1ar – certainty key

Certainty key to private investment
Siu 11, Brian energy policy analyst with NRDC's air and energy program [Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Small Nuclear Reactors and Alternate Fuels, June 7th, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112shrg68432/html/CHRG-112shrg68432.htm]
Current regulations limit the Department of Defense from entering into fuel procurement contracts that exceed a five year period. But there has been growing interest in extending the contracting window. This is because many emerging technologies pose high risk due to initial technology costs and lack of commercial experience. In the past, long term fixed price contracts have been viewed as a way to mitigate those risks by establishing a known and stable revenue stream. It is believed that this certainty will help attract private capital for the project.

It’s key to price estimates
Trembath, 11 [2/4/11, Nuclear Power and the Future of Post-Partisan Energy Policy, Alex Trembath is a policy associate in the Energy and Climate Program at Breakthrough. He is the lead or co-author of several Breakthrough publications, including the 2012 report "Beyond Boom and Bust: Putting Clean Tech on a Path to Subsidy Independence" and "Where the Shale Gas Revolution Came From." Alex is a graduate of University of California at Berkeley, http://leadenergy.org/2011/02/the-nuclear-option-in-a-post-partisan-approach-on-energy/] 
If there is one field of the energy sector for which certainty of political will and government policy is essential, it is nuclear power. High up front costs for the private industry, extreme regulatory oversight and public wariness necessitate a committed government partner for private firms investing in nuclear technology. In a new report on the potential for a “nuclear renaissance,” Third Way references the failed cap-and-trade bill, delaying tactics in the House vis-a-vis EPA regulations on CO₂, and the recent election results to emphasize the difficult current political environment for advancing new nuclear policy. The report, “The Future of Nuclear Energy,” makes the case for political certainty: “It is difficult for energy producers and users to estimate the relative price for nuclear-generated energy compared to fossil fuel alternatives (e.g. natural gas)–an essential consideration in making the major capital investment decision necessary for new energy production that will be in place for decades.” Are our politicians willing to match the level of certainty that the nuclear industry demands? Lacking a suitable price on carbon that may have been achieved by a cap-and-trade bill removes one primary policy instrument for making nuclear power more cost-competitive with fossil fuels. The impetus on Congress, therefore, will be to shift from demand-side “pull” energy policies (that increase demand for clean tech by raising the price of dirty energy) to supply-side “push” policies, or industrial and innovation policies. Fortunately, there are signals from political and thought leaders that a package of policies may emerge to incentivize alternative energy sources that include nuclear power. One place to start is the recently deceased American Power Act, addressed above, authored originally by Senators Kerry, Graham and Lieberman. Before its final and disappointing incarnation, the bill included provisions to increase loan guarantees for nuclear power plant construction in addition to other tax incentives. Loan guarantees are probably the most important method of government involvement in new plant construction, given the high capital costs of development. One wonders what the fate of the bill, or a less ambitious set of its provisions, would have been had Republican Senator Graham not abdicated and removed any hope of Republican co-sponsorship. But that was last year. The changing of the guard in Congress makes this a whole different game, and the once feasible support for nuclear technology on either side of the aisle must be reevaluated. A New York Times piece in the aftermath of the elections forecast a difficult road ahead for nuclear energy policy, but did note Republican support for programs like a waste disposal site and loan guarantees. Republican support for nuclear energy has roots in the most significant recent energy legislation, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which passed provisions for nuclear power with wide bipartisan support. Reaching out to Republicans on policies they have supported in the past should be a goal of Democrats who wish to form a foundational debate on moving the policy forward. There are also signals that key Republicans, notably Lindsey Graham and Richard Lugar, would throw their support behind a clean energy standard that includes nuclear and CCS. Republicans in Congress will find intellectual support from a group that AEL’s Teryn Norris coined “innovation hawks,” among them Steven Hayward, David Brooks and George Will. Will has been particularly outspoken in support of nuclear energy, writing in 2010 that “it is a travesty that the nation that first harnessed nuclear energy has neglected it so long because fads about supposed ‘green energy’ and superstitions about nuclear power’s dangers.” The extreme reluctance of Republicans to cooperate with Democrats over the last two years is only the first step, as any legislation will have to overcome Democrats’ traditional opposition to nuclear energy. However, here again there is reason for optimism. Barbara Boxer and John Kerry bucked their party’s long-time aversion to nuclear in a precursor bill to APA, and Kerry continued working on the issue during 2010. Jeff Bingaman, in a speech earlier this week, reversed his position on the issue by calling for the inclusion of nuclear energy provisions in a clean energy standard. The Huffington Post reports that “the White House reached out to his committee [Senate Energy] to help develop the clean energy plan through legislation.” This development in itself potentially mitigates two of the largest obstacle standing in the way of progress on comprehensive energy legislation: lack of a bill, and lack of high profile sponsors. Democrats can also direct Section 48C of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 towards nuclear technology, which provides a tax credit for companies that engage in clean tech manufacturing. Democrats should not give up on their policy goals simply because they no longer enjoy broad majorities in both Houses, and Republicans should not spend all their time holding symbolic repeal votes on the Obama Administration’s accomplishments. The lame-duck votes in December on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” the tax cut deal and START indicate that at least a few Republicans are willing to work together with Democrats in a divided Congress, and that is precisely what nuclear energy needs moving forward. It will require an agressive push from the White House, and a concerted effort from both parties’ leadership, but the road for forging bipartisan legislation is not an impassable one. The politician with perhaps the single greatest leverage over the future of nuclear energy is President Obama, and his rhetoric matches the challenge posed by our aging and poisonous energy infrastructure. “This is our generation’s Sputnik moment,” announced Obama recently. Echoing the calls of presidents past, the President used his State of the Union podium to signal a newly invigorated industrialism in the United States. He advocated broadly for renewed investment in infrastructure, education, and technological innovation. And he did so in a room with many more members of the opposition party than at any point during the first half of his term. The eagerness of the President to combine left and right agendas can hopefully match the hyper-partisan bitterness that dominates our political culture, and nuclear power maybe one sector of our economy to benefit from his political leadership.

