillery-refers to using nuclear weapons in "actual fighting" (my emphasis).[5] Similarly, Major General Wu Jianguo, formerly of China's Antichemical Warfare Academy, argues that if deterrence fails, a country will "strive to win a victory through "actual combat"(my emphasis). According to Wu, "the immense effect of nuclear weaponry is that it can serve as a deterrent force and, at the same time, as a means of "actual combat"[6] (my emphasis). Again, the idea that nuclear weapons would be used for "actual combat" suggests something other than a role as a minimum deterrent. Indeed, Johnston argues that many Chinese strategists have rejected the anti-Clausewitzian nature of nuclear weapons. They are not only useful as a deterrent, but can actually be used to achieve political ends in wartime. The horrifying nature of nuclear weapons, these strategists argue, does not mean that their use negates Clausewitz's central tenet-namely, that war is simply politics by other means. As Clausewitz himself wrote, "war is an act of force, and there is no logical limit to the application of that force."[7] In trying to get a handle on China's nuclear doctrine, it is also important to look at the PLA's nuclear arsenal and weapons deployment. Consider the Second Artillery's nuclear-capable medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs). Some of these are located in southern and central China within striking range of India (and Southeast Asia). Others, however, are deployed to east and northeast China, within range of South Korea and Japan, both non-nuclear states. Of course, these countries are home to large U.S. military bases, which would likely play a role in any Sino-American conflict. If China is prepared to launch nuclear-tipped missiles at these targets, this would suggest something other than a minimum deterrence posture, which relies on counter-value rather than counter-force targeting. Even more telling would be the existence of tactical nuclear weapons. Whether or not such weapons exist has been fiercely debated. Though China has conducted a couple of low-yield nuclear tests and has conducted military exercises in which a tactical nuclear weapon was "used," this is not proof positive that the PLA fields such weapons. The U.S. intelligence community has at times asserted that China does have tactical weapons, and at other times suggested that the opposite is true. In 1989, two PLA officers in the General Staff Department chemical defense department wrote: "At present, although we have not yet equipped ourselves with theater and tactical nuclear weapons, this is not the same as saying in the future we will not arm ourselves. Moreover, our air force's nuclear bombs and the Second Artillery's nuclear missiles can also be used against the rear of the enemy's theater."[8] Whether China has tactical weapons in its arsenal is an open question. But if we learn that China does, or if China has considered the tactical use of strategic assets (as suggested in the quote above), this would also suggest a shift towards limited deterrence. "No First Use" Concurrent to this possible shift to "limited deterrence" are increasing calls for the abandonment of the PRC's "no first use" policy. "No first use" (NFU) is still state policy, though official statements attesting to that fact have grown increasingly ambiguous. The following is from China's 2006 Defense White Paper: China remains firmly committed to the policy of no first use of nuclear weapons at any time and under any circumstances. It unconditionally undertakes not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states or nuclear-weapon-free zones..." It is no mistake that China is only "firmly committed" to NFU while it "unconditionally" promises not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states. The difference is subtle, but it is there nonetheless.[9] The 2008 Defense White Paper is even more ambiguous: "The Second Artillery Force sticks to China's policy of no first use of nuclear weapons..." (my emphasis). This is not particularly reassuring and may indicate a relaxation of China's commitment to NFU. It is not only official statements that bring the NFU policy into question, but also writings and speeches by current and former Chinese military officers. There is an ongoing debate about how to respond to a conventional attack on strategic assets and how to respond to warning of imminent strategic attack. In either of these situations, retired General Pan Zhenqiang writes, China will feel [itself] in a dilemma to make the decision to use its nuclear retaliatory force to counter-attack. For one thing, from an operational point of view, China's no-first-use pledge seems to have greatly bound its hands to maintain flexibility in seeking the optimum options. For another, China will find lack of multiple means to differentiate its responses to different scenarios.[10] In the case that China receives warning of an imminent attack on its strategic forces, is it really in Beijing's interests to wait to launch its own missiles? General Pan here is also commenting on minimum deterrence. Imagine that the U.S. was to use tactical nuclear weapons in a conflict over Taiwan. As it currently stands, China would respond by launching strategic attacks on U.S. cities, which would force the U.S. to retaliate. In this case, deterrence failed in the first instance, and China had no recourse to attempt escalation control. According to Pan and others, increasing numbers of Chinese thinkers believe this problem requires a change in China's nuclear doctrine. A shift in China's warfighting doctrine also calls into question China's continued commitment to NFU and minimum deterrence. For the first few decades of the PRC's existence, the PLA maintained a doctrine of "people's war." The PLA would make use of China's greatest resources-its large population and strategic depth-to defeat a superior enemy on Chinese territory. The PLA now plans to fight "localized wars under conditions of informatization" instead. China will fight short, high-tech wars on its periphery. The PLA no longer expects or is prepared to fight wars deep in Chinese territory, and given Chinese government assertions that its nuclear capability "is solely for self-defense with a view to maintaining independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity,"[11] it is quite possible that China would be tempted to use nuclear weapons to prevent an adversary from controlling territory on the Chinese mainland. In PLA doctrine, "active defense" is an old idea but one with an evolving meaning-some Chinese thinkers believe it provides rationale for preemption. According to the PLA's Science of Campaigns, "the essence of [active defense] is to take the initiative and to annihilate the enemy."[12] According to China's 2008 Defense White Paper, "strategically, [the PLA] adheres to the principle of...striking and getting the better of the enemy only after the enemy has started an attack." "Attack," however, seems to be defined broadly by the PLA. See, for example, the Science of Military Strategy, an authoritative text used by the PLA's Academy of Military Science: Striking only after the enemy has struck does not mean waiting for the enemy's strike passively...It doesn't mean to give up the 'advantageous chances' in campaign or tactical operations, for the 'first shot' on the plane of politics must be differentiated from the 'first shot on that of tactics...If any country or organization violates the other country's sovereignty and territorial integrity, the other side will have the right to 'fire the first shot' on the plane of tactics.[13] Indeed, China has a history of defining military offensives as strategic defenses. This is not to say that China can be expected to engage in preemptive attacks-whether conventional or nuclear. Rather, it is to point out that the intellectual framework exists upon which to make the argument that using nuclear weapons first in a conflict can be justifiable. Apparently, increasing numbers of Chinese military thinkers are making that argument. Primary Determinates of China's Nuclear Force Posture and Policy There are a number of items driving China's nuclear modernization. Perhaps first and foremost among these is the United States. From China's point of view, the United States is the number one threat. There is a perception that the U.S. wants to contain China and keep it from becoming a great power. The United States, moreover, is the only country that can challenge all of Beijing's three core interests: regime survival, sovereignty and territorial integrity, and continued economic growth. How so? With regard to regime survival, it is no secret that the U.S. would like to see political liberalization in China. Indeed, this has long been used as a justification for trading with the PRC-economic liberalization would one day lead to democracy. Having watched America effect regime change in Afghanistan and Iraq and support democratization in the former Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe, China is suspicious of any U.S. attempt to "interfere" with its internal affairs. Similarly, Beijing is concerned with any perceived impingement of its sovereignty and territorial integrity. There are historical reasons for this concern, as the CIA supported separatists in Tibet during the Cold War. In the present day, the U.S. provides a home for Rebiya Kadeer, Xinjiang's leading activist, and awards medals to the Dalai Lama. Most worrisome for China, the U.S. is the only country with a Taiwan Relations Act and thus the only country that is obligated to ensure that Taiwan can defend itself. Many Chinese believe the U.S. would intervene in any conflict over Taiwan's ultimate disposition, and that, to Beijing, is a serious threat. Finally, Washington can threaten China's continued economic prosperity as well. The U.S. is China's largest trading partner and the U.S. dominates the sea lines of communication. Should Sino-U.S. tensions spike or conflict break out, the U.S. is able to not only cut off its own trade with Beijing, but can also impede the flow of oil and other natural resources to China. A number of U.S. military and nuclear policy developments in particular have driven PLA discussions on China's own nuclear force. First among these was the Bush administration's decision to exit the anti-ballistic missile treaty and develop ballistic missile defenses (BMD). China fears that an effective American BMD system will undermine its deterrent. This leads to greater urgency in China's nuclear development program-strategists believe that more penetrative weapons are needed, and in greater numbers. And some thinkers, again, question the "no first use" policy. They wonder if it is in China's best interests to maintain a policy in which it will absorb an American strategic attack, and then launch whatever weapons remain against an effective missile defense system. If a conflict is to go nuclear, these people would argue, China should launch its weapons first in the hope of over-saturating America's missile defenses. China's leaders were also worried by an apparent shift in U.S. nuclear policy, as evidenced in the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review. The NPR named China as a target for U.S. nuclear weapons and listed a Taiwan Strait crisis as an example of a conflict that could go nuclear.[14] Though this was not new policy for the United States, its public airing was ill-received by the Chinese.

Some modernization is inevitable but US first use policies make it worse

Perkovich and Lefever 2k (George Perkovich and Ernest W. Lefever, “Loose Nukes: Arms Control Is No Place for Folly,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 79, No. 6 (Nov. - Dec., 2000), pp. 162-167)

The thousands of American nuclear weapons under a first-use doctrine will also eventually compel China to make its own long-range force, currently a mere 20 nuclear weapons, more threatening. Beijing was inevitably going to expand its arsenal, but Washington's nuclear strategy?plus the prospect of ballistic missile defenses? will push China to put a hair trigger on its growing forces as well. The two countries lack any agreed and verifiable "rules of the road" to avoid driving off a nuclear cliff in the fog of crisis. Many defense officials believe that the United States is caught in the middle of a China-Taiwan political faceoff that is brewing a major military crisis. A Taiwanese bid for independence would provoke a perilous spiral of progressive confrontations: China would likely launch conventionally armed ballistic missiles across the Taiwan Strait; U.S. naval forces could become engaged; and for the first time in history, two nuclear-armed states might fire missiles at each other. Once missiles fly and casualties mount, how confident can Chinese and American officials be that nuclear weapons are not going to drop from the next sortie? The U.S. bombing of China's Belgrade embassy during the war over Kosovo gives a sobering reminder that even the best-equipped military is not immune to intelligence failures or miscalculation during a crisis. Current American policies assume that China's military is bluffing and that U.S. nuclear superiority and missile defenses could intimidate the People's Liberation Army (pla) at the critical moment. Yet Washington presses Taiwan not to declare independ ence precisely because the pla may not be deterred, and the consequent risk of armed conflict is high. Indeed, President Jiang Zemin did not hesitate to threaten military force in 1996, when the Clinton administration merely allowed then Taiwanese President Lee FOREIGN AFFAIRS- November / December 2000 [ 16 3 ] This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Mon, 12 Aug 2013 14:56:14 PM All use subject to JSTOR Terms and ConditionsGeorge Perkovichy Ernest W Lefever Teng-hui a "private" visit to his American alma mater, Cornell University. 

We have reverse causal evidence – first use policies risk nuclear miscalculation but an NFU reduces the risk
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. 

