prolif hit

Prolif snowballs – empirics prove

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)

Further proliferation.  Nuclear proliferation poses an additional threat to international peace and security because it causes further proliferation. As former Secretary of State George Schultz once said, “proliferation begets proliferation.” 69 When one country acquires nuclear weapons, its regional adversaries, feeling threatened by its neighbor’s new nuclear capabilities, are more likely to attempt to acquire nuclear weapons in response. Indeed, the history of nuclear proliferation can be read as a chain reaction of proliferation. The United States acquired nuclear weapons in response to Nazi Germany’s crash nuclear program. The Soviet Union and China acquired nuclear weapons to counter the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The United Kingdom and France went nuclear to protect themselves from the Soviet Union. India’s bomb was meant to counter China and it, in turn, spurred Pakistan to join the nuclear club. Today, we worry that if Iran acquires nuclear weapons, other Middle Eastern countries, such as Egypt, Iraq, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia, might desire nuclear capabilities, triggering an arms race in a strategically important and volatile region.

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.
The terms of the rez taken together should be construed broadly – the requirement of physical risk if both incorrect and makes no aff solve
Healey and Wilson 12 (Jason Healey, director of the Cyber Statecraft Initiative at the Atlantic Council, and A.J. Wilson,,visiting fellow at the 

Atlantic Council,  edited version of a paper which first appeared a special edition of the Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, “Cyber Conflict and the War Powers Resolution: Congressional Oversight of Hostilities in the Fifth Domain,” 2012) http://www.acus.org/files/publication_pdfs/403/bsc130221cyberwprpub.pdf
The text of the War Powers Resolution has four operative terms—none of which is defined—each critical to understanding the requirement set by Congress: “Armed Forces,” “Hostilities,” “Territory,” and “Introduction.” With regard to US operations over Libya, Obama administration officials sought to limit the scope of the WPR by adopting a narrow approach to the definition of “hostilities.” Initially, the president reported the Libyan engagement to Congress within the forty-eight hour window, describing his report as “part of my efforts to keep the Congress fully informed, consistent with the War Powers Resolution.”3 As noted, sixty days after the submission of his initial report the president is required either to pull the forces out or to certify that a thirty-day extension is necessary in order to withdraw them safely. When that deadline arrived with respect to Libya, Obama did neither of these things. Instead, on May 20, 2011, the sixtieth day, he sent another letter soliciting congressional support for the deployment. This second letter did not mention the WPR. 4 Subsequently, a few days before the ninety day outer limit of the WPR, the president provided to Congress a “supplemental consolidated report . . . consistent with the War Powers Resolution,” which reported on a number of ongoing deployments around the world, including the one in Libya.5 At the same time, the Pentagon and State Department sent congressional leaders a report with a legal analysis section justifying the non-application of the WPR, but also calling again for a congressional resolution supporting the war.6 Later, State Department legal adviser Harold Koh expanded upon this analysis in testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, arguing that operations in Libya should not be considered relevant “hostilities” because there was no chance of US casualties, limited risk of escalation, no “active exchanges of fire,” and only “modest” levels of violence. It is apparent that in defining “hostilities” the administration’s focus is on kinetic operations passing a certain threshold of intensity: while there is no detailed indication in Koh’s testimony of what weight is to be accorded to each of the factors he enumerates, the overriding emphasis is on physical risk to US personnel. As Koh himself said, “we in no way advocate a legal theory that is indifferent to the loss of non-American lives. But . . . the Congress that adopted the War Powers Resolution was principally concerned with the safety of US forces.” The consequences for opposing forces, and for the foreign relations of the United States, matter less—or not at all. Libyan units were decimated by NATO airstrikes; indeed, it was a US strike that initially hit Muammar Gaddafi’s convoy in October 2011, leading directly to his capture and extra-legal execution. Significantly, though, the strike came not from an F-16 but from a pilotless Predator drone flown from a base in Nevada.8 The significance of this for present purposes is that, apparently, even an operation targeting a foreign head of state does not count as “hostilities,” provided there is no involvement of US troops. This is not a new view; indeed, Koh relied heavily on a memorandum from his predecessor in the Ford administration, which defined “hostilities” as “a situation in which units of the US armed forces are actively engaged in exchanges of fire with opposing units of hostile forces.” This formulation would presumably exclude drone attacks and, most importantly for present purposes, remote cyber operations.7 As remote war-fighting technology becomes ever more capable, reliable, and ubiquitous, the administration’s restrictive definition of “hostilities” could open up a huge area of unchecked executive power. For example, neither the current administration nor its immediate predecessor has reported under the WPR any of the hundreds of remote drone strikes carried out in Pakistan, Yemen, or Somalia over the past decade. Likewise, the Pentagon has made clear its position that other forms of remote warfare, cyber operations, are also not covered by the WPR. War Powers and Offensive Cyber Operations In a report submitted to Congress in November 2011, pursuant to a mandate in section 934 of the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2011, the Pentagon, quoting the WPR’s operative language, stated that:8 Cyber operations might not include the introduction of armed