Certainty key post Fukushima
Whitefield, 11 [5/4/11, STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ED WHITFIELD  CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER, “The Role of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in America’s Energy Future, http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/Media/file/Hearings/Energy/050411/Whitfield.pdf
[bookmark: _GoBack]While the NRC may not be the direct cause of this uncertainty – the Obama Administration’s policy is - the NRC’s actions will contribute to the uncertainty one way or another. Beyond  open adjudicatory issues, the NRC has recently taken administrative action to close down its  review of Yucca Mountain, which will deprive the public of the first independent government  assessment of the merits of Yucca Mountain’s construction. That doesn’t bode well for a nuclear renaissance. On the front end of nuclear power development, I’m very interested to hear about whether the  NRC can develop and provide more regulatory certainty in its licensing and re-licensing  programs. As in other energy sectors, regulatory certainty, such as keeping to decision  schedules, is essential for ensuring the investments necessary to develop nuclear energy.  Additionally, I think it is worth reviewing the Commission’s organizational structure, and  whether an agency rightly focused on safety is suitably structured to also facilitate the  advancement of new nuclear generation.  And connected with regulatory certainty, are clear and well developed safety engineering  evaluations. As mentioned, the safety record of NRC is unparalleled. But recent events in Japan  have raised questions in the public’s mind about how well the NRC does its job. We need to be  confident the NRC is up to the task. I believe the agency is, but scrutiny is helpful to maintain  the public trust.  We do not want to overreact to events based on poor and faulty information or other political  agendas. Nuclear power is critical to this nation. We should recognize its importance for a  growing economy and not lose sight of the tremendous value a reliable, affordable power supply  will mean for the future health and wealth of the United States.