Crises between the US and China are likely – Seas, Taiwan


Goldstein 13 (Avery Goldstein, David M. Knott Professor of Global Politics and International Relations, Director of the Center for the Study of Contemporary China, and Associate Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, “First Things First: The Pressing Danger of Crisis Instability in U.S.-China Relations” International Security Spring 2013, Vol. 37, No. 4, Pages 49-89)

U.S.-China Crises: More Likely Than War; More Than Just Taiwan The running debate about the long-term implications of China’s rise is not just an unfortunate diversion from the more urgent danger facing the United States and China today—the risk of a war-threatening crisis—it is also a surprising diversion given that near-term concerns about the dangers of conºict while China remains relatively weak were raised more than a decade ago in a widely cited article by Thomas Christensen.10 To be sure, Christensen’s arguments about asymmetric conºict did result in analysts paying more attention to the weapons and strategies that Beijing was developing to cope with continued U.S. superiority should ªghting occur, particularly in the Taiwan Strait. Yet, the article did not result in a close focus on broader questions about the prospects for the initial resort to force during a Sino-American crisis. For three reasons, a focus on potential instability in U.S.-China crises, rather than on scenarios for warfighting, as well as on the potential for such crises emerging in contingencies other than Taiwan, is warranted. First, a crisis would not only be likely to precede significant military action; it would also be accompanied by the risk of grave consequences from the use of force, even if war were ultimately avoided. A now voluminous literature comparing Chinese and U.S. military options has discussed escalation risks (usually when invoking concerns about limiting conºict once military force has been used), but it has given short shrift to the prior question of the initial escalation to the use of force. The literature that does discuss crises in U.S.China relations has provided close assessments of historical cases and has ofI fered suggestions for crisis prevention and crisis management. This literature has not, however, integrated its Sino-American empirical focus with the theoretical ideas developed by international relations scholars to illuminate the problem of crisis instability.11 Second, although scholars and policymakers have long speculated about and planned for a wide variety of ways in which wars between nuclear-armed great powers might be conducted, there have (fortunately) been no such wars from which to draw lessons. By contrast, the literature on crisis instability is at least partly informed by the actual experience of crises between two nucleararmed great powers that occurred during the Cold War. This literature can serve as a starting point for thinking about the crises that could ensnare the United States and China.12 Third, East Asian theaters other than the Taiwan Strait now present clear risks for crises and conflicts that could involve the United States and China over the next decade or two. Indeed, some analysts might argue that the probability of a Sino-American crisis elsewhere has risen, whereas the probability of a military confrontation over Taiwan’s fate has diminished.13 Cross-strait reF lations have improved signiªcantly in recent years, and since 2003, the United States has more deªnitively stated that it does not support a Taiwanese push for independence—the most likely trigger, as Christensen explained, for China to resort to force in the face of superior U.S. capabilities.14 Yet the potential for a dangerous confrontation over Taiwan endures, and therefore continues to warrant close attention. In contrast with the diminished prospect for a showdown over Taiwan, the possibility that the United States and China could ªnd themselves in a crisis triggered by sovereignty disputes in the South China Sea or the East China Sea has increased. Since 2005, a period of relatively low tension over claims to maritime territories and seas in East Asia has given way to growing concern about the willingness and ability of China and its neighbors to settle their differences peacefully.15 Beijing has long refused to rule out the use of military force as the ultimate means for ensuring claims to what it views as sovereign territory and adjacent waters. Although the United States is not a claimant in any of these vexing regional disputes, the U.S. government has clearly stated its principled opposition to the use of force to resolve such matters and, more to the point, has treaty commitments to two of the countries (Japan and the Philippines) that are contesting China’s claims, and increasingly close ties with a third (Vietnam).16 Perhaps as important, since the early months of President Barack Obama’s administration, the United States has devoted more attention to East Asia and to Paciªc maritime issues that could trigger clashes between China and its neighbors. Most notably, in 2011 the United States clearly articulated its intention to rebalance its strategic priorities to emphasize the Asia-Paciªc region. For China and for American allies with which China has maritime disputes, this diplomatic turn has reinforced the perception that U.S. involvement in the event of a regional crisis or conºict is a real possibility.17 China and the United States also have a sharp disagreement about U.S. military forces operating in the international seas and airspace near China. The United States adheres to its long-standing principle of freedom of navigation in and above waters beyond the 12-mile territorial limit that it deªnes as the high seas. China, by contrast, asserts that the waters in which unrestricted freedom of navigation extends to military vessels begin only outside the country’s exclusive economic zone (EEZ)—precluding unconstrained U.S. air and naval operations beyond 12 miles but still within the 200-mile EEZ limit.18 This disagreement is not merely an academic dispute about international law. On the contrary, both sides know that U.S. intelligence gathering in and above the waters within China’s EEZ has important military implications. Moreover, the prospect for confrontations resulting from U.S.-Chinese disagreement about these activities is more than just conceivable. There have already been incidents precipitating angry standoffs between Chinese and American vessels, followed by each side restating its principled position.19 Most notably, the refusal of either side to revise its position contributed to the April 2001 collision between a U.S. surveillance plane and a trailing Chinese ªghter jet that led to the death of the Chinese pilot, the emergency landing of the U.S. EP-3 on China’s Hainan Island, and difªcult negotiations to release the American crew and craft. The fundamental disagreement between the United States and China about rights of passage through and over maritime areas could also have volatile implications for vital sea lines of communication in the South China Sea near territories that Beijing claims as its own. The extensiveness of China’s claims to the Spratly Islands, in particular, provides a basis for insisting that much of the South China Sea falls within China’s EEZ, which, according to Beijing, obligates foreign military vessels to seek consent before passing through its sealanes. The sensitivity of this issue and its potential for Sino-American friction were underscored during the 2010 Association of Southeast Nations Regional Forum in Hanoi, when China’s foreign minister reacted in an unexpectedly harsh way to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s rather mild diplomatic expressions of U.S. hopes for a peaceful resolution of sovereignty disputes in the South China Sea and her suggestion that multilateral forums could be useful in this regard.20 

A First use posture makes these crises unstable – creates the incentive for launch

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

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 

Miscalculation is the most probable scenario for nuclear use

Goldstein 13 (Avery Goldstein, David M. Knott Professor of Global Politics and International Relations, Director of the Center for the Study of Contemporary China, and Associate Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, “First Things First: The Pressing Danger of Crisis Instability in U.S.-China Relations” International Security Spring 2013, Vol. 37, No. 4, Pages 49-89)

Two concerns have driven much of the debate about international security in the post–Cold War era. The ªrst is the potentially deadly mix of nuclear proliferation, rogue states, and international terrorists, a worry that became dominant after the terrorist attacks against the United States on September 11, 2001.1 The second concern, one whose prominence has waxed and waned since the mid-1990s, is the potentially disruptive impact that China will have if it emerges as a peer competitor of the United States, challenging an international order established during the era of U.S. preponderance.2 Reflecting this second concern, some analysts have expressed reservations about the dominant post–September 11 security agenda, arguing that China could challenge U.S. global interests in ways that terrorists and rogue states cannot. In this article, I raise a more pressing issue, one to which not enough attention has been paid. For at least the next decade, while China remains relatively weak, the gravest danger in SinoF American relations is the possibility the two countries will find themselves in a crisis that could escalate to open military conflict. In contrast to the long-term prospect of a new great power rivalry between the United States and China, which ultimately rests on debatable claims about the intentions of the two countries and uncertain forecasts about big shifts in their national capabilities, the danger of instability in a crisis involving these two nuclear-armed states is a tangible, near-term concern.3 Even if the probability of such a war-threatening crisis and its escalation to the use of signiªcant military force is low, the potentially catastrophic consequences of this scenario provide good reason for analysts to better understand its dynamics and for policymakers to fully consider its implications. Moreover, events since 2010—especially those relevant to disputes in the East and South China Seas—suggest that the danger of a military confrontation in the Western Paciªc that could lead to a U.S.-China standoff may be on the rise. In what follows, I identify not just pressures to use force preemptively that pose the most serious risk should a Sino-American confrontation unfold, but also related, if slightly less dramatic, incentives to initiate the limited use of force to gain bargaining leverage—a second trigger for potentially devastating instability during a crisis.4 My discussion proceeds in three sections. The ªrst section explains why, during the next decade or two, a serious U.S.-China crisis may be more likely than is currently recognized. The second section examines the features of plausible Sino-American crises that may make them so dangerous. The third section considers general features of crisis stability in asymmetric dyads such as the one in which a U.S. superpower would confront an increasingly capable but still thoroughly overmatched China—the asymmetry that will prevail for at least the next decade. This more stylized discussion clariªes the inadequacy of focusing one-sidedly on conventional forces, as has much of the current commentary about the modernization of China’s military and the implications this has for potential conºicts with the United States in the Western Paciªc,5 or of focusing one-sidedly on China’s nuclear forces, as a smaller slice of the commentary has.6 An assessment considering the interaction of conventional and nuclear forces indicates why escalation resulting from crisis instability remains a devastating possibility. 

Scenario 2 is India

China and India aren’t engaged in an arms race now – but a shift in doctrine could spiral out of control
Cunninham and Medcalf 11 (Fiona Cunningham, Research Associate at the International Security Program of the Lowy Institute, and Rory Medcalf, Director of the International Security Program at the Lowy Institute, “The Dangers of Denial: Nuclear Weapons in China-India Relation,” October 2011)

China’s reluctance to thus acknowledge India as a nuclear peer rankles the Indian strategic community, in ways not helpful to a stable strategic relationship. There is a genuine, if not always rational, desire in New Delhi to be noticed and taken seriously by Beijing and other great powers. This helps explain some of the bombastic statements and assertions that emerge from some quarters in India about its nuclear and military prowess and ambitions, for instance around missile tests. There have been assertions that China and India are engaged in a nuclear arms race.13 But at this stage the restrained nature of the nuclear weapons programs and postures in both countries does not support such an assessment, especially if one defines an arms race as involving efforts by two countries to match and surpass the other’s capabilities regardless of cost. Instead India, as the weaker nuclear power, appears to be working to refine the capabilities it deems necessary for stable deterrence. This does not mean the two powers can afford to be complacent about their current state of competitive coexistence and limited nuclear competition. Rather, now is the time to build patterns of dialogue, predictability and mutual understanding against the prospect of a future worsening of tensions. Capabilities and postures To understand the nuclear dynamics and risks between China and India, it is essential to have a picture of their nuclear and wider military capabilities and postures. Reliable information is sketchy, particularly due to the opacity of both nations about their nuclear forces as well as Chinese opacity about conventional forces. China Nuclear doctrine China has historically viewed nuclear weapons as tools of coercion, with their value stemming from possession rather than use. Leaders have seen nuclear weapons as useful for deterring a nuclear attack and countering coercion, but not for fighting or winning wars.14 This has impelled China towards a minimum deterrence posture,15 underpinned by a small arsenal kept off alert, and a no-first-use (NFU) declaratory policy that relies on the threat of a retaliatory strike on an adversary’s cities.16 Although China’s doctrine and capabilities are primarily aimed at deterring the United States, these also affect the security dynamic with India. China’s evolving nuclear strategy is influenced by concerns about US missile defences, conventional strike and superior targeting capabilities, which the Chinese fear could combine to destroy their nuclear forces in a non-nuclear first strike. In turn, the deployment of technologies to defeat US systems, such as multiple warheads, could worry India because of their potential uses during a hypothetical Chinese first strike.17 In addition, debate over force posture prompted by the prospect of a disabling US conventional strike has created some troubling ambiguity over what might constitute ‘first use’ as a trigger for Chinese retaliation, with some Chinese analysts arguing that conventional attacks on Chinese nuclear forces or even credible early warning of an attack should be treated as a nuclear attack.18 Another ambiguity in Chinese nuclear doctrine relates to whether China’s no-first-use pledge excludes India. In 2010 China stated that it has ‘adhered to the policy of no-first-use of nuclear weapons at any time and in any circumstances, and made the unequivocal commitment that under no circumstances will it use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclearweapon states or nuclear-weapon-free zones.’ 19 Indian commentators have noted it is not clear if this promise applies to India, as a 1995 revision of Chinese declaratory policy made the NFU pledge applicable to members of the NPT or nuclear-weapon-free zones, effectively making it inapplicable to India.20 Further, China’s NFU does not rule out the use of nuclear weapons on ‘Chinese territory’, which presumably includes disputed territory.21 Doubts about China’s NFU pledge will grow as its nuclear forces improve and if dissatisfaction with the doctrine increases in the Chinese strategic community. 