forces personnel into the area of hostilities. Cyber operations may, however, be a component of larger operations that could trigger notification and reporting in accordance with the War Powers Resolution. The Department will continue to assess each of its actions in cyberspace to determine when the requirements of the War Powers Resolution may apply to those actions. With the focus on “personnel,” this passage makes clear that the WPR will typically not apply to exclusively cyber conflicts. With cyber warriors executing such operations from centers inside the United States, such as the CYBERCOM facility at Fort Meade, Maryland, at a significant distance from the systems they are attacking and well out of harm’s way. Thus, there is no relevant “introduction” of armed forces. Without such an “introduction,” even the reporting requirements are not triggered. The view that there can be no introduction of forces into cyberspace follows naturally from the administration’s argument that the purpose of the WPR is simply to keep US service personnel out of harm’s way unless authorized by Congress. If devastating unmanned missions do not fall under the scope of the resolution, it is reasonable to argue that a conflict conducted in cyberspace does not either. Arguing the point, an administration lawyer might ask, rhetorically, what exactly do cyber operations “introduce”? On a literal, physical level, electrical currents are redirected; but nothing is physically added to—nor, for that matter, taken away from—the hostile system. To detect any “introduction” at all, we must descend into metaphor; and even there, all that is really introduced is lines of code, packets of data: in other words, information. At most, this information constitutes the cyber equivalent of a weapon. “Armed forces,” by contrast, consist traditionally of weapons plus the flesh and blood personnel who wield them. And that brings us back to our cyber-soldier who, without leaving leafy Maryland, can choreograph electrons in Chongqing. Finally, even if armed forces are being introduced, there are no relevant “hostilities” for the same reason: no boots on the ground, no active exchanges of fire, and no body bags. Yet this narrow interpretation of “hostilities,” that requires reporting only if action would put American troops at risk, falls short. While the explanation of every administration has been to submit WPR reports only for actions that put American lives in danger, this definition seems divorced from the text of the WPR that makes no mention of this requirement. More fundamentally, while preventing unnecessary American deaths is an essential part of the justification for having curbs on the Executive’s power to initiate hostilities, it is by no means the whole story. The WPR’s text declares its purpose to “insure that the collective judgment of both the Congress and the President will apply” to the decision to introduce US armed forces. Military force is the most drastic—not to mention the most costly—manifestation of national power on the international stage which must not be used recklessly or go un-checked by other branches of government. Recognizing this, the Framers of the Constitution made the president commanderin-chief—but gave Congress the power to declare war. In an age in which formal declarations of war are as out of fashion as the imperial-collared diplomats who once delivered them, the WPR’s language is deliberately drafted broadly in order to give voice to this careful parceling of power instead of unilateral action. When evaluated in the context of the WPR’s policy and purpose, it is accordingly appropriate to take a broader view of when “United States armed forces” are “introduced into hostilities.” If there were such a re-look on this issue, hostilities in cyberspace should be treated no differently from the domains or air, land, or sea. It would be surprising—to say the least—if a campaign designed, as cyber warfare can be, to degrade another sovereign nation’s economy or debilitate its military itself required no congressional imprimatur. Yet this seems to be exactly the position of the DoD. In its Section 934 report to Congress (discussed above) the DoD seems to assert that since US personnel cannot be introduced into hostilities in cyberspace then a purely cyber campaign would never trigger the President’s requirement under the WPR to report to Congress. No soldiers would be endangered, so it is purely an Executive matter. Other DoD writings clearly imply the opposite, and even the Section 934 report itself discusses “hostile acts in cyberspace.” What are “hostilities,” after all, if not a succession of hostile acts? Elsewhere, the DoD has made clear its intention to “treat cyberspace as an operational domain … to ensure the ability to operate effectively in cyberspace,”9 while the US Air Force’s mission is to “fly, fight, and win in air, space, and cyberspace.” Of course armed forces are introduced into cyberspace – why else does the Pentagon’s own cyber strategy refers to cyber operations as “intrusions” and “breaches”? It would make little sense to prepare to operate or fight, let alone win, in a domain into which one’s forces cannot be “introduced” for the purpose of engaging in “hostilities.” True, American soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines would be astoundingly unlikely to be harmed in these hostile cyber actions, but have no doubt, the DoD recognizes they would be engaged in hostile acts in cyberspace. In addition, our experience in cyber conflicts is still new and they are likely to escalate in ways unanticipated to the DoD. When these conflicts do escalate, they are far more likely to blowback not against our military forces, but against the US private sector, which owns and operates so much of cyberspace. We may already be seeing just such blowback, as the US finance sector has been the subject of a largescale and prolonged cyber campaign, widely held to be conducted by Iran. This counterattack is assumedly in response not just to financial sanctions but also the Stuxnet virus, launched by the US and Israel to disrupt the Iranian nuclear program. Given the dominant role of the private sector in cyberspace, and the vulnerability of the US private sector, cyber hostilities should arguably receive more scrutiny by both the political branches, not less. 
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. 