Key to private investment
Jamal, 12 [March, Renewables and Nuclear: Different Signals from Germany and Britain, Carbon Clear Blog Carbon management consultants, emission reductions, carbon footprints and carbon offsets. Expert advice for a low-carbon future. http://carbonclear.blogspot.com/2012/03/renewable-energy-will-britain-surrender.html] 
On 11 March, one year on from the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear reactor meltdown in Japan, Germany has reaffirmed its decision to abandon nuclear power. The Germans shut down their eight oldest reactors shortly after the Japanese earthquake, tsunami and reactor core breach, and pledged to shut the remaining reactors by 2022. In the short term, this has meant an increase in greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel power stations in Germany and neighboring countries. Over the longer term, however, Germany's leaders want to replace the country's nuclear output with renewables. Critics doubt the nation's electric grid can transport power from new renewable energy generators to power-hungry factories hundreds of miles away, but the initiative has the support of 76% of the public and Chancellor Angela Merkel has pledged to redouble her government's efforts. The very next day, the Guardian newspaper reported that the British government wants to reduce the relative priority given to renewables over nuclear. The Guardian reports that the UK has proposed to the European commission that explicit renewable energy targets for 2030 be dropped in favour of targets for "low carbon power". This label would allow countries to choose whether they wish to reach climate change - related power targets with renewables, nuclear power, carbon capture and storage or a combination of the three. While this change doesn't necessarily mean the British government would back away from its support of renewables, it leaves the door open for such a move. In fact, this policy pressure would not make sense otherwise. Just the possibility could have a chilling effect on investment in renewables in the UK. Most renewable energy technologies are characterized by high capital costs and low operational costs. The cost of renewables-based electricity can be cost-competitive or even superior to that from fossil fuels, but only when those up-front costs and long-term savings are averaged over many years. Without certainty that government will maintain its support for years or decades, investors are less likely to provide the millions, or even billions of pounds required to bring renewables to market on a large scale. Nuclear power generates significantly lower carbon emissions than fossil fuel fired power stations and - despite Fukushima - it is a proven technology with a global track record. However, it is by no means certain that the government will be able to overcome long-term opposition to nuclear power and nuclear waste in time to ensure that nuclear can play a significant role in Britain's lower-carbon future. 

AT: Prolif Slow

Prolif will be fast
Asal 9 and Beardsley, Department of Political Science at Emory and Department of Political Science at the State University of New York, 2009 (Kyle and Victor, Journal of Conflict Resolution, April, p.297, NOTE: This is the last paragraph of this article)

The findings here importantly suggest an additional reason why “proliferation begets proliferation,” in the words of George Shultz (1984, 18). If both parties to a crisis have nuclear weapons, the advantage is effectively cancelled out. When states develop nuclear weapons, doing so may encourage their rivals to also proliferate for fear of being exploited by the shifting bargaining positions. And once the rivals proliferate, the initial proliferator no longer has much bargaining advantage. On one hand, this dynamic adds some restraint to initial proliferation within a rivalry relationship: states fear that their arsenal will encourage their rivals to pursue nuclear weapons, which will leave them no better off (Davis 1993; Cirincione 2007). On the other hand, once proliferation has occurred, all other states that are likely to experience coercive bargaining with the new nuclear state will also want nuclear weapons. The rate of proliferation has the potential to accelerate because the desire to posses the “equalizer” will increase as the number of nuclear powers slowly rises.

Domino theory is true
Yusuf 9 (Moeed, Fellow, Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future Boston University, Brookings Institute Policy Paper No. 11, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons.” Google Scholar)

The domino effect thesis naturally remained prominent during this period. Again, extreme pessimism on this count has been prevalent since the revelation of the nuclear black market. CIA Director George Tenet sounded a warning immediately after this revelation: “Additional countries may decide to seek nuclear weapons as it becomes clear their neighbors and regional rivals are doing so. The ‘domino theory’ of the 21st century may well be nuclear”.151 A number of chain scenarios have been sketched.152 Most remained as abstract and farfetched as the ones suggested during the Cold War. An Eastern chain starting from Japan spreading to the Koreas, and in turn Taiwan was considered plausible. A Middle Eastern chain is often cited whereby Iranian nuclearization would prompt its Arab neighbors (Saudi Arabia and Syria) and Turkey to follow suit.153 Israel would potentially declare its status at this point. In addition, a tit-for- tat India-Pakistan arms race could cause a shift in China and Iran’s positions, in turn leading the Middle Eastern powers and Taiwan to reconsider their stances. Moreover, Russia may act in reaction to China’s vertical proliferation.154 


