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*****Turkey*****

1NC Turkey Prolif (1/2)

Turkey won’t proliferate now—US guarantee

NTI, 2009 (Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Turkey Profile,” August, http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/inde x.html)
Turkey is not known to possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons or weapons programs, and is a member in good standing of all of the major treaties governing their acquisition and use. Turkey is also active in proliferation prevention efforts such as the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).[1] While Turkey is situated in a notoriously "dangerous neighborhood"[2] and is often mentioned as a possible proliferation domino should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, it has relied for its security on the nuclear and conventional deterrence provided by U.S./NATO security guarantees for more than half a century. Turkey's dedication to the nonproliferation regime is further solidified by its commitment to the European Union accession process, as prospects for Turkish EU membership would be gravely diminished should Turkey choose to develop nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.[3] Thanks in part to decades of U.S. military aid and cooperation, Turkey has robust conventional defense capabilities, including short-range ballistic missiles. Ankara is also working to procure advanced ballistic missile defense capabilities. Nuclear Turkey signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-nuclear weapon state in 1969, ratifying it in 1980, and is subject to extensive IAEA compliance monitoring through both its Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and its voluntary membership in the Additional Protocol. Ankara has also ratified the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and participates in nuclear export control efforts such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the Zangger Committee. As part of NATO's nuclear umbrella, Turkey continues to host approximately 90 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons on its territory at Incirlik Air Base.[4] There is some speculation in the Turkish press regarding possible conflict between Turkey's leaders and the United States should President Obama's commitment to "seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons" lead to the near-term withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkey.[5] While the weapons serve little strategic purpose, they provide tangible evidence of a continued American commitment to Turkish security.

US withdrawal of TNWs causes Turkish prolif—it makes hawks credible and undermines non-proliferation agreements

Thranert, 2009 (Oliver, Senior Fellow in the International Security Research Division of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, “NATO, Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence,” Survival, 51:6, 63-76, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396330903461674)

NATO’s nuclear sharing has, too, always been a non-proliferation endeavour. The concept was born in the 1960s, when the United States needed to convince the Federal Republic of Germany to forgo a nuclear-weapons option and to adhere to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty as a non-nuclear state. To reassure Germany and to give Bonn as well as other European allies a say regarding NATO’s nuclear policy, the Nuclear Planning Group was created and nuclear sharing implemented. Today, Turkey is perhaps the member state most likely to want to develop its own nuclear weapons. It would not be easy for Ankara to conduct a clandestine programme, but if Iran develops nuclear weapons and at the same time the United States were to withdraw its nuclear installations from Incirlik, those voices in Turkey already talking about a Turkish bomb could become stronger and more influential. Turkish officials already apparently maintain in internal NATO discussions that if the United States were to remove its nuclear weapons from Europe, Ankara would no longer feel bound to the grand bargain of the 1960s to refrain from developing its own nuclear weapons in return for a US nuclear presence in Europe.7 

1NC Turkey Prolif (2/2)

Turkish prolif causes a chain reaction that leads to nuclear Middle East war

Sokolski, 2007 (Henry, Executive Director, The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, “What Nuclear Challenges Might the EU Meet?,” June 14, keynote address at “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges” conference, http://www.npolicy.org/node/974)
One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey.  It is trying to figure out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear capabilities.   Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran. significant To a very degree, though, it also will depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join the EU.  The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear weapons-option of its own.  This poses a difficult choice for the EU.  Many key members are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU.  There are arguments to favor this position.  Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria, and Saudi Arabia to do the same.  This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and war. 

2NC Uniqueness Wall

Turkey has a strong nonproliferation agenda now

Kirecci, 2009 (Akif, Assistant Prof., Bilkent University, School of Economics, Administrative and Social Sciences, “TURKEY IN THE  UNITED NATIONS  SECURITY COUNCIL,” January, SETA Policy Brief no. 28, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBgQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.setadc.org%2Fpdfs%2FPolicy_Brief_No_28_Akif_Kirecci_Turkey_in_the_United_Nations_Security_Council.pdf&ei=1bgrTNasHM-FnQfV5sHOCQ&usg=AFQjCNFYoFh-sSh5HWtcBObx93EEisHnow&sig2=G1gZkykGMnJmt5ZIHIk-Ew)
Given Turkey’s emphasis on peacekeeping, a major dilemma could arise for Turkey when the issues of using military power, or authorizing sanctions against another country are brought before the Security Council. The most immediate issue before the Council will inevitably be the case against Iran because of its nuclear program. The case against Iran has the potential to turn into an international military conflict. While Israel has pressed the US and the UN to take military action against Iran, the EU has shown reluctance. China and Russia likewise disfavor an immediate military operation. Turkey’s position regarding Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weaponry is clear; Turkey does not want a proliferation of nuclear arms in general, and in its neighborhood in particular. Whether Iran’s nuclear program is designed for peaceful civil use or to reach military capability, making Iran a nuclear power posing a viable threat to Israel seems to be at the core of the problem. Turkey has tended to accept Iran’s statements that its nuclear program is intended for peaceful purposes, while the US and Israel have not. The case against Iran in the UNSC seems to be deadlocked as there is a disagreement among the permanent members: the US and the UK lobby for wider sanctions – perhaps before a military campaign – while China and Russia try to prevent it. 