US can’t reduce weapons – China is modernizing 
Heinrichs 13 (Rebeccah Heinrichs, Visiting Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, “China’s Strategic Capabilities and Intent”, Issue Brief #4111 on Asia and the Pacific 12/18/13) http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/12/china-s-strategic-forces-military-capabilities-and-intent
Over the past year, the Chinese have been steadily improving their strategic military capabilities. It is becoming clearer that China is developing and building capabilities to have an impact beyond Asia; indeed, recent developments indicate that China is preparing a force meant to challenge and deter the United States. China’s Nuclear Policy: Official and Otherwise Since first testing a nuclear weapon in 1964, China has held an official “no first use” policy regarding nuclear weapons, meaning that Beijing would use nuclear weapons only in response to a nuclear attack. But over the years, China’s strategic forces have expanded and improved. Moreover, China has become more aggressive both in its rhetoric and in its military responses to territorial disputes. In April, the Chinese Ministry of Defense released a regular white paper[1] on China’s official defense policy that did not mention the “no first use” policy. Official government spokesmen have publicly stated that the long-standing policy has not changed, but the omission is worth noting. Additionally, Chinese rhetoric involving nuclear weapons has become increasingly more provocative. In October, Chinese government-run media reports outlined various hypothetical plans regarding how China would attack the United States with nuclear weapons. It is not a surprise that China would be war-gaming scenarios, but what is worth noting is that the government decided to make such plans public and in such a provocative and detailed manner. While the Pentagon has reported and military spokesmen have testified to Chinese advancement, it is also true that those same officials have admitted to having only limited knowledge of Chinese missile and nuclear weapons capabilities due to Beijing’s lack of transparency. China’s Second Artillery has built more than 3,000 miles of tunnels known as “The Underground Great Wall.” More elements of China’s missile and nuclear programs are likely concealed within those tunnels.[2] Recent Developments in Capabilities The U.S.–China Economic and Security Review Commission has confirmed China’s continued investment in its military.[3] China’s official public defense budget for 2013 rose 10.7 percent over 2012. This, according to the commission, is “signaling the new leadership’s support for the [Chinese military’s] ongoing modernization efforts. China’s official annual defense budget now has increased for 22 consecutive years and more than doubled since 2006. The Institute of International Strategic Studies assesses China’s actual defense spending is 40 to 50 percent higher than the official figure.” The Department of Defense Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2013[4] has reported that a significant element of China’s military modernization program is dedicated to its ballistic missile fleet. Indeed, China has the largest and most active ballistic missile program in the world. The Chinese are working on a diverse array of offensive missile capabilities, including submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). The Pentagon report states that China currently has three operational nuclear-missile submarines (known as SSBNs) and that it could add five more to the fleet by the end of the next decade before it begins its next-generation SSBN. Each of these submarines is equipped with 12 missile launch tubes. The National Air and Space Intelligence Center has revealed that China will soon be patrolling with a new SLBM, which would “for the first time, allow Chinese SSBNs to target portions of the United States from operating areas located near the Chinese coast.”[5] The Chinese intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) fleet has also seen steady investment and improvement. Not only is China investing in new ICBMs; it is also ensuring that they are capable of carrying multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles. The U.S.–China Commission report also indicates that in May 2013, China fired a missile into nearly geo-synchronous earth orbit, “marking the highest known suborbital launch since the U.S. Gravity Probe A in 1976 and China’s highest known suborbital launch to date.” The commission report also notes that this was a test for an anti-satellite capability.[6] In 2007, China successfully destroyed an aging 
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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.