AT Prolif Good – BW Prolif
Non unique – CBW prolif now                    
Fraser ‘8 [Jay, Center for Threat Awareness, “Inevitability of a WMD Attack?” 12-7, http://threatswatch.org/rapidrecon/2008/12/inevitability-of-a-wmd-attack/] 
Earlier this week Vice President elect Joseph Biden was briefed on the just released study by the Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism that a WMD attack was likely sooner than later and that the supposed “margin of safety” was narrowing. The “top line” of the report is that while terrorist groups (with al Qaeda still being the prime concern and suspect) lacked the technical capabilities to actually make the weapon, the ability to find cooperating scientists could enable such an attack is increasing. Further, the Commission warned that all roads lead to Pakistan when it comes to weaponizing a WMD. Specifically, the Mumbai attacks last week, of necessity, raise the specter of an attack being planned and launched from inside of Pakistan, and more specifically, from the Federally Administered Tribal Areas. In a sense, the release of this new government report, is new, but it is not necessarily news. The warnings about bio-terrorism have been a part of a clarion call since November 3, 2003 when an unclassified CIA Report discussed the risks inherent in the super-accelerated biotechnology sector. The earlier report, “The Darker Bioweapons Future” went just so far. If told us that the fear was the proliferation of weapons, of labs going research and of the growing number of people engaged in the science of developing new “bugs” so that countermeasures could be developed. They talked about the development of elixirs of combinations of a mild pathogen with its antidote (a virulent mixture); or of designer pathogens designed to challenge existing antidotes to force the development of new ones; or most scary, a stealth virus that could lie dormant until triggered. What “The Darker Bioweapons Future” did not cover was the possibility of scientists becoming turncoats and offering weapons skills and capabilities to terrorists, and that the origin of the threat might be in Pakistan. Frankly, it took the passage of a few years and some history to conclude that the threat might be real, and that the enemy might lie in the guise of a lab coat. In 2003, no one really considered the possibility that a scientist might “go to the dark side.” Some of the highlights and recommendations of the report to take away from the report were: - Nuclear and biological weapons are proliferating: Yes, indeed, they are. The question of course relates to their availability to access of terrorists organizations to them. The statement that as proliferation continues (that more countries come into possession) the more likely a nefarious end occurs, is obviously true. - I think correctly, although disturbingly, every terrorist act anywhere in the world brings us closer to the moment that an attack with a WMD occurs is unfortunately true. It is in this case, inevitable. While tactics do merge and evolve and morph, the reality is that with every incident, the “terrorists” are emboldened by successful attack and will seek to expand. - The conclusion that a terrorist organization would obtain a biological as opposed to a nuclear or radiological capability is likely, especially considering the proliferation of biological research and testing laboratories worldwide. As a side note, regardless of where the National Bio and Agro Defense Facility is located (recent announcements were that the NBAF will be located in Kansas, rather than San Antonio with some people concerned that the decision has more to do with politics than actual capability), the existence of new biological research capabilities logically increase the possibility that a scientist could be lured by money or other to “cross the line.” As noted by the Report, even though the Biological Weapons Conventions Treaty was signed in 1972, a number of countries blatantly violate it, and still there are countries like Egypt, Israel and Syria that never signed it. Further it is feared the Russia, China, Iran and North Korea may be secretly pursuing programs. Even though it is acknowledged that terrorist organizations like al Qaeda likely lack the technical skills to weaponize a biological agent (like anthrax), the fear is real that as more countries violate or circumvent the BWC, or as more companies in the United States and elsewhere work with such pathogens, that a rogue scientist, for whatever motivation, might lead to combining with a terrorist organization. "The United States should be less concerned that terrorists will become biologists and far more concerned that biologists will become terrorists," the report states. Thus, as with other scientific skills and perhaps not unlike the beginning of the proliferation of the nuclear arms race and the race into space, the acquisition of talent can propel a country or now, a terrorist organization from being a non-player into a power. The potential scenarios are as endless as they are believable. The question is plausibility. No one should doubt the goal of al Qaeda and its followers to eventually gain the ability to mount a WMD attack on the West. The question is how it will acquire the capabilities and whether through policy and actions, those countries now in possession of the tools of a new holocaust will protect the rest of the world. Until now, the nonproliferation efforts have focused on nuclear weapons. One of the shirts needed it would appear is an increased diligence in the vetting process of hiring scientists at facilities that handles biological toxins. The question then extends to research universities. Who gets to work at the myriad BSL3 and BSL4 laboratories around the country?

