
Prolif is quick- tech access
CFR 7-5-12 [Council on Foreign Relations, “The Global Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime,” http://www.cfr.org/proliferation/global-nuclear-nonproliferation-regime/p18984]

[bookmark: _GoBack]Nuclear weapons proliferation, whether by state or nonstate actors, poses one of the greatest threats to international security today. Iran's apparent efforts to acquire nuclear weapons, what amounts to North Korean nuclear blackmail, and the revelation of the A.Q. Khan black market nuclear network all underscore the far-from-remote possibility that a terrorist group or a so-called rogue state will acquire weapons of mass destruction or materials for a dirty bomb. The problem of nuclear proliferation is global, and any effective response must also be multilateral. Nine states (China, France, India, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States) are known or believed to have nuclear weapons, and more than thirty others (including Japan, Germany, and South Korea) have the technological ability to quickly acquire them. Amid volatile energy costs, the accompanying push to expand nuclear energy, growing concerns about the environmental impact of fossil fuels, and the continued diffusion of scientific and technical knowledge, access to dual-use technologies seems destined to grow.

Nuclear tech is easier than ever to get- spread is easy
Kemp 6-5-12 [R. Scott, Associate Research Scholar at Princeton University and a Former Science Advisor on nonproliferation for the U.S. Department of State, “Centrifuges: A new era for nuclear proliferation,” http://www.npolicy.org/article.php?aid=1183&tid=30]

The uranium-enriching gas centrifuge has become one of the most coveted pieces of nuclear technology. Every aspiring nuclear-weapon state since 1975 has considered the centrifuge for its weapons program. Pakistan’s first nuclear bomb was built using centrifuges, and Brazil, Iraq, Libya, Iran, South Africa, Syria, and North Korea all sought centrifuge technology for military purposes. If centrifuges have become the proliferation technology of choice, it is not without cause. They are small, highly flexible, easy to hide, and much less resource-intensive than alternative options.[3] They produce highly enriched uranium, which is easier to handle and use in nuclear weapons than plutonium. Moreover, centrifuge programs can be deployed for ostensibly peaceful purposes and then rapidly used to make fissile material for weapons without significant modification or delay. Policymakers have responded to recent cases of centrifuge proliferation by advocating for stronger export controls that would make it harder for states to build centrifuges. In parallel, policymakers have also considered new institutional arrangements that would make it more difficult for states to claim that their acquisition of centrifuge technology had a peaceful basis. These policies keep with a long tradition of focusing on the supply of nuclear technology rather than the demand for nuclear weapons. The newest threat to the supply-side regime has come from black-market transfers: from Germany to Iraq and South Africa, from Holland to Pakistan, and from Pakistan to Libya, Iran, Syria and North Korea.[4] By shutting down these networks, and by establishing appropriate guidelines for licit transfers, many hope the centrifuge problem can be largely solved.[5] Underlying these proposals, however, is an unspoken assumption that centrifuge technology can be controlled. The proposals do not acknowledge that the centrifuge is a fifty-year old device based on straightforward principles of mechanical engineering, that essentially all of the required design information needed is in the public domain, or that basic centrifuges require no exotic tools or materials to make. If centrifuges can be indigenously produced, they cannot be effectively restrained by technology controls. The effort needed to make basic centrifuges is, by today’s standards, quite modest: prototype centrifuges have been built by small groups of ten to twenty engineers in one to two years, and such machines have been subsequently deployed on large scales to make nuclear weapons (particularly in the Soviet Union). Of the twenty countries that have successfully acquired centrifuges, seventeen started with small, simple machines of the kind not effectively controlled by export restrictions. Fourteen of them succeeded without foreign assistance in developing these centrifuges to a level suitable for making weapons. An analysis across all twenty programs suggests that simple centrifuges are probably within the technical capability of nearly any country, including many or most developing countries.[6] Supply-side controls would not address this state of affairs; only motivations and the organizational capacity of states would restrain centrifuge proliferation. If this is indeed the case, then the nonproliferation system needs rethinking.