Modernization has a spillover effect – causes an arms race with India and Pakistan and risks Sino-India and Indopak nuclear conflict

Blumenthal and Mazza 11 (Dan Blumenthal,  M.A., School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, director of Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, and Michael Mazza, M.A., international relations (strategic studies and international economics), Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, program manager for AEI's annual Executive Program on National Security Policy and Strategy, “China's Strategic Forces in the 21st Century: The PLA's Changing Nuclear Doctrine and Force Posture,” 4/6/11) http://www.npolicy.org/article_file/Chinas_Strategic_Forces.pdf
The Sino-Indian nuclear relationship is, however, much more complicated. India is China's tenth largest trading partner and China is India's largest. From an economic perspective, it would appear that Asia's two giants have an interest in maintaining friendly, peaceful relations. Still, Beijing and Delhi have a long history of distrust and incompatible strategic interests. The most obvious areas of tension are the ongoing border disputes and China's close military relations with Pakistan-Beijing has provided assistance to Islamabad in its nuclear weapons and ballistic missile programs. Additionally, with its "look east" policy, Delhi aims to increase its reach into an area considered by China to be its own sphere of influence; the reverse is true for China's "string of pearls" strategy, through which it is increasing its presence in the Indian Ocean and leaving India feeling encircled. Perhaps more than any other region in the Asia-Pacific, South Asia has great potential for an arms race and for explosive conflict. India has shown remarkable restraint in response to terror attacks emanating from Pakistan in recent years, though things could spiral downhill very quickly. And even though both India has strategic weapons, that has not kept China from provoking Delhi, especially in recent years. References to China's victory in the 1962 war have appeared much more frequently in official Chinese statements, some Chinese officials have laid claim to sovereignty over all of Arunachal Pradesh-or "Southern Tibet"-and PLA forces have crossed the line of actual control and destroyed Indian military bunkers and outposts.[17] Tibet-now reportedly home to nuclear weapons targeted on India[18]-is also a flashpoint. India is home to the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan government-in-exile and to this day recognizes only Chinese suzerainty (rather than sovereignty) over Tibet. Some of Tibet's holiest sites are in Indian territory and the Chinese fear that the Dalai Lama may name a successor somewhere outside of China. According to India scholar Dan Twining, "some Indian strategists fear that China may act to preempt, or respond to, an announcement of the Dalai Lama's chosen successor in India...by deploying the People's Liberation Army to occupy contested territory along the Sino-Indian border."[19] Chinese officials often list Tibetan separatism as one of China's top three threats, so Beijing may have an itchy trigger finger (on its conventional forces) when it comes to ensuring security on the Tibetan plateau. Though China certainly does not want a war with India at this time, it seems like Beijing does not necessarily fear one either-and that's a frightening thought, given the nuclear component of the relationship. And though both countries at the moment maintain NFU pledges and have relatively small arsenals, these arsenals are likely to grow. As China modernizes its nuclear force and potentially changes its nuclear doctrine to meet the needs of deterring America, India will need to respond to China's build-up, which will have a domino affect on Pakistan's nuclear forces as well. Similar logic applies to conventional build-ups. And while China must now consider its economic relationship with India when providing (conventional) arms to Pakistan, Beijing's strategic logic has not changed all that much since the days of the Cold War-India presents a threat to China's sovereignty and territorial integrity (and economy, given that it sits astride key shipping lanes). Arming Pakistan complicates India's strategic environment and forces Delhi to divide its attention. As China modernizes its conventional and strategic arsenals and develops its own missile defense system, it will pose a greater and more varied threat to India. In turn, India may believe it necessary to adjust its own nuclear doctrine. Moreover, given the apparent change in India's strategic thinking as it prepares for a potential two-front war against both Pakistan and China, Delhi may in the future rely more heavily on its strategic weapons if it fails to develop conventional forces sufficient to deal with both foes at once. All of this is to say that the nuclear balance in South Asia may soon enter a period of flux, with potentially destabilizing consequences for the region.

Indopak war likely – it will spread and draw in China and the US

Korb and Rothman 12 (Lawrence J. Korb,  senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, and served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, and Alexander H. Rothman,  special assistant with the national security and international policy team at the Center for American Progress, “No first use: The way to contain nuclear war in South Asia,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 68(2) 34–42, 2012) DOI: 10.1177/0096340212438385 

In the twenty-first century, the Indian subcontinent has surpassed Europe as the most likely region for nuclear war. Over the past three decades, the Cold War giantsÑ the United States and RussiaÑhave reduced their nuclear arsenals by more than 70 percent (Cirincione, 2011). Meanwhile, India and Pakistan have begun the worldÕs second nuclear arms race. Since their partition in 1947, India and Pakistan have fought three major wars and remained on the brink of conflict for more than six decades. The South Asian neighbors carried out rival nuclear weapons tests in 1998 and are now estimated to possess at least 80 nuclear weapons each (Oswald, 2011). Pakistan has more than doubled the size of its arsenal in the past four years, likely as a means of countering IndiaÕs greater conventional strength (Korb and Rothman, 2011). As these countries develop more advanced nuclear capabilities, chances increase that even a relatively small skirmish could escalate into a nuclear conflict. For example, earlier this year, Pakistan announced it had tested a small nuclear warhead designed to be used against invading troops on Pakistani soil (The Economist, 2011). A nuclear war between India and Pakistan would be an absolute catastrophe. A Natural Resources Defense Council study found that even a limited nuclear exchange consisting of as few as 10 warheads could result in about three million casualties (Natural Resources Defense Council, 2002). Moreover, the effects of such a conflict would not be confined to South Asia: According to a recent article in Scientific American, a major regional nuclear conflict could spark a global Ònuclear winter,Ó with worldwide implications for agriculture (Robock and Toon, 2010). Given the terrible effects of a nuclear exchange, much ink has been spilled articulating policies to prevent war, particularly a nuclear war, between India and Pakistan. However, little has been written about how the United States should respond if diplomacy fails Ñthat is, if a nuclear war breaks out between India and Pakistan, how can the United States contain the conflict so it does not come to involve other nations with alliances or interests in the region and significantly larger nuclear arsenals? Foreign interests and the Indian subcontinent On the surface, preventing foreign intervention in a nuclear conflict appears to be a simple task. Asking how to keep countries from jumping into a nuclear war seems like asking how people can be kept from running into burning buildings. ItÕs not hard; they have plenty of reasons to steer clear. But the web of alliances, rivalries, and power politics on the Indian subcontinent means that foreign intervention in any major conflict between India and PakistanÑeven a nuclear oneÑ cannot be discounted. China, in particular, has close ties to Islamabad and views Pakistan as integral to its strategy of containing Indian influence on the subcontinent. BeijingÑwhich has provided military and, allegedly, nuclear aid to IslamabadÑwould almost certainly provide some sort of support to Pakistan, be it covert or open, in the event of a conflict with India. Such assistance could enflame the smoldering rivalry between Beijing and New Delhi.1 China is not the only nation with strong strategic interests in the region. As the United States attempts to extricate itself from Afghanistan without further destabilizing Central Asia, it will need the support of both India and Pakistan, who have dramatically different visions for the future of Afghanistan. The United States has long had an on-and-off relationship with Pakistan and now needs IslamabadÕs support in cracking down on the regionÕs terrorist organizations. Pakistan, on the other hand, worries that when the NATO mission in Afghanistan ends, the Indians and Afghanis will join forces to encircle it. The United States is also seeking to establish a strategic partnership with India, cemented in part with a civilian nuclear cooperation agreement signed by the Bush administration. Finally, Russia has had a long-term relationship with India and is concerned about increasing Chinese influence on the subcontinent. The outbreak of hostilities between India and Pakistan is more than a remote possibility. The contentious issue of Kashmir presents one road to conflict. This territorial dispute has already prompted the two South Asian powers to go to war twice, and India and Pakistan remain far from resolving their differences on the disputed region. An attack by a terrorist organization with ties to Islamabad presents a second and far more frightening path to conflict. In 2008, the terrorist group Lakshar-eTaiba carried out a brutal attack on Mumbai, IndiaÕs largest city, killing more than 160 people and bringing the city to a standstill for two days. A gunman captured in the attack said he trained in Pakistan for more than a year (Perlez and Sengupta, 2008). Lakshar-e-Taiba is widely believed to have ties to elements of the Pakistani governmentÕs intelligence agency, and it operates and recruits openly in Pakistan (Goldberg and Ambinder, 2011). Further, Lakshar-e-Taiba is hardly the only militant organization with a hatred of India and connections to the Pakistani military or its intelligence service. While India showed tremendous restraint in responding to the Mumbai attacks, there are no guarantees that it would choose to restrain itself after another such incident. 

NFU puts pressure on other nuclear states to do the same – decreases risk of nuclear conflict in South Asia

Korb and Rothman 12 (Lawrence J. Korb, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, and served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, and Alexander H. Rothman,  special assistant with the national security and international policy team at the Center for American Progress, “No first use: The way to contain nuclear war in South Asia,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 68(2) 34–42, 2012) DOI: 10.1177/0096340212438385 

No-first-use and the global nonproliferation regime Given the volatile situation in South Asia, think tanks and major international media outlets have written and broadcast repeatedly and at length on efforts to prevent a war in South Asia.2 But thereÕs been a stunning lack of attention to containment, should diplomacy fail and a nuclear conflict between India and Pakistan break out. This attention deficit reveals and reflects a gap in current US nonproliferation policy and the international nonproliferation regime. Since the 1960s, US nonproliferation efforts have largely come in two forms: The United States has worked to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to new nations through the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), and it has worked to reduce its own massive nuclear stockpile through bilateral arms negotiations with Russia. The United States has, however, historically resisted international agreements that regulate the use of nuclear weapons in combat.3 If the United States wants to truly minimize the chances of a nuclear war on the Indian subcontinent and to contain such a war, were it to break outÑit is time for this opposition to end. The United States should adopt a no-first-use policy and aim to make it universal through negotiations to ban the first use of nuclear weapons with the five nuclear weapons states that are signatories of the NPTÑthe United States, Russia, China, France, and the United Kingdom. If these negotiations are successful, the United States and international community can work to bring the three de facto nuclear weapons states India, Pakistan, and Israel into the agreement. Bilateral or multilateral agreements governing the use of nuclear weapons in combatÑspecifically, pledges not to be the first to introduce nuclear weapons into a conflict would decrease the likelihood that a conflict originating between India and Pakistan could spin out of control. For example, should China side with Pakistan in a conflict with India, a Chinese no-first-use pledge would be an incentive for it to resolve the conflict through conventional means, if at all possible. And India, the nuclear arsenal of which is far less advanced than that of China, would have a strong incentive to keep the conflict conventional, knowing China will not resort to nuclear weapons unless India does first. A no-first-use policy would also help the United States implement its nonproliferation agenda, promote stability between nuclear weapons states, and deemphasize the role of nuclear weapons in US defense policy, all while actually increasing AmericansÕ security. A pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons would allow the United States to reclaim the moral high ground it lost when it failed to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, thereby giving Washington the leverage to lead international efforts to prevent nations from developing nuclear weapons. Even a no-first-use agreement limited to the so-called permanent five (P-5) countries would do much to improve stability among the nuclear powers. And such an agreement would undoubtedly put pressure on India, Pakistan, and Israel to at least denounce the use of nuclear weapons against all but an existential threat. 

A US NFU is specifically influential in India – gets modeled and decreases likelihood of use

Sagan 9 (Scott D. Sagan, Professor of Political Science at Stanford University and Co-Director of Stanford’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, “The Case for No First Use”, Survival vol. 51 no. 3 June–July 2009 pp. 163–182)

US officials have long claimed that US nuclear declaratory policy and posture have no influence on new or potential nuclear proliferators’ decisions on whether to acquire nuclear weapons or how to integrate them into military doctrine. During the Clinton administration, for example, then Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch testified that ‘there is no connection between our nuclear posture and what India and Pakistan do or what Israel does’.32 In March 2004, Ambassador Linton Brooks, then head of the National Nuclear Security Administration, similarly maintained that ‘rogue state proliferation … marches forward independently of the U.S. nuclear weapons program’.33 Although we know little about how many current or potential proliferators, such as North Korea or Iran, make decisions about proliferation options or potential nuclear-weapons uses, for others there is a great deal of information. It suggests that US behaviour, including nuclear posture and doctrine, is in fact highly influential. The best example is India since its 1998 weapons tests. In 1999, for example, the Indian Draft Nuclear Doctrine, prepared by the newly created National Security Advisory Board (NASB), recommended a caveat that permitted first use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states allied to a nuclear power: ‘India will not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against states which do not possess nuclear weapons, or are not aligned with nuclear weapons powers’.34 This subtle alteration of traditional Indian doctrine was a close copy of the US negative security assurances from the 1980s that included the identical exception clause to permit targeting the forces of the Soviet Union and its allies and urban-industrial targets in the event of a major war in Europe.35 Even more dramatically, in January 2003, New Delhi adopted a doctrine including the explicit threat of nuclear first use in response to biological- or chemical-weapons use; evidence again suggests they were copying the United States and other nuclear states. Indeed, in December 2002, the National Security Advisory Board reportedly recommended a complete abandonment of no-first-use by the Indian government. 36 Its rationale reportedly focused directly on the perceived need for India to follow in the doctrinal footsteps of the other nuclear-weapons states: ‘India must consider withdrawing from this [no-first-use] commitment as the other nuclear weapons-states have not accepted this policy’.37 An unidentified member of the board was quoted in the press making a similar argument tying Indian policy to that of the P5 nuclear powers: ‘all five nuclear weapon states … reserve the right to launch nuclear weapons first. Then why should India not do so?’38 India’s movement away from a strict no-first-use policy is alarming: it makes it more likely that India would use nuclear weapons in a future conflict with Pakistan. It also enhances the pressures inside India to develop a larger and more diverse nuclear arsenal. The signalling and legitimising effects of US nuclear doctrine are by no means the only factors leading to such trends in India, but they should not be minimised. A US no-first-use declaration would likewise have at least some positive influence in pushing India in the opposite direction. 