No prior questions—we get to weigh the plan

David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.
Perm do both – solves the links – aff not using threats to justify aggressive policies, its about the US not screwing things up

merely critiquing security can’t tell us how to act – realist caution is critical to realizing the political proposals mandated by the alternative without reifying security constructions

Lott ‘4 [Anthony, Assistant Professor of Political Science @ St. Olaf College. Creating Insecurity.  p. 65-7]
In this section, I take realism and political constructivism to be two interpretations of international politics capable of providing partial answers to an investigation of the sources of insecurity. Under an epistemological constructivist umbrella, we can treat each interpretation as a rhetorical device that attempts to give meaning to the social world. Each interpretation examines and emphasizes specific part of this social world. Realism's negative vision and its focus on material aspects of power speak to the 'cautious paranoid' and demand that state actors consider the dangerous consequences of their actions. Political constructivism's intersubjective emphasis recognizes the possibility of ideational changes in constructed threats and enemy images. The reflexive posture present in political constructivism recognizes the potential for embracing a richer and more ethical political framework. In this security calculus, both approaches are deemed necessary in order to develop a more comprehensive understanding of security. This discussion examines how a simultaneous investigation of material capabilities and identity performances might proceed. The purpose is not to demonstrate how one approach is more useful in the analysis of a particular security issue but rather to examine how both positions might co-exist beneath a constructivist umbrella in the development of policy-relevant and theoretically rigorous account of national security studies. By way of example, we might return to our earlier example concerning the current U.S. war against terrorism. Our discussion above suggests that realists and political constructivists develop quite different interpretations of this war. The question that concerns us is whether it is possible to balance the interpretations that each approach provides in the hope of offering a more robust analysis of this particular security issue. To begin, Paul Kowert notes correctly that `constructivists intent on demonstrating the proposition that the world can be constructed in different ways have been loathe to explore material constraints on it construction.' Clearly, the events of 11 September 2001 demonstrated significant material constraints on the U.S. construction of its security. Returning to a realist critique of these events, an external enemy had inflicted physical harm on the state. Responding to this danger, realists demonstrate how the capabilities of the United States can be brought to bear not only on those responsible, but on those that might harness similar resources for a future attack. In the assessment of threat, realists take seriously the requirements of the obligation owed by the state to its citizens. Protection from physical danger is a requirement for individual pursuit of the good life.  Of course, political constructivists take this discussion as yet another example of the fact that 'the very idea of "national security" (which scholars help transmit, after all) serves state interests.'58 No doubt, but realists are drawn to the fact that basic ontological security remains a prerequisite for the success of daily life. If this notion holds prior to the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington, DC, the ability to conceive of 'national security' issues makes its construction all the more important after that date. Constructing national security matters within a realist vision of international politics demonstrates the central position of the state in securing individual security. And, it does not follow that a realist interpretation of politics that centralizes the state necessarily apologizes for the state. Critical realists have attacked state policies on a number of issues as the applications below demonstrate. Moreover, and this is a point which needs to be emphasized, when analyzing security issues from within our constructivist epistemology, ‘[there] is nothing inherently "un-constructivist" in believing... that some constructions make more sense in a given environment than do others.'59 The realist construction of and repetitive emphasis on the classic security dilemma, the importance of self-help, and the presence of external threats, continues to make a great deal of sense in the present international context. However, these realist constructs do not provide us with a complete picture of this particular security matter. The simple assertion that absolute security is a chimera places limits on what realists can offer to the state. A security program based on an ever-increasing number of material capabilities in a continuously expanding field of security is both impractical and dangerous. Founding a security policy on the eradication of material capabilities existing outside the state does not demonstrate a terribly sophisticated understanding of the sources of insecurity. Simultaneous to a realist picture of the global terrorist threat, we need to investigate the issue as it is understood by scholars working within the political constructivist tradition. An investigation of identity performances (those of the United States and the perceived 'other') can be undertaken in an effort to more accurately assess the success of the realist interpretation. The critique provided by political constructivists is not simply a negative critique offering a deconstruction of the realist interpretation. Political construc​tivists are also involved in reflection, reconstruction, reconceptualization. 'Among other things, reconceptualization implies that well known, neglected, or apparently irrelevant materials can be looked at from a different perspective and sometimes gain new relevance for our attempts at making sense of world politics.'' As Campbell makes clear, 'the deconstruction of identity widens the domain of the political to include the ways in which identity is constituted and contains an affirmative moment through which existing identity formations are denaturalized and alternative articulations of identity and the political are made possible.' For instance, when Edward Said undertook an examination of the social construction of `orientalism' in the west, 'he also managed to reduce the power of the socially constructed image of orientalism, thus having an impact on one world of our making.' When political constructivists challenge socially constructed images of `others,' they are challenging the political policies that result from those constructed images. As this occurs, actors involved in the political process are induced to reconsider those policies in order to render them more coherent.   
Scenerio planning’s good - even if its low probability it sharpens political science analysis and allows us to test theories