[bookmark: 0.1__Toc267989207]Nukes outweigh bioweapons
Eitzen ‘97 [EDWARD M. EITZEN, M.D., M.P.H., FACEP, FAA, Colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army; Chief, Operational Medicine Division, U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases, Fort Detrick, USE OF BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS, 1997,www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/medaspec/Ch-20electrv699.pdf] 
Biological weapons, when compared with nuclear weapons, are less likely to cause widespread physical devastation. Likely scenarios of use include large-scale attacks against fixed rear areas and forces, such as supply points, ammunition dumps, airbases, command and control assets, and fixed medical facilities; or application on a morelimited scale to cause disruption rather than annihilation. As a force is demoralized and reduced by disease and strange illnesses, attrition may become a more significant factor. It is less likely that an enemy would attempt to use biological warfare weapons against tactical maneuver units, owing to those units’ high mobility and the fact that effects on such units may not occur quickly enough to be decisive in the enemy’s favor. A proper defense against biological weapons thus requires (a) an understanding of the enemy and his likely objectives for a biological attack, and (b) the adoption of effective personal protective measures to minimize their impact. Biological defenses and future detection efforts should be emphasized in areas of the battlefield where an enemy attack is most likely. However, since an adversary may attempt to use biological weapons when and where such an attack is least expected, all efforts should be made to prepare our forces in depth for the possibility of a biological attack. This preparation should include the continued development of better vaccines and prophylactic drugs to protect U.S. military forces deployed to areas where intelligence indicates that an attack with biological agents is likely. Biological warfare agents, by themselves, are not ideal tactical weapons, owing to their unpredictability and delayed effects (long incubation times). They are also viewed as inhumane by many, and their “first use” would generate significant world criticism. Their tactical importance may in crease, however, as more is learned about the predictability of damage from specific biological agents. But the U.S. military must be prepared to defend against biological attack at all levels of conflict. Biological warfare agents in combination with other weapons systems must also be anticipated. With the development of new missile delivery systems, even intercontinental delivery of biological agents is possible, and the use of low-flying, longrange cruise missiles or remotely piloted drones may be the best way to generate a dense cloud of biological warfare agents close to the ground. It has been estimated that under suitable conditions, a cruise missile could deliver anthrax spores over an area of the same magnitude as the lethal fallout from a ground-burst nuclear warhead.3 However, much more subtle delivery vehicles (such as an agricultural sprayer mounted on a truck, boat, or other, more conventional platform) could be used to deliver biological agents anywhere in the world. Simply to maintain a defensive posture against attack is not adequate, however. The U.S. military must be able to sustain an offensive campaign in a biologically contaminated environment. To do otherwise is to invite use of such weapons by the enemy. The impact of infectious diseases on military units has been well documented in past wars, but the potential fielding of highly lethal agents by adversaries for use as biological warfare weapons makes personal protective measures and commanddriven discipline even more important for today’s army. While the more accurate conventional weapons systems that are currently fielded by some military forces produce less collateral damage, an aggressor using biological or chemical weapons may use multiple weapons or dissemination devices to cover a large area. Biological weapons could be effective if the enemy’s goal was to preserve logistical materiel; this presupposes the enemy use of captured friendly weapons and infrastructure, as opposed to mass physical destruction, thereby making biological weapons more attractive to an enemy than nuclear weapons to accomplish this purpose.12,13 


AT: Conventional war deterrence
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.

Nukes don’t deter conventional war
Berry et al ‘10 [Ken Berry, Research Coordinator at the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, Dr. Patricia Lewis is the Deputy Director and Scientist-in-Residence at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, Benoît Pelopidas, PhD, is the Postdoctoral Fellow at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies for the year 2010/2011 and adjunct faculty at the Graduate School for International Policy and Management, Dr. Nikolai N. Sokov is a Senior Fellow at the Vienna Center for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation, and Ward Wilson, Senior Fellow at the CNS,  “DELEGITIMIZING NUCLEAR WEAPONS: Examining the validity of nuclear deterrence,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/delegitimizing_nuclear_weapons_may_2010.pdf] 