Even without modeling a US NFU contains the conflict

Korb and Rothman 12 (Lawrence J. Korb,  senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, and served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, and Alexander H. Rothman,  special assistant with the national security and international policy team at the Center for American Progress, “No first use: The way to contain nuclear war in South Asia,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 68(2) 34–42, 2012) DOI: 10.1177/0096340212438385 

In the event of a conflict on the Indian subcontinent, a no-first-use accord between the United States and China, for example, would greatly increase the chances that a nuclear conflict between India and Pakistan would remain confined to those two countries. Even if Pakistan or India resort to using nuclear weapons against each other, there is little likelihood that either would attack the United States or China, given the much larger arsenals of both of those countries and their second-strike capabilities. Both China and the United States would have agreed not to use nuclear weapons unless first attacked with nuclear arms by another country. Therefore, China and the United States would be bound by their pledges not to use nuclear arms, and India and Pakistan would be bound by common sense not to use them beyond the subcontinent. (Such a calculus would also apply to Russia, if it agreed to a no-first-use policy.) 

Plan

The United States Congress should prohibit the first use of nuclear forces without congressional approval.

Solvency

Presidential first use has no advantage – requiring congressional approval solves

Stone 76 (Director of the Federation of American, Jeremy I. Stone, First use deserves more than one decision-maker, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Mar 1976, Vol. 32 Issue 3, p 56-57)

(do not endorse gendered language used in the article)

The time has come to investigate the political controls over the use of nuclear weapons. The weapons themselves will be with us for the foreseeable future. Safety therefore lies in ensuring that their use is never ordered. It is only too clear that the use of nuclear weapons by one na- tion will trigger their use by an- other nation. The question there- fore turns on the use of nuclear weapons-the initiation of nuclear war in what had previously been a conventional con- flict crisis. The issue of political control over nuclear weapons thus be- comes the question of “Who decides?” whether nuclear use ha1 I be initiated. One fact is central: there is no need to respond instantaneously with a nuclear weapon to a con- ventional attack. There will be time to consider what to do. A fundamental conclusion springs from this: it is not necessary to leave this decision in the hands of a single decision-maker. And if it is not necessary, then it is not wise: The first use of nuclear weapons is too impor- tant an issue for that. Eight hundred million lives may be lost if the use of nuclear weapons es- calates to general war. One deci- sion-maker would be under un- bearable pressures. His personal political interests could encour- age him to risk all for winning all. He could be under pressure from subordinates. He may have al- ready mortgaged his ability to decide objectively through speeches and commitments, public and private. The question of “Who decides?” is War Powers issue. The first use of nuclear weapons will put at risk more persons than any previous decla- ration of war. World Wars I and II risked our sons. But the first use of nuclear weapons risks our na- tional survival. Should it be de- cided by one man? Under the War Powers Resolution, the President can engage in hostilities for up to 60 days un- less Congress votes to prevent him from so continuing. And nothing in that act refers to the tactics or the weapons that he may use. He may turn an unde- clared conventional war into a full-scale nuclear war without any legal requirement to consult with Congress. Undeclared or even declared, it should not be possible for a President to turn a conventional war into a nuclear war after con- sultation only with subordinates. A nuclear war will be a new war in every sense except the legal one. It deserves a specific au- t horizat ion. We therefore propose, in the spirit of the War Powers Resolu- tion, that the President be re- quired to secure the consent of Congress before employing nu- clear weapons except after the use (or irrevocable launch) of nu- clear weapons by an adversary. How this consent would be se- cured, Congress and the Presi- dent should decide by passing a suitable law. In emergency cir- cumstances, it might, for exam- ple! be through a majority vote of the c,hairmen of the relevant committees of both Houses (Armed Services and Foreign Re- lations) and of the Majority and Minority Leaders in Congress. In the absence of such an emergen- cy, a President wanting such au- thority might be required to have a resolution approved by the Congress at large. The details are less important than the fact that the base of responsibility for this enormous decision be promptly broadened. But, in light of the way in which the concept “con- sultation” has been debased, we do insist that this sharing of re- sponsibility be associated with some kind of vote of persons who are not subordinate to the President. We want more deci- sion-makers involved, not just more subordinates or more con- su I t at io ns. This authority would not limit, in any way, the right to retaliate for the use of nuclear weapons against us-thus it would not affect the deterrent or tie his hands. It would be de- signed to preserve control over the conventional or nuclear character of the war. Indeed, it would improve the deterrent. Present strategy envis- ages the possibility of “demon- stration” nuclear uses if conven- tional war breaks out, as a signal to the other side of American determination. A better, and much less dangerous, signal would be the request to Con- gress for this authority. This cocks the revolver without break- ing the nuclear threshold. (If nec- essary, the request could go forth secretly under the proposal we put forward-the Congres- sional leaders could be consult- ed privately.) A number of subsidiary advan- tages would ensue. At least some members of Congress would be forced to become aware, if not expert, on nuclear strategy, in preparation for possible consul- tation in an emergency. For too long, too few Congressmen have understood the basic nuclear strategy. For example, no one on Capitol Hill seems to know whether submarine com- manders have the authority to use nuclear weapons without consulting the President. And the very real dangers of an emerging counterforce posture are widely misunderstood in Washington. Second, the sharing of respon- sibility would signal the U.S. armed forces that the instantane- ous use of nuclear weapons was not inevitable; the hair-trigger readiness to go nuclear in Eur- ope.or Korea might be modified by more serious preparations to fight conventionally at least at. the outset. Our basic argument is simple and we repeat it: if more than one decision-maker can be in- volved in the decision-making process, then more than one man should be, simply in view of the importance of the issue. And since there is no requirement for instantaneous response to con- ventional attacks by nuclear ones, there is the time for such involvement of more than one. 

Planning committee is goldilocks – flexibility to use first in unlikely circumstances, ability to signal, but shows restraint
Stone 84 (Jeremy J. Stone, president of the Federation of American Scientists, “Presidential First Use Is Unlawful,” Foreign Policy, No. 56 (Autumn, 1984))

The proposal for a planning committee has a number of practical advantages as well as constitutional ones. A committee veto represents, in perspective, a natural evolution from the current posture to the no-first-use posture that so many citizens are coming to desire. Rather than move in one giant step from presidential authority for first use to a world in which the entire U.S. political system pledges never again to use nuclear weapons first under any authority, the committee ap- proach spreads the responsibility for first use, making it less likely to occur by putting an additional lock on the trigger. (The committee would have no authority to propose, urge, or insist on the first use of nuclear weapons but only to accede to or oppose presidential rec- ommendations.) This approach substitutes a less controversial issue of "no one first decision maker" for a relatively difficult effort to secure a declara- tion of no first use under any circumstances. Moreover, where the no-first-use declaratory policy of one president can be reversed by a later president or ignored in a crisis, the legal and bureaucratic process created by a commit- tee would be much harder to ignore. Those who want above all to suppress the possibility of U.S. first use of nuclear weapons ought to think carefully about which road is more effective. In spreading the responsibility for Western first use, rather than banning it, the approach of committee oversight avoids rupturing U.S. commitments to NATO. As before, the United States would have the right to use nuclear weapons and the obligation to respond in NATO in accordance with its constitutional responsibilities. America would simply have reconsidered what those processes are and would have adjusted its internal governmental processes accordingly. Washington would not have withdrawn its main weapon from the West's protective arsenal. And since all other NATO countries value highly their rights to be consulted on just such matters, they could hardly complain too heatedly if America's own government consultation were extended to a congressional committee. (Indeed, this approach suggests the desirability of more firmly spreading responsibility for any use involving a given NATO country by giving that country a veto over the first use of nuclear weapons on or from its territory-a right now left rather vague.) Nor does it seem that this approach would undermine deterrence in any significant way. By comparison, the U.S. decision to protect against unauthorized use of nuclear weapons by installing "permissive action links," electronic locks on individual nuclear weapons, probably did far more to allay Soviet fears of an early first use of nuclear weapons than would this method of preventing unauthorized presidential first use. The threat of a timely and even of a surprise first use of nuclear weapons remains because the commit- tee could function in secret. Moreover, an announcement that the committee had given its authorization to the president could repre- sent, like a revolver being drawn from a holster, an optional sign of warning. Such a signal clearly would be preferable to the demonstration firing of a nuclear weapon sometimes discussed as a possible method of showing NATO determination if a convention- al war were to reach a point of no return. Such a firing would create all the dangers of a verbal announcement as well as the danger of being interpreted by the other side as a precursor to a general firing combined with the finality of having jumped the nuclear fire gap. .But the congressional authorization proce- dure would lower the popular perception of the likelihood of U.S. first use of nuclear weapons. One benefit could be more support for the alliance among that younger West European generation that fears America's trig- ger-happiness, thus offsetting to some degree whatever opposition can be expected from allied governments. Yet this proposal's fate should not turn on whether West Europeans approve it; America's obligations to its own security, its own Constitution, and its own judgment on how best to assist in the defense of Western Europe should be the decisive factors. There would be other political advantages. Presidents who do not wish to use nuclear weapons first could find political shelter in their inability to get support from a congressional committee. Recall that President John Kennedy is said to have told his brother Robert that he would be impeached if he did not win the Cuban missile crisis. At least under this system presidents will find it easy to orchestrate a spreading of the responsibility for restraint. Not least important, since the secretary of state would have the responsibility to certify to the secretary of defense that the congressional committee had opted for giving its authority, the specter of aberrant behavior on the part of a psychologically exhausted, politi- cally committed, and deeply involved individual in a drawn-out crisis would be to that extent laid to rest. This possibility was a matter of some concern to lower-level officials immediately before President Richard Nix- on's resignation, even though no military conflict existed. This proposal can also be seen as a long- overdue measure drawing Congress into the decision-making process on nuclear issues. Two decades ago, then Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara saw a similar need to draw NATO into an understanding of nuclear issues and to share responsibility with alliance mem- bers. From this notion came the idea of a nuclear planning group. The committee ap- proach would represent, in a way, a long- overdue analogous development at home. Obviously, conservative opponents of this approach will consider it an outrageous usurpation of presidential power. Perhaps less obvious is the inevitable hostility toward this idea from many on the Left. Arms control advocates who oppose first use of nuclear weapons have in the past considered congres- sional involvement to be an all-too-easy way to authorize and legitimate first use. They inac- curately assume that hawkish members of Congress are all too eager to risk the country's existence. And they often mistake the congres- sional veto approach herein advocated for a system in which Congress gets the right to encourage first use. 