2NC Link Wall (1/4)

Extend Thranert—the sole purpose of our European TNWs is non-proliferation—they’re the critical symbol of the NATO security guarantee—without them, Turkey will seek to maintain deterrence with its own nukes

Plan causes Turkish prolif—removal of TNWs weakens credibility of NATO protection

ISAB 2007 (International Security Advisory Board, provides the Department of State with independent insight and advice on all aspects of arms control, disarmament, international security, and related aspects of public diplomacy Discouraging a Cascade of Nuclear Weapons States, October 19th 2007) http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/95786.pdf
Turkey is a country to watch.  It has moderately strong technical capabilities.  Currently, it would only think about developing a weapon if Western support and security guarantees from the U.S. and the EU were seen as insufficient for its needs.  Turkey sees some cause for concern now with the Europeans pulling back from Turkish membership in the EU and the EU’s decided lack of interest in defending Turkey’s interests in NATO.  Turkey’s sense of protection by NATO could be adversely affected if nuclear weapons were removed from its soil.  The calculus could also be affected if Turkey’s secular status should be altered by internal political developments. 

The brink is now—US-Turkish relations are strained—anything that gives the perception of weakening the alliance triggers prolif

GSN, 2008 (Global Security Newswire. “No Need for U.S. Nukes In Europe, Observers Say,” 7/21 http://www.nti.org/d_newswire/issues/print.asp?story_id=5A1AA4C7-864E-4F15-AF82-0A7DE40E88DA
The major obstacle now to complete removal of those bombs is Turkey, said physicist James Acton, a lecturer at the War Studies Department at King’s College London .“As a matter of principle the idea of withdrawing nuclear weapons from Europe is something that an awful lot of people agree with,” he said.  “The question is to what extent does the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Turkey make Turkey more likely to want to acquire nuclear weapons itself” as a hedge against Iran’s nuclear ambitions. There would have to be extensive discussions to assure leaders in Ankara that NATO’s defense commitment would persist once the nuclear weapons had been pulled, he said. “It’s really a very insecure time for the U.S.-Turk alliance.  Anything that gives the Turks the impression that this alliance is eroding would not be a good idea,” said panelist Bruno Tertrais, a researcher at the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris.

2NC Link Wall (2/4)

Withdrawing nukes weakens US security commitments and causes Turkey to proliferate

Laird, 2009 (Burgess, Carnegie Council national security analyst, “A Guide to the Challenges Facing President Obama's Nuclear Abolition Agenda,” July 21, Carnegie Council, http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_rep orts/0025.html)

Many disarmament advocates have argued for a withdrawal of U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe for quite some time. The argument is that these weapons no longer have any operational utility as they were deployed to offset the sizeable advantage enjoyed by Soviet conventional forces—a quantitative advantage that disappeared with the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union—and that their number, size and geographic dispersal makes both the U.S. and Russian weapons difficult and costly to control and secure. In short, they are proliferation nightmares. Critics point out that such arguments neglect the views of our allies, who see these weapons as concrete symbols of U.S. extended deterrence guarantees. And to be sure, the high value of these weapons has been frequently reaffirmed, most emphatically, in NATO's 1999 "Strategic Concept." The Strategic Concept asserts that "The Alliance will maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces based in Europe…The Alliance's conventional forces alone cannot ensure credible deterrence. Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in rendering the risks of aggression against the Alliance incalculable and unacceptable. Thus, they remain essential to preserve the peace." Many U.S. allies, the argument proceeds, especially the newer member states of NATO as well as Turkey and Japan would interpret a withdrawal of the non-strategic nuclear weapons as a significant weakening of U.S. security commitments and, in response, some allies might well undertake nuclear weapons programs of their own to ensure their security.
Withdrawal causes Turkish prolif—security guarantee is the only thing standing in the way