Contrary to common belief, there is no evidence that nuclear weapons ―kept the peace‖ during the Cold War. All war plans drawn on both sides (including those that have been declassified after the end of the Cold War) proceeded from the notion that the other side would have launched the attack. If we do not have evidence that an attack was planned, how can we assume that nuclear weapons prevented it? Perceptions are a different matter – attack was feared during the entire Cold War, and the opponent was always suspected of preparing to attack. It has been demonstrated, however, that even the widely touted ―first-strike‖ Soviet nuclear posture of the late 1970s to early 1980s resulted from a series of faulty decisions and technical shortcomings and was ―unintended‖ in the sense that the Soviet military aspired to build a very different type of arsenal. 68 It is important to recognize that various explanations are still competing to account for the absence of actual use of nuclear weapons since 1945. 69 Because the record is impossible to definitely interpret, it makes no sense to make life or death decisions based on it. And, if nuclear weapons had deterred war over the last 60 years, there is still little comfort to be drawn from this history. We will not restate here the many cases of near-misses in which nuclear conflict has been avoided by mere luck. 70 This is because no nuclear weapon state has yet faced a war in which its vital interests were at stake. Despite the ―domino theory,‖ Korea and Vietnam were, at best, peripheral to U.S. interests. Rebellion in Afghanistan did not put the vital interests of the Soviet Union into jeopardy. Failures to deter conventional attack These explanations, however, cannot account for the striking failure of deterrence in both the Yom Kippur War and the Falkland War/Guerra de las Malvinas. Twice, during the Cold War, countries that had nuclear weapons – or were believed to have nuclear weapons – were attacked by states that did not have nuclear weapons. In both cases the possible threat of nuclear retaliation failed to deter. How can these failures be accounted for? One of the benefits of nuclear deterrence is that it is supposed to protect against conventional invasion. Yet in both of these cases nuclear weapons failed to provide this protection. The case of Israel is particularly striking. Given the deep animus between Israel, on the one hand, and Egypt and Syria, on the other, the repeated statements by various Arab spokesmen that Israel had no right to exist, and the resulting probability that Israel would interpret any attack as a threat on its very existence, the danger of a nuclear attack by Israel would seem to be far greater than in any other instance of Cold War confrontation. Yet nuclear weapons failed. They did not deter. In fact, they failed twice: neither Anwar Sadat, the leader of Egypt, nor Hafez al-Assad, the leader of Syria, was deterred. 71 Rather, these cases seem to demonstrate the power of the non-use norm: attackers clearly understood that the chances of the opponent resorting to nuclear weapons were slim, at best. There is positive evidence that nuclear threats do not prevent conventional attacks, even in circumstances where nuclear deterrence ought to work robustly. 

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 warming. 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.

Iran prolif is likely and causes Israel-Iran war and destabilizing regional prolif
Montgomery ‘11 (Eric Edelman, distinguished fellow at the center for strategic and budgetary assessments, Andrew Krepinevich, President of the CSBA, evan montgomery, research fellow at the CSBA [“Why Obama Should Take Out Iran's Nuclear Program,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136655/eric-s-edelman-andrew-f-krepinevich-jr-and-evan-braden-montgomer/why-obama-should-take-out-irans-nuclear-program?cid=nlc-this_week_on_foreignaffairs_co-111011-why_obama_should_take_out_iran-111011#)