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

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

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

Scenarios in the Discipline

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

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

This short story reflects a future event that, while unlikely to occur and far too vague to be used for military planning, contains many dimensions of political science theory. These include the following: what leaders perceive as “limited,” “proportional,” or “escalatory” uses of force; the importance of private information about capabilities and commitment; audience costs in international politics; the relationship between military expediency and political objectives during war; and the role of compressed timelines for decision making, among others. The purpose of this article is to explain to scholars how such stories, and more rigorously developed narratives that specify variables of interest and draw on extant data, may improve the study of IR. An important starting point is to explain how future counterfactuals fit into the methodological canon of the discipline.
Perm Do both – its best – surface devaluing within the broader acceptance of nukes as inevitable is the safest path
Martin 13 (Susan B. Martin, Kings College London, PhD in Political Science from the University of California, Berkeley, Deputy Director for Education and Research Seminars in the Centre for Science and Security Studies, “The Continuing Value of Nuclear Weapons: A Structural Realist Analysis,” Volume 34, Issue 1, 2013) DOI:10.1080/13523260.2013.771042

None of this means that we should be complacent or that the nuclear world we have today is the best that it can be. The risks attached to the possibility of nuclear use are borne not just by the NWS but by the international community as a whole, and there is much that we can do to better manage the nuclear world and minimize these risks. Some of this comes under what Ritchie calls surface devaluing – confining nuclear weapons to a strategic deterrent role in the declaratory and operational policies of the NWS, a reduction in the number and alert status of nuclear weapons, and entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, for example. Other actions aim to reduce the risks inherent in the continued existence of nuclear weapons. Examples here include continued attention to nuclear security and a reduction in nuclear fuel stockpiles and production facilities. It is important, however, not to motivate better management by positing an end-goal of nuclear disarmament.

Many argue that the vision of a nuclear weapons-free world is necessary to motivate action to make the nuclear world safer, including efforts at non-proliferation, and that such a vision will also contribute to a broader transformation of international relations.83 I believe that it will be more effective in the long run to accept the reality of the nuclear world and to work to make it safer.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) recognizes the need to ‘make every effort to avert the danger’ of nuclear war and under Article VI, ‘Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control’.84 However, progress in fulfilling the goals of the NPT is not and should not be equated solely with the achievement of nuclear disarmament. The NPT is best thought of as an effort to manage the multiple dangers of a nuclear world. The interpretation and reification of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as a series of bargains has served to set up nuclear disarmament and an impossible goal of nuclear equality as a quid pro quo for non-proliferation.85 It obscures the extent to which non-proliferation and therefore the NPT are in the interest of many states, whether or not there is complete nuclear disarmament.86 For example, it plays an important role as a confidence-building measure and signalling device. It helps states that wish to do so to avoid a regional nuclear arms race, by providing a means through which they can communicate this to their neighbours.

Non-proliferation policy would benefit from a more nuanced discussion of the costs and benefits of nuclear weapons. A frank and continuous appraisal of the consequences of nuclear use would serve to highlight the continued dangers of a nuclear world. It is also important not to exaggerate the usefulness of nuclear weapons; one does not have to agree with Waltz that more may be better when it comes to nuclear weapons to recognize that the use of nuclear weapons for coercion is very difficult in a world of more than one nuclear power.87 Nuclear weapons are useful for strategic deterrence. To attribute more military utility to them – for example, to justify non-proliferation action on the basis of the offensive power that will be gained by the proliferating state – is not only inaccurate but undermines non-proliferation by encouraging states to think nuclear weapons can do more for them than they can.

It is also important to consider how the international community will respond to nuclear use.88 As Freedman has rightly argued, the very possibility of nuclear use has the effect of creating a vital interest.89 Given the shared global interest in preventing nuclear explosions, it is worthwhile to consider how the international community can best respond to such an explosion in order to reinforce the lesson that nuclear weapons cannot be used for aggressive purposes. While declaratory policy cannot be expected to dictate action when faced with an actual case of nuclear use, it can serve to highlight the dangers of such use. A declaration that the offensive use of nuclear weapons anywhere by anyone would be considered as an attack on all and would meet with a commensurate (though not necessarily a nuclear) response might do more to discourage the proliferation and use of nuclear weapons than no first use declarations.