Lavoy and Walker, 2006 (Peter and Robin, Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School's Department of National Security Affairs, “Conference Report: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016,” Naval Postgraduate School, July 29, http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.html)
While Tertrais stressed that nuclear proliferation of any sort is unlikely in Europe, he identified Turkey as the biggest long-term threat, with Ukraine and Serbia as even more unlikely and an EU member dismissed as wild speculation. If Turkey were to move toward nuclear weapons it would be in a post-2010 timeframe and follow the continued breakdown of U.S.-Turkey relations. Catalysts for Turkish proliferation would include failure to be accepted into the European Union and the continued progress of Iran’s nuclear weapons program and would be exacerbated by a breakdown of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and the United States withdrawing the nuclear weapons it has based in Turkey. Ukraine and Serbia would also become more inclined to initiate a nuclear program if the NPT broke down and they were denied entry into NATO and the EU, with Ukraine’s decision probably triggered by continued Russian-Ukrainian tensions post 2010 and Serbia triggered by increased Serbian nationalism post 2015. Tertrais’ most improbably scenario involved a current EU member post-2020 following the “perfect storm” of a complete breakdown of European society, and serious military threats in the European neighborhood. If Russia became hyper nationalistic again, Finland, Sweden, and Poland might attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. If Middle Eastern proliferation spilled over into the Mediterranean Italy and Spain might arm themselves, possibly followed by secondary proliferation by Greece, Turkey and, once the nuclear taboo was broken, Germany.Although the prospects of a European proliferator are slim, some elements are factors in all the most likely scenarios. Maintaining the U.S. nuclear security guarantee as a credible defense, even if the missile defense system becomes effective and is extended to cover Europe, is one key element in dissuading potential nuclear weapons states. Additional guarantees from France and the United Kingdom can add to this nuclear peace. Additionally, Europe itself can dissuade countries from arming themselves by allowing them to join the European Union.

2NC Link Wall (3/4)

TNW drawdown leads to allied prolif—Turkey won’t feel a credible NATO deterrent

Thranert, 2008 (Oliver, Senior Fellow in the International Security Research Division of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” December 10, Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533)
Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

Plan is perceived globally—everyone is watching our TNW presence in Europe

Yost, 2009 (David S., Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in IR from USC, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs 85:4, 755-780, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBIQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww3.interscience.wiley.com%2Fjournal%2F122476701%2Fabstract&ei=IhQoTIH3K4L78AaV4OTFDw&usg=AFQjCNG16FUqmoMBmtQ5JyeWlsudcu4olQ&sig2=MuihrTak0QyrmY-RtgC5Sg)
Given the views of policy-makers and experts in NATO countries, notably in Turkey and in some of the new allies in East and Central Europe, some observers are concerned that it could be deeply damaging to US credibility, disruptive of alliance cohesion and potentially destabilizing to European security to withdraw the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe. Withdrawing the weapons could be perceived as a signal of US disengagement and as evidence of a diminished US commitment to the security of NATO Europe. Such a withdrawal would be inconsistent with the objective of assuring US allies, and not only in Europe. There are connections between the US deterrence posture in Europe and US security partners and interests elsewhere. Australian and Japanese officials and experts are, for example, monitoring US decisions about extended deterrence globally; and they see US decisions about NATO’s nuclear posture and policy as emblematic of the US extended deterrence commitment to their own security. A loss of confidence in the reliability of the protection provided by US extended deterrence could lead some US allies and security partners to consider seeking their own national nuclear forces or to invest more in potential hedging measures such as air and missile defences and/or enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. 
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Plan causes Turkish prolif—TNWs are the only deterrent

Matishak, 2009 (Martin, staff writer, “U.S. Could Pull Back Europe-Based Nukes, State Department Official Says,” August 5, Nuclear Threat Initiative Global Security Newswire, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090805_4929.php)
The military value of the Europe-based tactical weapons has "dropped precipitously since the days of the Cold War," Einhorn said. However, they continue play a role in the "cohesion" of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, he added without elaborating. In addition, "at least one" ally country believes the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons on it soil reduces the incentive for it to acquire its own nuclear weapons capability, Einhorn told the audience. Kristensen told Global Security Newswire yesterday in a telephone interview that Einhorn was referring to Turkey.