Deterrence - Evolutionary psychology proves that deterrence breakdowns are 100% certain
Thayer ‘07 [Bradley A., Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, July, “Thinking about Nuclear Deterrence Theory: Why Evolutionary Psychology Undermines Its Rational Actor Assumptions,” Comparative Strategy, Vol. 26, No. 4]

We have such a situation today, where great advances in the life sciences, particularly genetics and cognitive neuroscience, have made possible the rise of evolutionary psychology and the related fields of biological and cognitive psychology.2 Through their combined efforts, these sciences are revolutionizing our knowledge of the causes of human behavior at genetic and somatic levels. For the first time, we are able to perceive how the brain functions and to understand, in equal parts, what a wonderful and simultaneously imperfect organ it is. But few scholars in the social sciences notice.3 Most often, the difficulty in removing academic stovepipes is not an urgent matter, and those wishing change may take heart in Paul Samuelson's famous quip about theories advancing one funeral at a time. Nonetheless, there are rare instances where academic stovepiping is a critical and time urgent problem. The great progress in evolutionary psychology is such a problem because of its implications for deterrence theory. This brief article explains how evolutionary psychology undermines rational deterrence theory. My argument is important because the key assumption of rational deterrence theory, that nuclear decision makers will make rational decisions about nuclear use due to their fundamental rationality, is so influential. This belief is widely shared among governmental decision makers, the arms control community and major media, and in academic circles. And it is wrong. Evolutionary psychology is causing a revolution in our understanding of the human brain. Comprehending the human brain is now possible due to an understanding of genetics, neural processing, and technology like the functional MRI (fMRI), which allows scientists for the first time to be able to understand how the human brain functions by identifying brain regions with increased blood flow corresponding to increased neuronal activity, after a stimulus (such as the word “cat”) is provided to a patient. Much work remains to be done by evolutionary psychologists, but the results are already impressive. The data are troubling for any discipline or theory that assumes a rational actor. As a result of advances in evolutionary psychology, we now know that the human mind is heavily influenced by the environment and body. How the brain interprets actions and makes decisions is complicated, imperfect, greatly dependent upon emotions, and varied among humans. There is tremendous variation in the human brain, with the result that threats that work in most circumstances will not work in all and that the appreciation of consequences, upon which rational deterrence theorists depend, cannot be assumed. Accordingly, it is fundamentally naïve and dangerous to assume a similar outcome (e.g. that nuclear deterrence will obtain) in all situations when there is variation in people (e.g. leaders), even when the consequences are great, as it is when nuclear weapons are involved. This finding has enormous implications for nuclear deterrence theory: the rational deterrence model's assumption of a universal rationality in the face of a nuclear deterrent threat is irredeemably flawed.



Conventional Prolif causes conventional wars- quantitative testing proves
Sobek 12, David, Assistant Professor at Louisiana State University, Dennis M. Foster, Associate Professor of International Studies and Political Science at the Virginia Military Institute, Samuel B. Robison, B.A., University of Southern Mississippi; M.A., LSU Office [“Conventional Wisdom? The Effect of Nuclear Proliferation on Armed Conflict, 1945–2001,” International Studies Quarterly Volume 56, Issue 1, pages 149–162, March 2012]
The possession of nuclear weapons confers many benefits on a state. The path to proliferation, however, is often violent. When a state initiates a nuclear weapons program, it signals its intent to fundamentally alter its bargaining environment. States that once had an advantage will now be disadvantaged. This change in the environment is not instantaneous, but evolves slowly over time. This gives states both opportunities and incentives to resolve underlying grievances, by force if necessary, before a nuclear weapons program is completed. Our cross-national analyses of nuclear weapons program and the onset of militarized conflict confirm this expectation. In particular, the closer a state gets to acquiring nuclear weapons, the greater the risk it will be attacked (especially over territorial issues). Once nuclear weapons are acquired, however, the risk of being attacked dramatically drops, though not below the risk of attack for non-proliferators. Conventional wisdom holds that the possession of nuclear weapons offers states security from a number of international threats. In particular, the possession of nuclear weapons insulates a state from challenges to its most salient concerns (such as territorial integrity). While ultimately beneficial to proliferators, the path to nuclear status is generally neither instantaneous nor undetectable. As such, it behooves states that wish to challenge proliferators to realize their political goals sooner rather than later. Proliferators, on the other hand, have an incentive to delay the resolution of the contentious issue until the deployment of their nuclear weapons. In this article, we use this set of interacting incentives as a point of departure in delineating a theory of the relationship between the nuclear proliferation process and the frequency with which proliferators are targeted in conventional militarized conflicts. Though much previous scholarship has been devoted to this question, we believe that extant views have focused too narrowly on one subset of that relationship: the preemptive employment of conventional capabilities by status quo powers in order to physically disable or destroy proliferators’ nascent nuclear programs. In developing a broader treatment of the strategic interaction between states, we posit that the various stages of deterrent nuclear proliferation are best conceived of as sequential steps in a bargaining process over preexisting disputes that were instrumental in spurring proliferators to consider nuclear options. As such, we contend that the primary rationale for status quo states’ conventional targeting of proliferators should derive not from the desire to physically disrupt nuclear development (which is, at best, a difficult task), but from the desire to reach favorable conclusions to underlying disputes before the deployment of nuclear weapons drastically complicates the issue. The effect of nuclear proliferation on conventional targeting is tested quantitatively by looking at states in four different stages of the proliferation process: no program, exploration, pursuit, and acquisition (Singh and Way 2004). In general, the results of our analyses show that as states move from no program to exploration and then to pursuit, the odds that that they become the target of a militarized interstate dispute (or MID; Jones, Bremer, and Singer 1996) increase rather steadily. Once actual acquisition is achieved, however, the risk of being targeted decreases. These results are most robust when looking at disputes over territory (which arguably represent conflicts over the most salient interest of states) and territorial disputes that lead to at least one fatality.