Requiring congressional authorization is equivalent to a No First Use policy

Ullman 72 – (Richard H. Ullman, Professor of International Relations, Princeton University, “NO FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” Foreign Affairs, July 1972 vol. 50)

An alternative to a fiat "no-first-use" declaration, at least for the United States, might come through congressional legislation stipulating that the President, as Commander in Chief of the armed forces, may not initiate the use of nuclear weapons without receiving prior congressional authorization. Congress now has before it so-called War Powers legislation stipulating that in the absence of a formal declaration of war the President may not engage the armed forces in military operations for more than 30 days without specific congressional authorization. This draft legislation is premised upon the assumption that the "collective judgment" of Congress and the President should apply to the "initiation" and the "continuation" of hostilities. Senator Fulhright, Congressman Dellums, and others (including the Federation of American Scientists, one of the most active lobhying groups in the arms-control area) have pointed out that just as Congress should be concerned to limit the power of the President to sustain hostilities without its approval, so it should also limit his power to escalate them across the threshold from conventional to nuclear weapons. They are seeking to amend the War Powers legislation to that effect." In many respects the effects of this proposed legislation would be similar to those of an orthodox commitment to "no first use." Nuclear threats would be inappropriate. Force deployments might reflect the assumption that the United States would not initiate the use of nuclear weapons. Just as in the case of a "nofirst-use" commitment, U.S. ability to respond to a nuclear attack, and therefore the efficacy of the U.S. nuclear deterrent, would be undiminished. The granting of congressional authorization, should it take place, would be equivalent to a formal announcement rescinding a prior "no-first-use" commitment, unilateral or multilateral. Such authorization (or the rescinding of a prior "no-first-use" commitment) would, in fact, constitute in itself an important diplomatic instrument. It would convey to an adversary the seriousness with which Washington viewed a threat, and its willingness to risk nuclear war in response. In this respect congressional authorization (or the public rescinding of "no first use") would be akin to the "demonstration use" which figures in some war-fighting scenarios, when one party to a conflict explodes a nuclear weapon in a manner which inflicts no damage but nevertheless conveys resolve. 
asteroid

No extinction—tech solves

Coates 2009 – former adjunct professor at George Washington University, President of the Kanawha Institute for the Study of the Future and was President of the International Association for Impact Assessment and was President of the Association for Science, Technology and Innovation, M.S., Hon D., FWAAS, FAAAS, (Joseph F., Futures 41, 694-705, "Risks and threats to civilization, humankind, and the earth”, ScienceDirect, WEA)

The most likely hit from a modest sized asteroid does not leave us without recourse. There is active research now on how to influence and what to do when we are faced with an impending asteroid hit. Keep in mind that because of the astronomical distances, paths can be extremely closely calculated while the asteroid is still far away in time and space. We could send up spacecraft to intersect and act on the threatening asteroid. One concept being developed is the gravity tractor, a large machine that would not land on the asteroid, but would create a gravity situation in which the asteroid would slowly move to a slightly different track, enough of a move to take a path avoiding the earth.

t – hostilities/armed forces

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

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

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

Armed forces includes nuclear weapons

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Counterplan is illegitimate


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


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


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

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

One person decisions are inherently fallible

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

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

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

Multiple conditional worlds are a voter:

A) 2ac theft—forces untenable offense in our hardest speech which makes strategic coverage impossible, prefer it cause it’s our last chance for offense and effects all other arguments.  Especially when they can shift the focus or framework to make our offense irrelevant.

B) Decisionmaking—gives incentive to go for least covered position instead of research and develop args, also keeps them from understanding interactions between positions which undermines logic and perverts neg flex.

C) One conditional solves—lets us read germane offense and gives them enough liberty.

2ac – pres powers

Congress should retain certain powers over nukes
Cox 89 (H. Bartholomew Cox, Legal Historian; A.B. 1959, Princeton University; M.A. 1962, Ph.D. 1967, George Washington University; J.D. 1976, George Washington University National Law Center, “Raison d'Etat and World Survival: Who Constitutionally Makes Nuclear War?” 57 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 1614, The George Washington Law Review, August 1989)

Because "accomodation and compromise" have characterized the relationship between Congress and the President from the beginning, the technique for this cooperation has become delegation of discretionary authority to the President, to executive agencies and departments, and to the independent regulatory commissions. Delegation comes about in two ways: expressly by statute and tacitly by longtime practice that Congress knows about but does nothing to prevent. n37 To what extent may Congress delegate the deployment and use of nuclear weapons? The formal constitution does not say, of course, for dispersal and use of weapons were among the silences  [*1621]  that were left to gather content from experience. Alexander Hamilton observed in Federalist No. 69 that such powers would amount to "command . . . of the military and naval forces," and carefully noted that the power to declare war and to regulate the military was a legislative responsibility. n38 Congress has never entirely forsworn its authority over nuclear weapons, even though it has delegated power to the President beginning in 1946: The President from time to time may direct the Commission (1) to deliver such quantities of special nuclear material or atomic weapons to the Department of Defense for such use as he deems necessary in the interests of national defense; or (2) to authorize any atomic weapon or utilization facility for military purposes. n39 This delegation seems to be one of unfettered presidential power over nuclear weapons. Is it valid? May the President validly subdelegate power to subordinate military officers and even to machines such as computers? Assuming it wished to do so, may Congress retrieve its power over nuclear weapons? If these constitutional questions can be resolved, the resolution should involve techniques that preserve a substantial role for Congress and still allow the President the flexibility requisite to national survival. n40 But first some background observations are in order, including some history. I. Executive Actions and Congressional Responses To search for the intentions of the founding fathers in such a case is speculative, if not mischievous, because they obviously did not think about nuclear weapons. n41 In the last analysis, each generation of Americans writes its own constitution: today's tacit recognition that technology has outrun the law, making what Justice Jackson [*1622] called "parliamentary deliberations" n42 impossible, means that the President has absolute discretion. But the burden of any issue of national security has always involved Congress, and certainly the risks involved in the use of nuclear weapons are not those that a responsible government places on its population. When the alternative to peace is the use of nuclear, chemical, or biological weaponry, conflict resolution is no longer an option: it is a necessity. Thus the province of both the executive diplomatist and the national legislator is to hammer out the compromises, education, and statutes required to resolve conflict. Neither truly acts responsibly without the other. All chief executives since the earliest days of the Republic knew that Congress had vigorously, and usually successfully, demanded to participate in the external use of violence. James K. Polk moved American soldiers across the Mexican border before Congress declared war, and he thereafter bore the stigma of having unconstitutionally started the Mexican War. James Buchanan feared impeachment for military action out of step with Congress, and said so in as many words. At the same time that he tried to get prior congressional authorization to use force in the Caribbean and in Central America, he flatly maintained that Congress was the sole constitutional source of executive war power. n43 Both Presidents Washington, during the Whiskey Rebellion, and Lincoln, after Fort Sumter, believed they acted properly by dispersing gigantic mobs, the government being faced "by combinations too powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary course of judicial proceedings, or by the powers vested in the marshals." n44 But their emergency actions are an entirely different matter from foreign use of the military. The post-Civil War Congress forced the President to back away from the authority he had exercised during wartime. By imposition of the Reconstruction statutes, legislators implicitly argued that Congress was the supreme power in the national government, even -- perhaps particularly -- in times of war or national emergency. No successful legal challenge was made to Congress's regulatory efforts to overcome the disorganization in the South. Although President Johnson had either deliberately or unwittingly ignored Congress in reconstruction programs, members of Congress perceived that their exercise of military power constitutionally overrode the President's power as commander-in-chief. n45 Congress impressed its will on President William McKinley in 1898, when McKinley refused to declare Cuba a belligerent in its struggle with Spain. When the President asked Congress to authorize him to take necessary diplomatic and military measures to end [*1623] the war between Cuba and Spain, and to help both to achieve a stable government, Congress insisted on language in its war resolution ordering the President to pursue certain diplomatic options with Spain. Then it ordered him to use force if Spain did not comply. The hostilities that Congress intended were to be begun without a formal declaration of war. The congressional resolution was carefully drafted to avoid the implication that it was meant to confer any power on the Executive other than execution of the will of Congress. n46 Some Presidents and their surrogates have acted unilaterally in some external military circumstances. However, they have done so in only two kinds of situations: (a) when there was an immediate need to defend the territory of the United States or the property or well-being of American citizens in foreign countries from unmistakable acts of aggression; and (b) when there was such a strong domestic political consensus that congressional objections have been merely minor quibbles. In the great majority of instances, at least some, albeit not all, Members of Congress were kept informed. n47 For most of the nineteenth century, this meant keeping Congress abreast of the foreign policy maneuvering of England, the most subtle and powerful adversary of the United States. For example, England and the United States tried in 1850 to reduce tensions over competition for Central American markets by the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty. The nations pledged that neither would occupy, fortify, colonize, or assume dominion over any part of Central America. After ratifications were exchanged, Prime Minister Lord Palmerston sent a secret memorandum to Secretary of State Clayton, saying that England would not regard the treaty as applying to British Honduras (today, Belize). Clayton informed the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, William King, of this memorandum, assuming that if King understood Palmerston's reservation over British Honduras, the Senate would as well. This was not the case. The Senate was furious, and many senators considered withdrawing their consent to the treaty when the memorandum's existence became known. n48 The uproar subsided only because Clayton was duly elected to the Senate in the very next session and successfully persuaded his colleagues that his reporting to the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee was tantamount to informing the rest of the Senate. The acrimony finally subsided, but Congress had made its [*1624] point. n49 With very few exceptions, chief executives did not undertake significant implementation of the war powers prior to World War II without at least an informed reaction from Congress. Beginning with Truman, however, modern presidents have assumed the power to use any available weapons and to commit troops to combat, unfettered by those external restraints called law. Presidents have labored under the obligation to succeed. In nuclear matters, they have the further obligation of being correct in the need for defensive measures. The foregoing points considered, let us return to the questions posed above, in order to see if, because of its awesome potential, first use of nuclear weapons should be made a specific exception to the general rules concerning congressional delegation of discretionary powers to the Executive. There seems little question that under the formal Constitution Congress must participate in some way in the decision to employ nuclear weapons. Under Article I, section 8, Congress has the power "to provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United States" and "to declare war." It cannot be denied that first -- or any -- use of nuclear weapons is tantamount to a declaration of war and that the resultant nuclear winter will fundamentally affect the general welfare of the United States. The 1946 delegation, insofar as it involves first use, is not valid -- without regard to whether or not anyone would be accorded the requisite standing under Article III's "case or controversy" requirement to challenge it. The original delegation has by 1989 so altered the formal constitutional system that it should not be sustained. Surely Congress did not contemplate well over forty years ago an evolution to the grimness of civilizational suicide. This is not to argue that Congress should retrieve complete control over nuclear weapons, but to say that it has a constitutional duty to create an institutional means of properly curbing use of those weapons. The secret constitution seems to differ. Under its norms, the President does have unilateral powers even though the formal Constitution gives express authority to Congress. The President often has perceived a need to act as a matter of raison d'etat, and then the secret constitution is adverted to under the Napoleonic maxim that "[t]he tools belong to the man who can use them." n50 For as Justice Jackson said in Youngstown, "congressional inertia, indifference or quiescence may sometimes . . . enable, if not invite, measures on independent presidential responsibility." n51 II. Executive Subdelegation of Power to Launch Nuclear Weapons