Link Magnifier (1/2)

Perception of the US security guarantee is the critical factor—only trust in US/NATO deters prolif

Bowman 2008 (Bradley, Major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army and International Affairs Fellow at CFR, Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report, http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf)

If Iran acquires nuclear weapons in the next decade, this would also place significant pressure on Turkey to follow suit. Turkey and Iran do not see themselves as adversaries, but Turkey believes the centuries of peace and relative stability between the two states and their predecessor empires derive primarily from the rough balance of power between them. A nuclear-armed Iran would dramatically tip the balance in Iran’s direction. Turkey believes this increased Iranian power would lead to a more aggressive Iranian foreign policy and a marginalization of Turkey. Such a development would significantly undercut Turkey’s desired role as a respected and powerful mediator between east and west. In such a scenario, there would be strong voices in the Turkish General Staff, as well as among ultra-nationalist politicians, arguing for Turkey to respond by pursuing nuclear weapons. Thus, the possibility still exists that Turkey would respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by developing nuclear weapons as well. At the same time, there are significant disincentives to a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. First, doing so would severely damage United States-Turkish relations, which represent an essential component of Turkish national security. Second, such a development would endanger Turkey’s good standing in NATO, another key component of Turkey’s national security. Third, a Turkish pursuit or acquisition of nuclear weapons would seriously undercut any remaining chance of Turkish accession into the European Union. Fourth, powerful popular voices within Turkey would likely oppose a Turkish attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. Unlike Egypt, Iran, and Saudi Arabia, the democratic system in Turkey would enable these popular forces to influence Turkey’s decisions on these issues. Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. 

Link Magnifier (2/2)

Ankara is on the brink—withdraw is a sudden move that would spark prolif and only perception of Western guarantees are relevant

Tertrais, 2008 (Bruno, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la recherche stratégique (FRS), an Associate Researcher at the Centre d’Etude des Relations Internationales (CERI), and a contributing editor of Survival, “The Middle East’s Next Nuclear State” Strategic Insights, Center for Contemporary Conflict,December , http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBIQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nps.edu%2FAcademics%2Fcenters%2Fccc%2Fpublications%2FOnlineJournal%2F2008%2FDec%2FtertraisDec08.pdf&ei=zZMmTIfwMdH_nAf1mYm9Bg&usg=AFQjCNG7tEEwF4y9vsJlWrEr-VFtRoZwPw&sig2=-IHSDJRXPIgz2gvwvP4iKQ)
Like most Arab countries, Turkey has announced its intention to restart its civilian nuclear program. It already has a very significant nuclear infrastructure. Its main research center (Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center) has two modern (1986) pilot installations for conversion and fuel fabrication.[51] The involvement of several Turkish firms in the AQ Khan network indicates that there is industrial know-how in the country which could be of use to a uranium enrichment program. However, Ankara claims to be uninterested by enrichment.[52] The country operates two research reactors: a light-water 5 MWth reactor;[53] and a small Triga Mark-II unit, which is being converted to operated on LEU.[54] It also has a small waste treatment facility (Radioactive Waste Processing and Storage Facility). Scientists have made computer simulations of reprocessing with the Purex process.[55] Generally speaking, nuclear science and technology is very active in the country. Also, Turkey is one of the only States in the region to have started setting up the regulatory mechanisms needed for larger-scale nuclear programs, under the aegis of the Turkish Atomic Energy Commission (TAEK). Turkey is moderately worried about the Iranian nuclear program. It has generally good relations with its neighbor. It is covered by a formal nuclear guarantee, backed by a multilateral alliance, and has nuclear weapons on its territory (including for use by Turkish aircraft). However, Ankara may be losing its sense of confidence about NATO. At two occasions—1991 and 2003—its allies were perceived as hesitant to fulfill their security commitments. The new generation of Turkish officers do not trust NATO as much as the previous one.[56] In addition, political relations with the West have become more difficult because of Iraq, controversy about the 1915 events, and a European reluctance to give a clear perspective for entry into the European Union. Turkish public opinion has an extremely negative view of the United States.[57] (It is also opposed to the continued stationing of U.S. nuclear weapons.)[58] Ankara’s perception of the Western security guarantee will be a key for its future nuclear choices.[59] The military option would be an extreme one: a choice in that direction would require a deepening of the crisis in confidence with both the United States and Europe. Additionally, domestic power games may come into play: a nuclear program might be a way to consolidate the place of the military in the political decision-making process. Defiance vis-à-vis Iran is stronger in the so-called “kemalist” circles.[60]
Extend—Middle East War