It is also important to consider, as suggested by Muller, how the great powers can create ‘a viable environment for smaller actors to remain non-nuclear’.90 This involves self-restraint, not only in the use of nuclear threats but in the use of conventional military power; it involves attention to conflict resolution and mutual adjustment of interests. If there is any path to the deep devaluation of nuclear and other weapons, then this is it.

Overall, change is needed in the way we approach the issue of nuclear dangers, including nuclear non-proliferation. David Mutimer argues that proliferation has been constructed as a practice that sees the spread of technology as leading to inevitable militarization and that sets up a suppliers versus others dynamic than runs throughout non-proliferation efforts.91 Understanding non-proliferation as a practice, defined as a ‘stable pattern of activity which instantiates a set of meanings constitutive of actions’, suggests that it might be possible to construct an alternative that is based on a more nuanced appraisal of the real costs and the limited benefits that nuclear weapons offer.92 While it may seem strange to end a structural realist analysis with a call for the ‘construction’ of a new practice towards nuclear dangers, the constraints emphasized by structural realism are not all determining. To be effective, policies towards nuclear weapons must operate within the constraints of the existence of nuclear weapons and their value as a strategic deterrent in an anarchic international system, but there is room within these constraints for different understandings and approaches to nuclear dangers. Such a reconstruction will not solve the problem of proliferation or do away with nuclear weapons; the security situation of some states will still lead them to pursue and/or maintain nuclear weapons. But it has the potential to establish a more realistic, and therefore a more solid, foundation for managing the dangers of our inescapably nuclear world.

Alt fails - Structure of the international system and the material reality of weapons makes deep devaluation impossible
Martin 13 (Susan B. Martin, Kings College London, PhD in Political Science from the University of California, Berkeley, Deputy Director for Education and Research Seminars in the Centre for Science and Security Studies, “The Continuing Value of Nuclear Weapons: A Structural Realist Analysis,” Volume 34, Issue 1, 2013) DOI:10.1080/13523260.2013.771042