Nuclear war outweighs conventional war 
Michael J. Mills, Ph.D. in Atmospheric Science, Research Scientist at the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, University of Colorado-Boulder, et al., December 28, 2006, (Alan Robock, professor of environmental sciences at Rutgers University; Owen B. Toon, chair of the Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences at CU-Boulder), “Here’s how ‘nuclear winter’ might occur,” online: http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:2zfwIdBAuvgJ:m.dailycamera.com/news/2006/Dec/28/heres-how-nuclear-winter-might-occur/+%22luke+oman+is%22&cd=4&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us

Using two independent, state-of-the-art climate models, we calculated that the soot would heat the stratosphere by more than 50 degrees (Fahrenheit) and cool the surface by 2.5 degrees F for four years. The mass of soot in the stratosphere is not sufficient to radiate enough infrared energy to the surface of the earth to compensate for the sunlight it absorbs. The result would be the coldest decade of the last thousand years, a period which included the Little Ice Age, a climactic event that drove the Vikings from Greenland. The cooling, darkness and loss of precipitation we calculate could devastate the global food supply. For obvious reasons, no one would seriously consider an appropriately scaled nuclear war to be a solution to global warm
ing. Our published work calculates that, in many countries such as India and Pakistan, just one nuclear weapon can cause more than 100 times more fatalities than have occurred in all their previous wars. In addition, the heating of the stratosphere would cause unprecedented, catastrophic losses of ozone over populated areas.
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The impact is small
Eland 4 (Ivan, Senior Fellow – Independent Institute, “Weapons of Mass Destruction Are Overrated as a Threat to America”, Independent Institute Report, 1-28, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1256)

Chemical weapons have a much smaller area of contamination than do biological and nuclear arms and historically have been less deadly than even conventional bombs. Chemical weapons are best employed by the defending side — if the attacking side uses them, friendly troops would likely have to advance through the gas. Although chemical weapons are probably the easiest of the three to produce, al Qaeda’s efforts to date have been very crude. Some infrastructure is needed to produce chemical weapons so detection of production may be possible.

Won’t cause huge casualities
Betts 98 (Richard K., Director of National Security Studies – Council on Foreign Relations, Foreign Affairs, January / February, Lexis)

Chemical weapons have been noticed more in the past decade, especially since they were used by Iraq against Iranian troops in the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq War and against Kurdish civilians in 1988.  Chemicals are far more widely available than nuclear weapons because the technology required to produce them is far simpler, and large numbers of countries have undertaken chemical weapons programs.  But chemical weapons are not really in the same class as other weapons of mass destruction, in the sense of ability [able] to inflict a huge number of civilian casualties in a single strike.  For the tens of thousands of fatalities as in, say , the biggest strategic bombing raids of World War II, it would be very difficult logistically and operationally to deliver chemical weapons in necessary quantities over large areas.