No impact---flex is self-defeating

Tom Engelhardt 5, created and runs the Tomdispatch.com website, a project of The Nation Institute where he is a Fellow. Each spring he is a Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley. http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/32668/
Here it is worth reviewing the positions Yoo advocated while in the executive branch and since, and their consequences in the "war on terror." At every turn, Yoo has sought to exploit the "flexibility" he finds in the Constitution to advocate an approach to the "war on terror" in which legal limits are either interpreted away or rejected outright. Just two weeks after the September 11 attacks, Yoo sent an extensive memo to Tim Flanigan, deputy White House counsel, arguing that the President had unilateral authority to use military force not only against the terrorists responsible for the September 11 attacks but against terrorists anywhere on the globe, with or without congressional authorization.¶ Yoo followed that opinion with a series of memos in January 2002 maintaining, against the strong objections of the State Department, that the Geneva Conventions should not be applied to any detainees captured in the conflict in Afghanistan. Yoo argued that the president could unilaterally suspend the conventions; that al-Qaeda was not party to the treaty; that Afghanistan was a "failed state" and therefore the president could ignore the fact that it had signed the conventions; and that the Taliban had failed to adhere to the requirements of the Geneva Conventions regarding the conduct of war and therefore deserved no protection. Nor, he argued, was the president bound by customary international law, which insists on humane treatment for all wartime detainees. Relying on Yoo's reasoning, the Bush administration claimed that it could capture and detain any person who the president said was a member or supporter of al-Qaeda or the Taliban, and could categorically deny all detainees the protections of the Geneva Conventions, including a hearing to permit them to challenge their status and restrictions on inhumane interrogation practices.¶ Echoing Yoo, Alberto Gonzales, then White House counsel, argued at the time that one of the principal reasons for denying detainees protection under the Geneva Conventions was to "preserve flexibility" and make it easier to "quickly obtain information from captured terrorists and their sponsors." When CIA officials reportedly raised concerns that the methods they were using to interrogate high-level al-Qaeda detainees -- such as waterboarding -- might subject them to criminal liability, Yoo was again consulted. In response, he drafted the August 1, 2002, torture memo, signed by his superior, Jay Bybee, and delivered to Gonzales. In that memo, Yoo "interpreted" the criminal and international law bans on torture in as narrow and legalistic a way as possible; his evident purpose was to allow government officials to use as much coercion as possible in interrogations.¶ Yoo wrote that threats of death are permissible if they do not threaten "imminent death," and that drugs designed to disrupt the personality may be administered so long as they do not "penetrate to the core of an individual's ability to perceive the world around him." He said that the law prohibiting torture did not prevent interrogators from inflicting mental harm so long as it was not "prolonged." Physical pain could be inflicted so long as it was less severe than the pain associated with "serious physical injury, such as organ failure, impairment of bodily function, or even death."¶ Even this interpretation did not preserve enough executive "flexibility" for Yoo. In a separate section of the memo, he argued that if these loopholes were not sufficient, the president was free to order outright torture. Any law limiting the president's authority to order torture during wartime, the memo claimed, would "violate the Constitution's sole vesting of the Commander-in-Chief authority in the President."¶ Since leaving the Justice Department, Yoo has also defended the practice of "extraordinary renditions," in which the United States has kidnapped numerous "suspects" in the war on terror and "rendered" them to third countries with records of torturing detainees. He has argued that the federal courts have no right to review actions by the president that are said to violate the War Powers Clause. And he has defended the practice of targeted assassinations, otherwise known as "summary executions."¶ In short, the flexibility Yoo advocates allows the administration to lock up human beings indefinitely without charges or hearings, to subject them to brutally coercive interrogation tactics, to send them to other countries with a record of doing worse, to assassinate persons it describes as the enemy without trial, and to keep the courts from interfering with all such actions.¶ Has such flexibility actually aided the U.S. in dealing with terrorism? In all likelihood, the policies and attitudes Yoo has advanced have made the country less secure. The abuses at Guantánamo and Abu Ghraib have become international embarrassments for the United States, and by many accounts have helped to recruit young people to join al-Qaeda. The U.S. has squandered the sympathy it had on September 12, 2001, and we now find ourselves in a world perhaps more hostile than ever before.¶ With respect to detainees, thanks to Yoo, the U.S. is now in an untenable bind: on the one hand, it has become increasingly unacceptable for the U.S. to hold hundreds of prisoners indefinitely without trying them; on the other hand our coercive and inhumane interrogation tactics have effectively granted many of the prisoners immunity from trial. Because the evidence we might use against them is tainted by their mistreatment, trials would likely turn into occasions for exposing the United States' brutal interrogation tactics. This predicament was entirely avoidable. Had we given alleged al-Qaeda detainees the fair hearings required by the Geneva Conventions at the outset, and had we conducted humane interrogations at Guantánamo, Abu Ghraib, Camp Mercury, and elsewhere, few would have objected to the U.S. holding some detainees for the duration of the military conflict, and we could have tried those responsible for war crimes. What has been so objectionable to many in the U.S. and abroad is the government's refusal to accept even the limited constraints of the laws of war.¶ The consequences of Yoo's vaunted "flexibility" have been self-destructive for the U.S. -- we have turned a world in which international law was on our side into one in which we see it as our enemy. The Pentagon's National Defense Strategy, issued in March 2005, states,¶ "Our strength as a nation state will continue to be challenged by those who employ a strategy of the weak, using international fora, judicial processes, and terrorism."¶ The proposition that judicial processes -- the very essence of the rule of law -- are to be dismissed as a strategy of the weak, akin to terrorism, suggests the continuing strength of Yoo's influence. When the rule of law is seen simply as a device used by terrorists, something has gone perilously wrong. Michael Ignatieff has written that "it is the very nature of a democracy that it not only does, but should, fight with one hand tied behind its back. It is also in the nature of democracy that it prevails against its enemies precisely because it does." Yoo persuaded the Bush administration to untie its hand and abandon the constraints of the rule of law. Perhaps that is why we are not prevailing.
Syria substantially limited Obama’s war powers

Rothkopf, 9/1/13 – editor of Foreign Policy (David, “Rothkopf: 5 consequences of President Obama's Syria decision” http://www.newsday.com/opinion/oped/rothkopf-5-consequences-of-president-obama-s-syria-decision-1.5993890)
3. He's now boxed in for the rest of his term.

Whatever happens with regard to Syria, the larger consequence of the president's action will resonate for years. The president has made it highly unlikely that at any time during the remainder of his term he will be able to begin military action without seeking congressional approval. It is understandable that many who have opposed actions (see: Libya) taken by the president without congressional approval under the War Powers Act would welcome Obama's newly consultative approach. It certainly appears to be more in keeping with the kind of executive-legislative collaboration envisioned in the Constitution. While America hasn't actually required a congressional declaration of war to use military force since the World War II era, the bad decisions of past presidents make Obama's move appealing to the war-weary and the war-wary.

But whether you agree with the move or not, it must be acknowledged that now that Obama has set this kind of precedent -- and for a military action that is exceptionally limited by any standard (a couple of days, no boots on the ground, perhaps 100 cruise missiles fired against a limited number of military targets) -- it will be very hard for him to do anything comparable or greater without again returning to the Congress for support. And that's true whether or not the upcoming vote goes his way.

4. This president just dialed back the power of his own office.

Obama has reversed decades of precedent regarding the nature of presidential war powers -- and whether you prefer this change in the balance of power or not, as a matter of quantifiable fact he is transferring greater responsibility for U.S. foreign policy to a Congress that is more divided, more incapable of reasoned debate or action, and more dysfunctional than any in modern American history. Just wait for the Rand Paul filibuster or similar congressional gamesmanship.

The president's own action in Libya was undertaken without such approval. So, too, was his expansion of America's drone and cyber programs. Will future offensive actions require Congress to weigh in? How will Congress react if the president tries to pick and choose when this precedent should be applied? At best, the door is open to further acrimony. At worst, the paralysis of the U.S. Congress that has given us the current budget crisis and almost no meaningful recent legislation will soon be coming to a foreign policy decision near you. Consider House Speaker John Boehner's statement that Congress will not reconvene before its scheduled Sept. 9 return to Washington.

Perhaps more important, what will future Congresses expect of future presidents? If Obama abides by this new approach for the next three years, will his successors lack the ability to act quickly and on their own? While past presidents have no doubt abused their War Powers authority to take action and ask for congressional approval within 60 days, we live in a volatile world; sometimes security requires swift action. The president still legally has that right, but Obama's decision may have done more -- for better or worse -- to dial back the imperial presidency than anything his predecessors or Congress have done for decades.

5. America's international standing will likely suffer.

As a consequence of all of the above, even if the president "wins" and persuades Congress to support his extremely limited action in Syria, the perception of America as a nimble, forceful actor on the world stage and that its president is a man whose word carries great weight is likely to be diminished. Again, like the shift or hate it, foreign leaders can do the math. Not only is post-Iraq, post-Afghanistan America less inclined to get involved anywhere, but when it comes to the use of U.S. military force (our one indisputable source of superpower strength) we just became a whole lot less likely to act or, in any event, act quickly. Again, good or bad, that is a stance that is likely to figure into the calculus of those who once feared provoking the United States.

Congress constrains bolster the credibility of threats – solves escalation 

Waxman 8/25/13 (Matthew Waxman is a law professor at Columbia Law School, where he co-chairs the Roger Hertog Program on Law and National Security. He is also Adjunct Senior Fellow for Law and Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and a member of the Hoover Institution Task Force on National Security and Law. He previously served in senior policy positions at the State Department, Defense Department, and National Security Council. After graduating from Yale Law School, he clerked for Judge Joel M. Flaum of the U.S. Court of Appeals and Supreme Court Justice David H. Souter, “The Constitutional Power to Threaten War” Forthcoming in YALE LAW JOURNAL, vol. 123, 2014, August 25th DRAFT)
Part II draws on several strands of political science literature to illuminate the relationship between war powers law and threats of force. As a descriptive matter, the swelling scope of the president’s practice in wielding threatened force largely tracks the standard historical narrative of war powers shifting from Congress to the President. Indeed, adding threats of force to that story might suggest that this shift in powers of war and peace has been even more dramatic than usually supposed, at least in terms of how formal congressional checks are exercised.

Part II also shows, however, that congressional checks and influence – even if not formal legislative powers – operate more robustly and in different ways to shape strategic decision-making than usually supposed in legal debates about war powers, and that these checks and influence can enhance the potency of threatened force. This Article thus fits into a broader scholarly debate now raging about the extent to which the modern President is meaningfully constrained by law, and in what ways. 20 Recent political science scholarship suggests that Congress already exerts constraining influences on presidential decisions to threaten force, even without resorting to binding legislative actions. 21 Moreover, when U.S. security strategy relies heavily on threats of force, credibility of signals is paramount. Whereas it often used to be assumed that institutional checks on executive discretion undermined democracies’ ability to threaten war credibly, some recent political science scholarship also offers reasons to expect that congressional political constraints can actually bolster the credibility of U.S. threats. 22

Syria eroded credibility of our deterrent 

Kaufman 10-4 (Robert,- professor of public policy at Pepperdine University. “Obama channeling McGovern”)
A dangerous theme looms large in President Obama's recent speeches on Syria and Iran: His administration no longer has the will or sees the need to sustain American global leadership and the preponderance of American military power. “We are all weary of war,” the president told the American people Aug. 31. “We have ended one war in Iraq. We have ended another in Afghanistan. … We cannot resolve the underlying conflict in Syria with our military.” Addressing the U.N. General Assembly on Sept. 22, the president called for the “country to concentrate on the task of rebuilding America at home” while pursuing nuclear disarmament diplomatically, including direct negotiations with Iran.  President Barack Obama meets with Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu in the Oval Office at the White House, Sept. 30. Writing in Newsweek, James Rosen has observed, justifiably, that President Obama's talk and actions evoke the sentiments of George McGovern's 1972 presidential campaign slogan, “Come Home America.” President Obama thus has repudiated the venerable tradition of muscular internationalism emblematic of Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Reagan and both Bushes. Like McGovern and the antiwar Left during the Cold War, the president considers America's external enemies less dangerous than the so-called arrogance of American power. The president champions the efficacy of wielding so-called soft power – culture and public diplomacy – rather than hard power – military strength – to uphold the national interest. Correspondingly, the president has evinced greater concern for unconventional threats such as global warming than for traditional security threats emanating from great power rivalry. The Obama administration's 2010 National Security Statement barely mentions Russia and China as potential threats or democratic India and Japan as counterweights, according higher priority to terrorism narrowly defined, environmentalism and humanitarian concerns. The president also esteems the United Nations as the arbiter of international legitimacy about when and how the United States uses force. Witness President Obama “leading from behind” to oust Moammar Gadhafi in Libya, bypassing Congress, relying, instead, on the authority of the United Nations and the Arab League. Witness the president investing the United Nations with primary responsibility for divesting Syria of its chemical arsenal. President Obama likewise goes well beyond any American statesman since McGovern and Carter in stressing conciliation and accommodation with adversaries. Witness the Obama administration's reset with Putin's Russia and his conciliatory policies torward an authoritarian, increasingly belligerent China. Witness Obama's enthusiasm for negotiating with the militant mullahs in Tehran without preconditions. The president also embraces some version of Declinism, positing that the rise of major alternative power centers, such as China and the European Union, inevitably spells the end of American primacy. This thesis is no more convincing today than when Paul Kennedy wrongly propounded it in the 1980s, predicting the United States would lag the EU and Japan. U.S. decline is neither desirable nor inevitable. What happens will depend on what the United States chooses to do or not do. Like the Carter administration that President Obama admires, his own administration resists spending more on the one area demanding it: American military power. Instead, the president has given primacy to expanding the cost, size, prerogatives and responsibilities of government at home. The president has pressed relentlessly to diminish the size and capabilities of the American military: slashing the defense budget more than $1 trillion over 10 years. These cuts will devastate research, development and deployment of critical, cutting-edge weapons systems necessary to sustain a generous margin of American military superiority. Mark carefully President Obama's words and deeds: If he gets his way, the United States will abandon the indispensable role it has played since World War II: deterring and defeating existential threats to freedom, ensuring the world does not descend into some form of Hobbesian chaos. Then the world will discover the hard way that no decent or plausible substitutes exist for American power or the resolution to keep at bay the devils lurking in international relations even in the best of times. 
2ac – deterrence – general

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

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

NFU solves - increases the credibility of deterrence – retaliation and conventional
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 Third, NFU places primary emphasis on U.S. conventional forces. By relegating nuclear weapons to the sole mission of retaliation for nuclear attacks, the United States would make conventional forces the sole instrument of war fighting absent an opponent’s nuclear escalation. Given U.S. advantages in conventional power, this is precisely the level where it should want to fight. NFU would place a necessary and important burden on the Defense Department to maintain superior conventional forces and power-projection capabilities against any conceivable threat. This responsibility would ensure that political and military leaders would not again be tempted, as they were in the early period of the Cold War, to rely on the threat of nuclear escalation as a cost-efficient alternative to expending the effort and resources to maintain conventional superiority. 