The argument presented here is embedded in a structural realist understanding of international politics. Structural realism emphasizes the constraints that the anarchic nature of the international system imposes on states. Kenneth Waltz argues that because of anarchy, states exist in a situation of pervasive insecurity. The constant possibility of attack that exists in anarchy compels states to seek security, to provide as best they can for their own defence.9 As Avery Goldstein has explained, ‘Competition among states coexisting in a condition of insecurity … encourages each to exploit the most strategically effective forms of military power it is able to deploy’.10 States who fail to do this, or who do this less well than others, may pay costs for doing so.11 Structural realism thus rejects the notion that weapons are, as Alexander Wendt said in relation to anarchy, what states make of them.12 The material characteristics of a weapon are an important determinant of its strategic effectiveness, and weapons cannot be stripped of their military value by changes in how we think about or act in relation to them. Nuclear weapons will continue to have value as long as states are constrained by the competitive nature of an insecure international system. Thus, the argument presented here is firmly in the camp of what Ken Booth and Nicholas Wheeler have called ‘structural nuclearism’.13 The material reality of nuclear weapons imposes two limits: first, on the existence of a nuclear world; and second, on the role that nuclear weapons play in this world. The first point is widely acknowledged: there is no way to erase nuclear weapons from the world. As Schelling argues, a world of former nuclear powers is really just a world of latent nuclear powers.14 Even if the weapons themselves are dismantled, the knowledge of their possibility will continue to influence international politics. Second, because of their material characteristics, nuclear weapons are able to serve as an effective strategic deterrent (and are not very useful in other roles).15 To see this, it is necessary to examine what is required for a weapon to serve as a deterrent. Deterrence can be defined as an attempt to stop someone from doing something by threatening or frightening them; strategic deterrence refers to the deterrence of an attack upon a country's vital interests.16 In its pure form, deterrence simply requires the ability to impose costs on the state to be deterred, but for deterrence to be effective, the ability to impose this punishment must exist no matter what counter action is taken.17 If the state to be deterred can eliminate or significantly lessen the deterrer's ability to impose punishment, the deterrent threat is unlikely to succeed. This suggests that to serve as an effective strategic deterrent, a weapon must have immense destructive power, in order to impose costs that outweigh the benefits that could be gained through an attack. It also suggests that the weapon must have the ability to overcome defences, so that the potential aggressor cannot block the threatened retaliation, and that the deterrent force must be invulnerable to pre-emption. Together these three characteristics ensure that retaliation can be inflicted no matter what evasive action the aggressor takes. A fourth requirement for an effective deterrent weapon can also be identified: the ability of the weapon to impose costs must be predictable and clear, in order to minimize the danger of miscalculation and wishful thinking (the ‘crystal ball’ effect). If a potential aggressor can convince itself that the weapon may not work, then deterrence is more likely to fail.18 Nuclear weapons possess these characteristics; in their essence, nuclear weapons are deterrent weapons. Most obviously, the destructive potential of nuclear weapons is unmatched by any other weapon. The Office of Technology Assessment reports that a single missile carrying a fusion bomb of one megaton TNT equivalence would cause approximately 570,000 to 1,900,000 deaths.19 This overwhelming destructive power complicates any attempt by an aggressor to ward off a retaliatory blow through defence or pre-emption, as even a small margin of error entails the prospect of suffering immense destruction. It also means that it is very difficult to miscalculate the costs of nuclear use; the destructive power of nuclear weapons makes it very difficult for an aggressor to convince itself that it could profit from a war that might trigger nuclear retaliation.20 The destructive power of nuclear weapons is part of their essence. While smaller, less destructive nuclear weapons have been made, the potential threat of escalation is inherent in the very possibility of more destructive versions. This limits the ability of nuclear weapons to serve as anything other than a strategic deterrent. If social constructivism meets its limits anywhere, it surely does so with nuclear weapons. As George Quester has argued, ‘one cannot make nuclear weapons “unimportant” by the simple psychology of how one chooses to think about them’.21 In contrast, Richard Price and Nina Tannenwald argue that nuclear weapons have been constructed as deterrent weapons, with the implication that their value is mutable.22 Similarly, Ritchie argues that ‘the value of nuclear weaponry is not objective or pre-determined’, and Booth and Wheeler argue that ‘transformations can occur if enough people, in the right place, change their minds’.23 But the material characteristics of nuclear weapons bound and constrain their essential value in important ways. To see this, it is necessary to recognize that the constructivist claim of mutability implies that we can reconstruct nuclear weapons in multiple ways, not only by devaluing them but also by attaching other kinds of value to them, including other kinds of military value – for example, by seeing nuclear weapons as ‘conventional’ weapons. But we cannot change the military utility of nuclear weapons just by changing the way we think about them. While it is true that nuclear weapons could be used for many of the same missions for which we use conventional weapons (nuclear landmines and artillery shells have been developed, for example), such use would not be possible over the long term. Societies can continue to exist and function when they fight wars with conventional weapons, and they cannot continue to exist and function when they fight nuclear wars. The destructive effects of nuclear weapons are too immense. Once any nuclear weapon is used, no matter how small, there is a risk of nuclear retaliation and of escalation to full-scale nuclear war. Nuclear war-fighting is not a strategy for state survival, and I do not see how we can socially construct a world in which it is. While some of the values attached to nuclear weapons, for example the presumed status associated with overcoming the technological challenges of acquiring nuclear weapons, may be subject to social (de)construction, their value as a strategic deterrent is not.24 The physical capabilities of nuclear weapons impose a fundamental constraint on how they can be used and therefore on their value; in particular, the destructive power of nuclear weapons means that they are not useful war-fighting weapons, but that they can serve as an effective deterrent.25 Contra those who argue for a no first use policy, this value is not limited to the deterrence of the use of nuclear weapons.26 While there are limits on the kinds of evidence that can be provided for the causes of a non-event such as the lack of major power war since 1945, it is clear that the existence of nuclear weapons made the leaders that possessed them more cautious. Lawrence Freedman emphatically argues that ‘to one who has spent some time researching the views of policy-makers during the most tense moments of the cold war, the suggestion that the fear of nuclear war was of scant importance in inducing caution and designing policies is preposterous. On this point the documentary record is clear’.27 That both sides were well aware of the danger of nuclear use is clear from an anecdote about a Soviet exercise involving a possible nuclear first strike on the Soviet Union, where Brezhnev asked for repeated reassurance that pushing the button provided to launch a retaliatory strike would not ‘have any real world consequences’.28 While a particular state's interest in nuclear weapons may rise and fall with the specific security threats it faces, including the balance of conventional forces, unless there is a transformation of the international system that includes a marginalization of the role of force, some states will want nuclear weapons because of their ability to induce caution and deter possible aggressors. And it would be a mistake to think that the value of nuclear weapons is enjoyed only by their possessors. While the central nuclear stalemate between the US and the USSR may have led to the ‘outsourcing’ of their competition to peripheral areas with a resulting increase in local armed conflict, World War I and II provide ample evidence of the ability of conventional conflicts to endanger lives across the globe as well.29 Many within the international system have shared the benefits of nuclear peace among the major powers. The fact that nuclear weapons are a strategic as opposed to simply an in-kind deterrent prevents their complete devaluation and elimination, and this is recognized in much of the devaluing literature as well as the literature on the role of nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War world.30 In comparison, the devaluation and elimination of weapons that serve only as an in-kind deterrent is relatively straightforward. Because such weapons serve mainly to deter the use of the same type of weapon, disarmament requires ‘only’ the negotiation of adequate verification and enforcement provisions. To devalue and eliminate weapons that serve additional ends such as strategic deterrence requires either the abandonment of those ends or the creation of alternative and superior means to the same end.31 This means that nuclear weapons will continue to be valued as a strategic deterrent as long as states can resort to the use of force to threaten the interests of other states.