Turkish prolif causes an arms race—our impacts have a unique risk of escalation

Martin, 2000 (David, research director, Nuclear Awareness Project, “Nuclear Threat in the Eastern Mediterranean,” June, NAP, http://www.cnp.ca/issues/nuclear-threat.html)
The dark underside of nuclear power has always been its potential for nuclear weapons proliferation, either through the production of plutoniu --   an inevitable byproduct of reactor operation --  or through the transfer of sensitive nuclear information, technology and materials. Turkey's nuclear program will fan the flames of the nuclear arms race in the Middle East. Turkey has also been implicated in nuclear arms aid to Pakistan. An earlier attempt to build an Argentinean-designed reactor was likely aimed at plutonium production for nuclear weapons. Evidence of nuclear smuggling based in Turkey, and Turkey's push for its own nuclear fuel capability and indigenous reactor design, all point to possible nuclear weaponsdevelopment. The support of prominent Turkish citizens for nuclear weapons development lends credence to this evidence.
Nuclear war

Steinbach 2002 – Analyst, Center for Research on Globalisation http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE 203A.html

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

2NC NATO Module (1/2)

Withdrawing TNWs undermines NATO—Russian threat means member states are on edge about security guarantees

Thranert, 2009 (Oliver, Senior Fellow in the International Security Research Division of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, “NATO, Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence,” Survival, 51:6, 63-76, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396330903461674)

Eastern Europeans particularly value America’s presence in Europe to counterbalance Russia in light of their 40 years as unwilling parts of the Soviet empire, which distinguishes them from NATO members who experienced the Cold War from the other side of the Iron Curtain. Today, many new NATO members view Russia as increasingly authoritarian, and Moscow’s foreign and security policy as assertive, if not aggressive. After the Caucasus crisis of 2008 Eastern Europeans feel the need more than ever to engage the United States militarily in Europe for their protection. These new NATO members are likely to oppose any development that might lead to the imminent withdrawal of US nuclear forces from Europe, fearing a weakening of the US commitment. But threat perceptions do not only differ between NATO members old and new. While Norway does not share the Eastern Europeans’ Cold War experiences, it is increasingly concerned about Russian security policy, not least because Moscow has re-introduced its former practice of strategic bomber patrols over the North Sea. Turkey does not worry so much about Moscow, but is concerned about developments in Iran more than other NATO countries. Ankara has a reasonably sound working relationship with Tehran, but from the Turkish perspective its basis is a balance of power between the countries. If Iran were to develop nuclear weapons this balance would change. Given these threat perceptions, a full-scale debate about US nuclear withdrawal from Europe could trigger a controversy that would undermine NATO cohesion. Many members could lose confidence in the Alliance’s defence commitments in general, and the US commitment to defend Europe in particular. Ending the US nuclear presence in Europe would also end Allies’ influence on NATO’s nuclear policymaking. Only Washington and London would remain directly involved in NATO nuclear policy (even now that France has become a full NATO member, Paris still does not participate in Nuclear Planning Group meetings). True, the Nuclear Planning Group would continue to work, but it would quickly lose its salience, and NATO members would lose their nuclear competences. 

NATO Module (2/2)

Nuclear war

Jackson, 1999 (Bruce, President of US Committee on NATO, “The Conservative Case for NATO,” Policy Review, Apr/May, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3552212.html)