The November 8 International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) report casts further doubt on Iran's continual claims that its nuclear program is intended solely for peaceful use. Rather than halting its weapons program in 2003, as was reported in a controversial 2007 U.S. National Intelligence Estimate, Iran has apparently continued to develop the various components necessary to produce a nuclear weapon, including neutron initiators, which trigger nuclear chain reactions, and complex explosives needed to build a warhead small enough to place atop a ballistic missile. Meanwhile, Tehran has openly worked to increase its stockpile of low-enriched uranium -- especially uranium enriched to 20 percent -- which could be further refined to weapons grade. If the IAEA's suspicions are correct, Iran might have both the technology and material to build a nuclear bomb in a matter of months. To date, the United States has relied on a combination of sticks and carrots to prevent Iran from going nuclear. It has tightened economic sanctions against the regime, isolated it diplomatically, and offered improved relations in return for Tehran abandoning its nuclear ambitions. The attractions of this approach are readily apparent. The main alternative, a military operation against Iran's nuclear infrastructure, would likely be extremely costly and might not even succeed. Moreover, by slowing Iran's progress toward a nuclear weapon, sanctions and isolation buy time for a "silver bullet," such as an internal political change that brings a more moderate Iranian leadership to power or a sabotage effort that derails the program for the foreseeable future. Unfortunately, no such solution has presented itself: The current Iranian regime has remained in control despite popular unrest and an ongoing dispute between the president and the supreme leader, and the new IAEA report suggests that efforts to disrupt Iran's nuclear program have so far yielded naught. All the while, Iran is getting closer to crossing the nuclear threshold. Even so, the U.S. government might persist with its existing approach if it believes that the consequences of a nuclear-armed Iran are manageable through a combination of containment and deterrence. In fact, the Obama administration has downplayed the findings of the new IAEA report, suggesting that a change in U.S. policy is unlikely. Yet this view underestimates the challenges that the United States would confront once Iran acquired nuclear weapons. For example, the Obama administration should not discount the possibility of an Israeli-Iranian nuclear conflict. From the very start, the nuclear balance between these two antagonists would be unstable. Because of the significant disparity in the sizes of their respective arsenals (Iran would have a handful of warheads compared to Israel's estimated 100-200), both sides would have huge incentives to strike first in the event of a crisis. Israel would likely believe that it had only a short period during which it could launch a nuclear attack that would wipe out most, if not all, of Iran's weapons and much of its nuclear infrastructure without Tehran being able to retaliate. For its part, Iran might decide to use its arsenal before Israel could destroy it with a preemptive attack. The absence of early warning systems on both sides and the extremely short flight time for ballistic missiles heading from one country to the other would only heighten the danger. Decision-makers would be under tremendous pressure to act quickly. Beyond regional nuclear war, Tehran's acquisition of these weapons could be a catalyst for additional proliferation throughout the Middle East and beyond. Few observers have failed to note that the United States has treated nuclear-armed rogues, such as North Korea, very differently from non-nuclear ones, such as Iraq and Libya. If Iran became a nuclear power and the United States reacted with a policy of containment, nuclear weapons would only be more appealing as the ultimate deterrent to outside intervention. Meanwhile, Iran's rivals for regional dominance, such as Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia, might seek their own nuclear devices to counterbalance Tehran. The road to acquiring nuclear weapons is generally a long and difficult one, but these nations might have shortcuts. Riyadh, for example, could exploit its close ties to Islamabad -- which has a history of illicit proliferation and a rapidly expanding nuclear arsenal -- to become a nuclear power almost overnight.
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A nuclear Iran would immediately encounter another nuclear state—even if an undeclared one—in the region: Israel. Compared with the relative stability of the Cold War, an initial stalemate between Israel and Iran would be highly precarious at best and would also threaten the entirety of Gulf exports, although for a more limited duration. Were Iran to become nuclear, the frequency of crises and proxy conflicts between Iran and Israel would likely increase, as would the probability of such confrontations spiraling into a nuclear exchange, with horrendous humanitarian consequences. There could be an Israeli-Iranian nuclear exchange through miscalculation and/or miscommunication. There could also be a calculated nuclear exchange, as the Israeli and Iranian sides would each have incentives to strike the other first. Tehran would likely have the ability to produce only a small handful of weapons, whereas Israel is already estimated to possess more than 100 devices, including thermonuclear warheads far beyond the destructive power of any Iranian fission weapon. Under such circumstances, Iran’s vulnerability to a bolt-from-the-blue Israeli nuclear strike would actually increase its incentive to launch its own nuclear attack, lest its arsenal be obliterated. Israel’s small territorial size reduces the survivability of its second-strike capability and, more importantly, the survivability of the country itself, despite its vastly larger and more advanced arsenal. Thus, Israeli leaders might feel the need to act preventatively to eliminate the Iranian arsenal before it can be used against them, just as American military planners contemplated taking out the fledgling Soviet arsenal early in the Cold War, except that as a much smaller country Israel has far less room for maneuver. xxvi