K is consistant with the prolfi advantage – multilateral institution acknowledge importance of social influence
Rublee 8 - Professor of Government and World Affairs @ University of Tampa [Maria Rost Rublee, “Taking Stock of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime: Using Social Psychology to Understand Regime Effectiveness,” International Studies Review, 22 Aug 2008, Volume 10, Issue 3, Pages 420-450WileyInterScience]
Almost all states have both ratiﬁed and adhered to the NPT, giving up nuclear weapons and exercising ‘‘nuclear forbearance.’’ One may think that this nuclear forbearance means these states have permanently given up the nuclear option, and if the NPT is weakened, these states’ nuclear decision-making would not change. That would be the case if these states were ‘‘persuaded’’—that is, they have internalized the message of the NPT and no longer need the treaty to exist for them to adhere to its precepts. However, this outcome of ‘‘persuasion’’ is not the only type of nuclear forbearance possible. It could be that the elite are forgoing nuclear weapons due to ‘‘conformity’’—to gain social prestige and⁄or avoid social costs. In this case, if the NPT collapsed, the social costs and beneﬁts associated with it may no longer exist, potentially leading to a reassessment of a state’s nuclear posture. Or, leadership could be following the lead of an impor- tant ‘‘other’’—the outcome of identiﬁcation. If the important ‘‘other’’ helped to weaken the NPT, then leadership may no longer be as concerned about adher- ing to the treaty. While the behavioral outcome is currently the same—nuclear forbearance—the attitude and motivation behind the behavior is not. This unpacking of nuclear forbearance is based on social psychology. Alastair Iain Johnston (2001) has taken the ﬁeld considerably forward by his identiﬁca- tion from the social psychology literature of two methods of behavior change: persuasion and social inﬂuence. Johnston argues that in addition to transforma- tion of state interests (persuasion), multilateral institutions can also exert, or provide a forum through which members exert, ‘‘social inﬂuence’’—essentially, a social version of material carrot-stick factors that states include in cost-beneﬁt calculations. Roughly, ‘‘persuasion’’ can be characterized as ‘‘I now see that X is better than Y’’ and ‘‘social inﬂuence’’ can be characterized as ‘‘I think Y is cor- rect (or I like Y better), but since everyone else says X, I will do X so I don’t rock the boat’’ (Johnston 2001). Social rewards for conformance with institu- tional norms include backpatting; for nonconformance, shaming. Social inﬂuence, then, is a cost-beneﬁt calculation made with social factors, whereas persuasion is true preference change (Kelman 1958). This is an impor- tant point: constructivists often construe the effect of multilateral institutions as that of changing a state’s conception of its national interest. While that is an important effect to investigate, it is also crucial to recognize that this is not the only ‘‘nonmaterial’’ way through which states’ behavior may change. In other words, it does not have to be all-or-nothing: either states transform their attitudes and behavior (validating constructivism) or they don’t (validating realism). Con- structivism allows us to explore ways in which the social milieu created by regimes can inﬂuence state behavior without ‘‘converting’’ them. Social conformity is one conceptualization of this inﬂuence short of conversion. Another example is the cooperative process documented by Dalia Dassa Kaye (2001) in her study of the Middle East peace process, which she shows to help states gain common under- standings without necessarily wholesale transformation of state preferences. Distinguishing between full-ﬂedged persuasion and social conformity is critical to nuclear policymaking. As Ariel Levite (2002) argues, some states that have adhered to the NPT may actually be engaged in ‘‘nuclear hedging’’—that is, not actively engaging in nuclear weapons development but maintaining capacity to develop them quickly if desired. On the surface, what looks like NPT compli- ance and what seems to indicate persuasion may better be described as social conformity.

commitment trap

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

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