NATO is at the center of all U.S. military strategies. Critics have read far too much into the current absence of a serious rival to U.S. interests on the world stage. This happy circumstance will surely change. If, for example, a threat were to emerge from a resurgent Russia (and given the events of the past six months in Russia, that is at least conceivable), there would not be time in which to reconstitute a NATO-like alliance on the front line.  In the event of concerted aggression by militant Islamic states, perhaps in possession of weapons of mass destruction, NATO will protect our flank and secure our supply lines. And, finally, if the security interests of the West are drawn to the containment of Chinese expansion, NATO will guard the strategic rear of the alliance and make the forward deployment of U.S. forces possible. In all cases, NATO is the common denominator in the grand strategy of the West. The imperative of consolidating the center is axiomatic in military strategy, and NATO stands at the center of our alliance structure.  If the centrality of NATO were not enough, there is also the appeal of the plasticity of the alliance, particularly our ability to refocus its strategic concept. Conservatives, especially, who have a proud tradition as realists, must conclude that the new threats to transatlantic security come from out-of-area, and that NATO can be adapted to counter these threats to our interests.  NATO reflects the American way of war. Politically untidy though they may be, our arrangements with Europe reflect a national consensus on the part of Americans that we intend to prosecute our objectives in war not unilaterally but in coalition with our allies. Having made this decision, mechanisms like NATO become a fact of life. In order to fight effectively as a coalition, an alliance has to plan and train together as well as exchange views on the concept of joint operations. Without the mechanisms of coordination developed within NATO, the success of ad hoc coalitions, like Desert Storm, would be doubtful.  Obviously, there is concern about the inevitable compromises that keep coalition partners in the fold and that may impinge to some degree on U.S. sovereignty. But conservatives should recognize that these modest measures are necessary in the conduct of foreign affairs. Moreover, conservatives, in particular, should tend to favor coalition mechanisms because they limit the potential overseas ambitions of governments — even our own — and they provide the means to share the financial burdens of defense with our European allies.  NATO remains "the military expression of a community of shared values." It is often said that NATO is more than just a military alliance; it has served as the political foundation on which Europe has been rebuilt over the past 50 years. NATO played and still plays a decisive role in consolidating the victory of the West in the Cold War. It is also the only institution that appears capable of countering the crimes against humanity being committed in the Balkans.  It is not unreasonable to foresee that NATO as a political vehicle will continue to broaden the Euro-Atlantic community to include democracies as distant as Estonia or Finland in Northern Europe and Romania and Bulgaria in Southeast Europe. Over time, non-NATO allies of the United States in our hemisphere, such as Argentina and Chile, may seek a closer political relationship with NATO. In the future, and in the context of new missions, NATO might also institutionalize coordination with Israel, which maintains an historical relationship with the United States and has recently concluded a strategic arrangement with Turkey, NATO’s easternmost member. It would not be unreasonable to suggest that a reformed alliance focused on a new set of missions might welcome a more formal relationship with a country that shares our values and could contribute materially to the security and strategic depth of the Euro-Atlantic region. Regardless of how NATO’s political role is manifested in the next decade, conservatives will tend to support institutions of invested values dedicated to their protection. It should not come as a surprise to conservatives that Judeo-Christian values over the past millennium and democratic ideals over the past 350 years have required protection by force of arms. For the past 50 years, NATO has provided that protection with a very light hand. NATO’s mission in Europe is unfinished. Even if one concedes that America’s interests will eventually diverge from those of our European allies, it is still far too soon for the United States to disengage from Europe. The most obvious reason for this is that the Europeans do not want us to leave in the foreseeable future.  We have seen a number of instances in which other institutions have been unable to cope with serious European problems. NATO’s effectiveness compares favorably to the performance of UNPROFOR at Sebrenica and throughout Bosnia. And with the failure of the October 1998 Kosovo agreement — which called for peace monitors from the OSCE — Europeans and Americans agreed that only a NATO mission could keep the peace. While critics have argued that U.S. vital interests are not at stake in Bosnia or Kosovo, the persistent pattern of political and military failure at the periphery of our power (by coalitions other than NATO) should produce renewed respect for NATO’s singular role in protecting the Atlantic democracies.  The European experiment for which NATO is the predicate is incomplete, and it would be foolish in the extreme to disassemble the security structure that has made modern Europe possible. A unified Germany is only seven years old and much remains to be decided about its direction, its purpose, and how it intends to manage its preponderant power in Europe. A European currency is a few months old, and the political affects of partial monetary union are as yet unknown. While 60 million souls in Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary are now formally NATO allies, the integration of these countries into NATO’s military structure and the achievement of full interoperability are at least a decade in the future. Moreover, there are another 50 million people in Slovenia, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria who hope to come into Europe from the cold and who aspire to join the economic and security institutions of the Euro-Atlantic.  Finally, and most important, there is a war of aggression and genocide in the Balkans where NATO forces are engaged. To paraphrase Lady Thatcher, now is not the time to go wobbly on NATO.  If it is the end of NATO, it is the end of a lot more than NATO. Advocates of NATO expansion, and proponents of NATO in general, often ask critics to imagine the past fifty years without the alliance. Critics who argue that NATO is unnecessary must also maintain that U.S. security is defensible in the future without what has come to be regarded as the West’s insurance policy. A world without NATO would be a world with a radically changed political order — one about which we know little, and what we can imagine is troubling.  We can imagine that the United States would be without an immediate brake on Russian imperial recidivism. We would be unable to moderate and guide the rise of German power. We would lack incentives to keep Turkey engaged in Europe. The reinforcement and defense of Israel in extremis would be vastly more difficult. The boundary lines within which we now contain rogue states and pursue the containment of weapons of mass destruction would have to be abandoned and moved thousands of miles closer to the territory of the United States. The defense of the Gulf States would be problematic at best. And a credible Pacific security policy would be heavily burdened by the requirement to maintain major forces in an unsettled Atlantic region. At a minimum, the disestablishment of NATO would require military expenditures at near wartime levels.  A conservative view — and I believe the correct view — is that the current international system in which NATO serves as cornerstone has been remarkably friendly to U.S. interests and has not imposed particularly onerous financial burdens on our economy. Overturning the conditions that brought about such a relatively felicitous state of affairs risks exposing the United States and our remaining allies to a much harsher international environment, one that may make far greater demands of American blood and treasure.