No link and turn – disad posits extreme unlikely scenerios where we need to preemptively nuke, plan allows congress to  authorize first use in such circumstances, it acts as a diplomatic gesture to demonstrate resolve – that’s stone.
First use policy can’t be both credible and stable – it risks huge miscalculations during crisis
Gerson 10 (Michael S. Gerson,  research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA), in Alexandria, Virginia, “The Next Step for U.S. Nuclear Policy,” International Security, Vol. 35, No. 2 (Fall 2010), pp. 7–47) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00018

Beyond specific military rationales, opponents of NFU also contend that the United States should retain the first-use option simply because keeping it on the table will make adversaries cautious. The ever-present possibility of nuclear escalation, the argument goes, will induce restraint and discourage military adventurism. In promulgating these kinds of arguments, however, analysts overstate the benefits for the United States and downplay the risks. A core element of U.S. nuclear declaratory and operational policy is that it must be both credible and stable. Current and potential adversaries (and allies) must believe that the United States has both the necessary military capabilities and political resolve to act on its threats, and, equally important, U.S. nuclear polI icy and posture must not unnecessarily frighten or provoke states such that they undertake measures that increase the possibility of nuclear use. Crafting U.S. nuclear policy and force posture has always required striking a delicate balance between credibility and stability, because efforts to increase one might simultaneously decrease the other.83 With regard to credibility and stability, a U.S. nuclear declaratory policy that includes the option to use nuclear weapons first is either not credible, in which case it adds nothing to the security of the United States or its allies; or, if it is credible, it is potentially dangerous against nuclear-armed states because it risks creating instabilities in an intense crisis that increase the chances of nuclear use. 

       at: counterforce module

counterforce will fail now – we don’t have enough weapons
Spring 13 (Baker Spring, M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies,  “Disarm Now, Ask Questions Later: Obama’s Nuclear Weapons Policy,” July 2013) http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/07/disarm-now-ask-questions-later-obamas-nuclear-weapons-policy

The evidence in the NPRIS fact sheet supporting the argument that the numbers were chosen for reasons of arms control and disarmament, not for deterrence and defense, follows from the wide variety of flaws in the report’s recommendations, which go beyond the numbers themselves. These recommendations, if followed, would result in a dangerously weak U.S. deterrence posture for both the U.S. and its allies. This is the inevitable result when arms control and disarmament goals, not strengthening the overall U.S. deterrent, drive a review of the U.S. nuclear force.

The most significant flaws are:

Flaw #1: An obscure targeting policy. The NPRIS states that U.S. policy is to narrow the requirements for its nuclear employment and targeting policy. However, the reduced number of deployed strategic nuclear weapons will drive the U.S. in the direction of”countervalue targeting,” targeting populations and economic centers. This is problematic because a countervalue targeting policy is not compatible with the values of the U.S. as a free country and therefore is not compatible with a credible deterrent.[9] No U.S. President would choose to use nuclear weapons to cause widespread death and destruction in an enemy country in which the population is repressed and poses no significant threat to the U.S. and its allies. Further, history suggests that foreign tyrannies do not value their people. Instead, they value the means of repressing their populations and of threatening free nations, including the U.S., that pose an ideological threat to their repressive regimes. Finally, because the U.S. was founded on the principle of liberty, it values the security and prosperity of its people.

Thus, the most effective nuclear deterrent for the U.S. against a repressive regime would be a “counterforce policy” that targets the regime’s internal security forces and strategic military forces, while protecting and defending the populations and economic capacity of the U.S. and its allies. Indeed, the accompanying DOD report finds the argument in favor of countervalue targeting so weak that it categorically denies the guidance from the White House requiring that the DOD to pursue it.[10]

Accordingly, the problem with the NPRIS is that a counterforce employment and targeting policy requires a larger and more capable force than the one the NPRIS recommends. This contradiction exists between the White House guidance to the Department of Defense and the DOD nuclear employment report and within the DOD employment report. The repressive regimes that the U.S. needs to deter maintain multiple levers of internal repression and strategic military capabilities to threaten the nations of the free world. Consequently, they present larger numbers of targets, many of them hardened against attack with reinforced bunkers, than would be presented by population centers under a countervalue targeting policy. The problem becomes even more pronounced if the U.S. faces a coalition of strategic enemies made possible by proliferation.

The logic of counterforce deterrence is nonsensical – it’d never be successful, we’d never do it, and only means something if we actually nuke them

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 third rationale for retaining the nuclear first-use option revolves around the concept of a “splendid” nuclear first strike—a nuclear counterforce attack intended to destroy or disable the adversary’s nuclear capabilities. In the recent discourse on U.S. nuclear policy and force structure, NFU opponents typically make two arguments for keeping open the option for nuclear preemption. First, analysts contend that the threat of nuclear preemption would contribute to deterrence. This argument rests on a rather expanded conception of what deterrence is and how it works. Whereas the standard view of deterrence is that it is based on threats that will be imposed if an opponent acts— a response to an unwanted action that promises the inºiction of prohibitively high costs, a low probability of success, or both—this conception posits that deterrence can be achieved by threatening to strike before the opponent attacks. The idea is that, by threatening to take preemptive action to thwart an attack, the United States can deter the opponent from even attempting it. Preemption, according to this logic, is a form of deterrence by denial. The second argument rests on a more traditional view of preemption, which posits that the option to use nuclear weapons first is necessary to prevent—or at least limit— damage if the United States believes that an opponent is about to launch a nuclear attack. Proponents contend that, if it appears that an adversary is preparing to launch nuclear weapons, the United States should have the option to strike first.58 A nuclear first strike is fraught with risk and uncertainty. Could a U.S. president, the only person with the power to authorize nuclear use and a political official concerned with re-election, his or her political party, and their historical legacy, ever be entirely confident that the mission would be a complete success? What if the strike failed to destroy all of the weapons, or what if weapons were hidden in unknown areas, and the remaining weapons were used in retaliation? A successful first strike would require near-perfect intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) to detect, identify, and track all of the adversary’s nuclear forces; recent events surrounding U.S. assessments of Iraq’s suspected WMD capabilities forcefully demonstrate the challenges of reliable, accurate, and unbiased information.59 Intelligence regarding where an adversary’s nuclear weapons are located and if the state is actually planning to attack could be wrong or incomplete, and an attempted first strike based on inaccurate or incomplete information could have far-reaching negative consequences. The United States could never be absolutely confident in its ability to fully neutralize the nuclear threat in a disarming first strike, and the possibility that even just one or two nuclear weapons survive and are used in retaliation against the U.S. homeland or U.S. allies should be enough to induce extreme caution.60 The uncertainty of complete success, coupled with the possibility that an unsuccessful strike could bring costs that would outweigh the potential gains by way of nuclear retaliation, should cast serious doubt on first-strike options. Even if a surviving nuclear warhead were unable to reach the U.S. homeland, nuclear weapons could be used on an ally as a way of punishing the United States, and no president should want to risk being responsible for a nuclear detonation on another country in retaliation for U.S. actions.61 In the end, if an attempted disarming first strike leaves some of the adversary’s weapons intact, the United States may have started the nuclear war that it had hoped to prevent. The problem of successfully executing a nuclear first strike becomes even more challenging as current and potential adversaries develop and deploy mobile and relocatable ballistic missiles—a measure designed to enhance survivability and ensure a minimum second-strike capability. The ability to disperse nuclear-tipped missiles, and to quickly relocate them in the field, significantly increases the chances that some weapons will survive a preemptive attack and could be used in retaliation. Past experiences with targeting mobile (and fixed) ballistic missiles should temper contentions that the United States could launch a successful first strike. During the Gulf War, U.S. efforts to locate and attack both fixed and mobile Iraqi Scud missile launchers presented enormous intelligence and targeting challenges. “Scud hunting,” as the effort came to be called, proved remarkably difficult, and, as if locating targets was not difficult enough, Iraq employed terrain concealment tactics and decoys to ensure survivability. Coalition air forces launched approximately 1,500 sorties against Iraq’s fixed and mobile Scud missile launchers, and there was not a single confirmed kill of a mobile Scud launcher.62 According to the Gulf War Air Power Survey, “[E]ven in the face of intense efforts to find and destroy them, the mobile launchers proved remarkably elusive and survivable.”63 A declassified assessment of the Scud hunt by the Defense Intelligence Agency states, “[T]he inherently mobile nature of these targets will probably not support the translation of mobile missile targeting to a ‘fixed target’ type solution.”64 Similar challenges occurred in the 1999 campaign against Yugoslavia. In Operation Allied Force, components of Serbian air defense systems were routinely relocated to avoid destruction, and the Serbs employed decoys and camouºage tactics. According to NATO estimates, only three of the known twenty-five mobile SA-6 surface-to-air missile batteries were destroyed in the campaign.65 Notwithstanding improvements in mobile target detection and tracking capabilities and changes in operational procedures since the Gulf War66 (including advances in ISR capabilities such as the Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System and the Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicle)67 the nature of the target—relatively small, mobile equipment traveling on an uncertain trajectory—will present significant targeting challenges for the foreseeable future. If U.S. military planners were unsure of the exact location of the adversary’s nuclear weapons, a preemptive attack would require the use of many relatively high-yield nuclear weapons to cover a wide area of terrain. Such an attack would still not guarantee destruction of the weapons, and the large number of high-yield warheads used in the attack might justify a more powerful response from the adversary with any remaining nuclear forces. If U.S. intelligence regarding the location of the opponent’s mobile nuclear capabilities is robust, the use of nuclear weapons is unnecessary because conventional forces would be sufficient to destroy (or at least disable) mobile missile launchers. In sum, if intelligence were uncertain or incomplete, the United States would have to use so many high-yield nuclear weapons as to make the potential benefits prohibitively risky and costly; and if intelligence is believed to be accurate and complete, nuclear weapons are unnecessary for attacking mobile targets.68 

Counterforce creates the problem it tries to solve – decrease primacy, security, and stability in the long run
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. 

politics

Obama will veto – that solves

Lee 12-19 (Carol E. Lee and Jay Solomon, Wall Street Journal, “Obama Issues Rare Veto Threat on Iran Bill,” 12-19-2013, http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702304866904579268611658114286)

The White House issued a rare veto threat in response to a bipartisan Senate bill that would slap Iran with new sanctions if it violates an interim deal reached last month to curb its nuclear program.¶ The threat sets up a standoff in the new year between President Barack Obama and more than two dozen Senate Democrats and Republicans who introduced the legislation on Thursday. The challenge to Mr. Obama is particularly stark because half of the lawmakers sponsoring the new bill are from his own party.¶ The bill could also imperil Mr. Obama's efforts to reach a diplomatic end to the decade-long standoff over Iran's nuclear program, which administration officials hope will be a signature achievement of his second term.¶ Iranian officials have repeatedly threatened in recent days to back out of negotiations with the U.S. and other global powers over Tehran's nuclear program if Washington enacts new sanctions.¶ White House Press Secretary Jay Carney criticized the Senate move, saying such sanctions would undermine Mr. Obama's diplomatic efforts "no matter how they're structured."¶ "We don't think it will be enacted. We certainly don't think it should be enacted," Mr. Carney said. "If it were to pass, the president would veto it."¶ Iranian officials didn't comment Thursday on the introduction of the legislation. But in recent days they have described Iranian President Hasan Rouhani as in a power struggle with hard-liners in Iran's military and clergy over the November agreement with the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council and Germany, a bloc called the P5+1.¶ Any moves by the U.S. to impose new sanctions on Tehran, said these officials, could weaken Mr. Rouhani's hand.¶ "Naturally, there is opposition to this agreement, both inside Iran and elsewhere," said Iran's Ambassador to France Ali Ahani, at a conference last weekend. "There are people who say you can't trust the Americans."¶ In Washington, Mr. Obama has little political capital with a divided Congress that has given him few recent victories. He is already bracing for tough legislative battles next year.¶ Republicans are weighing a fight over the need to raise the debt limit early next year, and Mr. Obama is set to give a speech in January outlining potentially sweeping changes to the government's contested spying programs. The programs, like Iran diplomacy, have prompted some members of the president's own Democratic Party to criticize his administration.¶ A presidential veto, while unusual for Mr. Obama—particularly on Democratic-backed legislation—could appease all sides. Mr. Obama may strengthen his hand in negotiations by keeping Congress at bay, while lawmakers who are under pressure over Iran get to vote for additional sanctions.¶ And a veto threat by Mr. Obama could provide American diplomats with a way to assure Iran that they are earnest about the diplomacy. Iran last week objected to U.S. moves to enforce existing U.S. sanctions against alleged violations by more than a dozen Iranian individuals and businesses.¶ But the White House also risks seeing Mr. Obama's veto overridden, if Republicans in the Senate remain unified and Democrats continue to feel emboldened to challenge the party line.¶ Mr. Obama, Secretary of State John Kerry and other top administration officials have worked vigorously to keep Congress from enacting new sanctions against Iran while the U.S. and other world powers negotiate a long-term diplomatic agreement with Tehran to curb its nuclear program. Iran says its program is for peaceful purposes only.