NATO Module—Links

TNW withdrawal guts NATO—it makes a unified political signal impossible

Yost, 2009 (David S., Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in IR from USC, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs 85:4, 755-780, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBIQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww3.interscience.wiley.com%2Fjournal%2F122476701%2Fabstract&ei=IhQoTIH3K4L78AaV4OTFDw&usg=AFQjCNG16FUqmoMBmtQ5JyeWlsudcu4olQ&sig2=MuihrTak0QyrmY-RtgC5Sg)
Moreover, the withdrawal of the US nuclear weapons remaining in Europe could be seen as a break with the historic transatlantic bargain whereby the United States plays a leading role in return for providing a security guarantee. It could contribute to launching a debate on the credibility of the US commitment to the collective defence pledge in Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty at a time when the meaning of collective defence is being reconsidered, owing in part to the emergence of new challenges such as cyberwarfare. Some European allied observers hold that the complete withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Europe would be interpreted, at least in some quarters of the alliance, as an ipso facto weakening of the credibility of the US extended deterrent. The implications for assurance of the NATO European allies could therefore be profound. The consequences of the withdrawal of the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe would include the loss of the crisis management options provided by an alliance deterrent posture involving aircraft from multiple allies. This arrangement makes possible the transmission to adversaries of a political signal—one of a united and resolute alliance—distinct from a US (or British or French) national action. It is difficult to imagine an alternative to the current arrangements for nuclear risk- and responsibility-sharing that would provide equivalent benefits for alliance cohesion as well as assurance and extended deterrence, but the examination of other approaches may well be an issue in the alliance’s Strategic Concept review. In this review assurance and extended deterrence will be considered in a dynamic context involving other NATO policy challenges—including missile defence, relations with Russia, the meaning of collective defence in light of new risks, force transformation (including aircraft modernization), arms control and disarmament, and current operations, notably in Afghanistan. The tradeoffs that may be made remain to be seen.

2NC Balkans Module (1/2)

Turkish prolif causes a chain reaction that leads to Balkan instability

Sharp, 1993 (Jane, “Europe’s Nuclear Dominoes,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, June, pp. 29-30, Google Books)

Turkey is another state that has little nuclear expertise and appears not to have any nuclear ambitions in the short term but its security could be easily destabilized by its neighbors’ actions. At least four of its neighboring states are nuclear and three are near-nuclear: Israel is an undeclared but obvious nuclear-weapons power; Iran is close to being nuclear-weapon capable, and is reported to have bought or stolen three nuclear warheads from Kazakhstan; and Pakistan is also close to achieving nuclear-weapon capability. Russia is and will remain a nuclear-weapons state for the forseeable future. Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan control former Soviet strategic missiles for the time being. Their nuclear status will remain uncertain in all likelihood through the 1990s—or until their weapons are finally dismantled. Without NATO’s security guarantee, Turkey might find its neighbors sufficiently threatening to assert itself as a regional nuclear power, straddling the Balkans and central Asia. Should Turkey acquire nuclear weapons, Greece would certainly want extra reassurances from the United States or NATO which, if not forthcoming, might make Greece a candidate for proliferation. Serbia could also see itself at risk from a nuclear Turkey and would be able to look only to Russia for a security guarantee. Yugoslavia threatened to leave the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) regime at the 1975 review conference on the grounds that the nuclear powers were not living up to their part of the bargain. As the most aggressive, least trustworthy state in Europe, Serbia bears close watching as a potential proliferators, despite being a party to the NPT. Armenia would certainly be unsettled by a Turkish bomb, given its history of enmity with Turkey. In September 1991, Armenian government spokesmen indicated an interest in signing the NPT, but the government has taken no action. Azerbaijan has signed the NPT, but it would not remain passive in the event Armenia went nuclear. It is not difficult to imagine the proliferation chain.