Sanctions aren’t key and negotiations will fail anyway 

Rajabova 12-28 (Sara,- “U.S. not likely to impose new sanctions on Iran: expert”)

"In the meantime, the Pentagon is investigating Anham FZCO, a large military supplier, for moving supplies through Iran to Afghanistan. In sum, the new sanctions will not be imposed till it is obvious that no long term accord would be reached, but in the meantime existing crucial sanctions will be enforced vigorously," Dadkhah said.

He noted that such sanctions would give excuse to the hardliners in Iran to accuse the West of insincerity and the Rohani government of capitulation. Dadkhah said even without new sanctions, the negotiations aren't progressing that much, and the failure of the two rounds of technical negotiations supports the idea.

Nuclear deal between Iran and Western countries: realty or myth?

Speaking on the possibility of a final deal between Iran and the Western countries and the sides' readiness for the normalization of relations in the near future, Dadkhah said lifting of sanctions and restoring normal relations between Iran and the United States would be tremendously advantageous to Iran and Iranians.

"Thus, if the objective is to promote the well-being of Iranians, then the government of Iran should not hesitate a minute and should use all the means at its disposal to reach an agreement," he said.

He went on to say that such an agreement will open the door for normal relations with the West and the reintegration of Iran into the world economy.

"But there are powerful people who owe their positions and fortunes to the bogus activity of opposing the United States and Israel. These individuals and groups will not easily give up the source of their fortunes and would fight the process of normalization with tooth and nail," Dadhkhah said.

"However, on the Western side, there are also some powers that do not want the normalization of relation with Iran," he added.

"On the Western side, there are a number of the United States allies who are not happy with the Washington-Tehran rapprochement. These include Saudi Arabia and Israel. Thus, it seems both the Obama administration in the U.S. and Rohani government in Iran are interested and ready for normalization of relations, but the road is fraught with obstacles," Dadkhah noted.

He went on to say that if the two sides fail to reach agreement, the U.S. will be under tremendous pressure to impose disabling sanctions on the Iranian economy because the alternative is military action.

"The reason is that many in the West as well as many Middle Eastern allies of the United States are convinced that Iran is after developing nuclear weapons. If Iran becomes a nuclear power the turmoil will engulf a strategic region of the world. Many countries including Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Egypt would feel the necessity of having a nuclear arsenal. Even Russia and its allies will feel something has to be done. Thus, the current negotiations are crucial because the alternatives are dire for Iran and the region," Dadkhah said.

Will pass now and won’t derail negotiations 

Kaminsky 1-2 (Ross,- senior fellow of the Heartland Institute http://spectator.org/articles/57310/looking-ahead)

Iran will move inexorably but slowly (at least as far as inspectors can tell) toward a nuclear weapon but will not do anything that looks like “breakout,” thus keeping Israel from launching a military strike. Israel’s calculation will primarily be based on knowing that President Obama’s middle name is Hussein for a reason. Congress will pass additional sanctions which Obama will veto, but Iran, despite prior threats, will agree to continue with their agreement because European countries will not follow Congress’s suit, too happy to be making money trading with the world’s leading state sponsor of terrorism.

Uniqueness overwhelms 

Barone 12-24 (Michael,- Senior Political Analyst for the Washington Examiner “Bill to Increase Sanctions on Iran”)

The administration doesn't agree. White House Press Secretary Jay Carney said flatly last week that the president would veto the bill. Administration lobbyists have been beseeching Democrats not to back it.  Their arguments don't track with their stated objectives. They say they fear that Iran will walk out of negotiations if more sanctions are threatened. But tough sanctions are what brought them to the table.  They say new sanctions could be passed later. But the Senate bill doesn't put them into effect until later.  They argue that Iran won't ever agree to end uranium enrichment. But the whole point of sanctions is to get the mullah regime to do something it doesn't want to do. If getting to yes were the only objective, we might as well just accept a nuclear-armed Iran.  It's not clear that the sanctions bill will ever get to the floor of the Senate. Even high-caliber sponsors such as Menendez and Schumer may be less persuasive with Harry Reid than calls from the White House.  But it is clear that there are majorities -- solid bipartisan majorities -- in both houses for additional pressure on Iran and for insistence on a final agreement that ends the threat of Iranian nukes rather than one that puts it off for another day. 

Laundry list --- thumpers 

Boyer 12-31 (“Obama’s liberal wish list for Congress likely to stall in election year”)

If President Obama thought 2013 was an unproductive year for his agenda in Congress, he probably will enjoy 2014 even less.  Mr. Obama has criticized the current Congress for being on track to become “the most unproductive in history.” As campaigning begins in earnest for the congressional midterm elections, the president plans to push partisan proposals, such as raising the minimum wage, that have little chance of becoming law but are intended to draw distinctions for voters.  “The minimum wage is a very important part of the Democratic argument on economic inequality,” said Republican strategist John Feehery. “Republicans are vulnerable on that. It’s going to pass the Senate, and then it’s going to die a lonely death in the House.”  Starting with the State of the Union address Jan. 28, expect to hear Mr. Obama talk a lot about raising the minimum wage from $7.25 per hour. He pitched the idea a year ago, but this time the president is endorsing a Democratic plan to raise the minimum wage to $10.10 per hour — the first increase in six years.  The president, who is saddled with the worst job-approval ratings of his five-year presidency, also will renew his call in January to revive long-term unemployment benefits for 1.3 million Americans whose weekly payments expired in December. Doing so would cost taxpayers about $26 million through the end of the year.  Mr. Obama’s themes of income equality, populism and an activist government are aimed at boosting the prospects of Democratic candidates who are hoping voters will overlook Republican criticism of Obamacare and its negative effects on many household budgets.  The president did get a bit of good economic news to end the year. The government announced Dec. 20 that growth in the third quarter was the strongest in nearly two years, although the news was largely lost in the coverage of the continuing implementation of Mr. Obama’s signature health care law.  “Our businesses are positioned for new growth and new jobs,” Mr. Obama said at his year-end news conference. “And I firmly believe that 2014 can be a breakthrough year for America.”  Mr. Feehery said the president will try to get as much legislation through the Senate as possible in case Democrats lose control of the chamber to Republicans in the November elections.  “I think it’s going to be a very bad election for Democrats,” he said. “His approval ratings are down, he lost his credibility on Obamacare. It’s really hard to fight back against that.”  A spokesman for the Democratic National Committee said the administration has turned the corner on the Affordable Care Act, and he predicted that problems with the program’s rollout would not hurt Democrats at the ballot box.  “The free-fall stopped, we started climbing back, and are actually positioned for 2014,” DNC spokesman Mo Elleithee said in an email to supporters. “The ACA is as popular as it’s ever been — and that’s fine electorally.”  Acting unilaterally  With prospects dim for Mr. Obama’s agenda in Congress, the president is expected to issue more executive orders. Climate change is a likely target, but progressives also are pushing Mr. Obama to use his authority to pay employees of federal contractors more than the minimum wage.  Mr. Obama has issued 164 executive orders since January 2009, including a decree to stop the deportations of young illegal immigrants. He has averaged 33 executive orders per year but took only 19 such actions in 2013.  President George W. Bush issued 196 executive orders during his first five years in office, including more than a dozen in 2001 stemming from the 9/11 terrorist attacks. President Clinton issued 239 during his first five years in office.  Legislative battles  Other items in the president’s inbox include a decision on whether to approve the Keystone XL pipeline, deadlines and administrative challenges for Obamacare, congressional authority to complete ambitious trade deals with the European Union and a group of Pacific Rim nations, and grinding foreign policy crises such as the civil war in Syria and the end of combat activity in Afghanistan.  The legislative battles in which Mr. Obama chooses to engage will be fought in the Senate, where majority Democrats have eliminated the filibuster for executive branch and judicial nominees. If Republicans win back control of the Senate in November, the president is unlikely to find them in an accommodating mood.  Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, Kentucky Republican, said Democrats are trying to ram through proposals without regard to the minority party.  “The Senate rules are now just as optional to Washington Democrats as the Obamacare mandates they decide they don’t like,” Mr. McConnell said shortly before Congress adjourned for the year. “All of which obviously makes a mockery of our institutions and our laws, and all of which suggests that this is a majority that has zero confidence in its own ideas. This is a majority that can’t allow the minority to have a meaningful say when it comes to nominees. This is a majority that won’t allow members to offer amendments when it counts.”  Meeting of the minds?  One of the few prospects for bipartisan achievement in 2014 could be immigration reform. Although Speaker John A. Boehner, Ohio Republican, has said the House won’t pass the Senate’s comprehensive plan, some Republicans believe the House will approve at least some portions of the Senate bill.  “Anything that gets done on the legislative front will get done because Republicans want it, and I would put immigration in that category,” Mr. Feehery said.

Plan boosts Obama’s capital

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Iran prolif slow, uncertain, and no impact
Robinson 12 (Eugene Robinson, “Gulf War III isn’t an option,” 2/23/12) http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/gulf-war-iii-isnt-an-option/2012/02/23/gIQAlwMZWR_story.html
Obviously, Iranian officials are lying when they say that their nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes. But it is clear that Iran does not yet have the ability to build a nuclear weapon — and unclear whether the Iranian government, if and when it does achieve that capability, will take that final provocative step. Covert operations believed to have been carried out by Israeli intelligence agents, perhaps with U.S. assistance — a diabolically clever computer virus that crippled many of Iran’s enrichment centrifuges, along with the targeted assassinations of key Iranian scientists — have significantly slowed Iran’s progress toward being able to make a bomb. It is reasonable to assume that such actions, and their effectiveness, will continue. But let’s also assume that sabotage, in the end, will not be enough to keep Iran from reaching its goal. What then? First, it seems to me, you have to figure out why the Iranian regime has gone to the trouble and expense of mounting a nuclear program in the first place. If you string together enough examples of the apocalyptic, anti-Semitic rhetorical venom that spews regularly from both religious and secular authorities in Iran, you might believe that as soon as the first nuclear-tipped missile came off the assembly line it would be sent hurtling toward Israel. But if you look at the way the regime actually behaves, you’d have to conclude otherwise. The Iranian government acts in ways that are inimical to the interests of Israel, the United States, our Western allies and the Arab states of the Persian Gulf. But it does not act in ways that are inherently irrational. The regime wants Iran to be able to dominate the region as it did in the days of the Persian Empire. Like all dictatorial governments, it also wants to perpetuate its hold on power. Achieving nuclear capability would serve both these goals; a suicidal attack against Israel or the United States would serve neither. It is worth mentioning that the regime’s superpower ambitions were greatly furthered by the U.S. decision to go to war against Iraq, thus eliminating Iran’s chief rival. When Saddam Hussein had chemical weapons, he used them on his own people and against Iran, not against the West. It’s also worth mentioning that Iranian leaders might look at Iraq and Libya, which abandoned their nuclear programs, and then look at North Korea, which did not, and conclude logically that the best way for a “rogue” government to survive is to make a bomb. My guess is that the Iranians might stop short of actually testing a nuclear device. Simply letting the world know they’re able to make one would give them the added clout they seek.
stuff

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

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

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

Makhijani 3

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

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

Africa News 99 

October 25, LN. 

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