Balkans Module (2/2)

Balkan instability escalates to global wars

Baker, 1995 (James, Former Secretary of State, “Flash Point in the Balkans: Drawing the Line at Macedonia,” LA Times http://www.hri.org/news/forpapers/95-04-30.frp)
The first great European conflict of this century began in the Balkans. Unless we are careful, so may the last. Three years after the beginning of war in Bosnia, international  attention remains riveted on the fate of that tragic nation. But Macedonia is perhaps an even more dangerous flash point in the Balkans. Unless the international community takes strong action we could see the outbreak of a general Balkan war that could  draw in the European powers and even the United States. And there will be no such strong action without firm U.S. leadership.   The strategic importance of Macedonia transcends its size, about that of Vermont, and its population, just a fraction more than 2 million. It looms large because of the Balkans' unforgiving geography and Macedonia's own volatile ethnic mix.   Tension between the country's Macedonian majority and  Albanian minority -estimated at between 20% and 40%- already runs high. Should this tension escalate into civil war, it might prompt intervention from Albania to the west. Conflict could spread across Macedonia's northern border with Serbia -where there is a large and restive Albanian  population in Kosovo.   Greece, already consumed by an angry dispute with Macedonia, might be tempted to become involved. Turkey, Bulgaria and others could follow. Under such a scenario, the West Europeans,  the United States and even Russia could be forced to pick sides -with disastrous consequences for the peace of Europe.   The Clinton Administration is clearly aware of the risks in  Macedonia but appears unwilling to take decisive action  necessary to address them.   There are already 550 U.S. troops in Macedonia as part of a U.N. observer force -ostensibly to maintain stability. The Administration is apparently contemplating the dispatch of another 1,500 soldiers, perhaps as part of a division-sized NATO contingent. Even as it considers increasing our military presence on the ground, however, the Administration has refused to take a firm stand against an irresponsible Greek embargo directed at landlocked Macedonia.   The embargo was imposed 14 months ago because Athens, for historical reasons, objects to Macedonia's flag and even its name. In a further bow to Athens and to the Greek American community in the United States, the Administration  has not sent an accredited U.S. ambassador to the  Macedonian capital, Skopje.   The Administration's approach on Macedonia is not just confused -it is contradictory. The United States is in the  grotesque position of defending the territorial integrity  of a nation we refuse to have full diplomatic relations with. The arguments that the Administration offers in  defense of its policy, not surprisingly, do not hold water.   For example, one Administration official has admitted, "We have repeatedly said that the embargo is wrong. But we have a 150-year history of friendship with Greece and we are not going to destroy that bilateral relationship  over this."  This statement rings hollow, coming from an Administration whose actions have caused our far more  important bilateral relationship with Britain to reach its lowest point in modern history. In addition, the statement's premise is false: The U.S.-Greek relationship is far too important for both countries to be "destroyed" by Washington sending an accredited ambassador to Skopje. The suggestion that Athens would sever relations with the United States  over this is, frankly, either breathtakingly obtuse or disingenuous.   Some of Greece's partners in the European Union are far  less squeamish than Washington has been in condemning Athens' irresponsible embargo against Macedonia. Last year, the European Commission filed a petition against Greece in the European Court of Justice, calling the blockade illegal and unwarranted. The court's final decision is expected  this summer.   Meanwhile, the embargo continues. Since it was imposed,  Macedonia has lost about 50% of its yearly export earnings. Today Macedonia's gross domestic product is roughly half  what it was in 1990, and unemployment is running about 35%. Athens' embargo is making a bad economic situation worse  and is recklessly contributing to the rising tension between ethnic Macedonians and Albanians that already threatens to tear the country apart. The moderate government of Macedonian President Kiro Gligorov is increasingly embattled.   Moving decisively on Macedonia will require the Administration to stand up to a Greek American community that strongly supports Athens' stance against Macedonia. It is never easy, much less pleasant, to confront a powerful domestic constituency in order to serve a greater national interest. The Bush Administration deferred full recognition of Macedonia in part because of political pressures during the 1992 presidential campaign. This was a mistake and one that I, as secretary of state at the time, still regret.   Today, with U.S. soldiers at risk and the potential for a  broader Balkan conflict far higher, there is no excuse for our failure to act. First, the Administration should move beyond pro forma disapproval of the blockade to an unambiguous condemnation. It should also announce the appointment of a  U.S. ambassador and dispatch him or her to Skopje immediately. This would clearly signal to Athens and other capitals in the  region our seriousness about supporting Macedonia's independence and territorial integrity.   Second, the Administration needs to work with its Western European allies to broadly redefine the NATO's missin to  encompass the preservation of peace and stability in Europe. This redefinition should permit NATO military action anywhere and under any circumstances when that peace and stability are threatened -should a majority or a super-majority alliance members concur. Five years after the end of the Cold War, NATO remains an organization in search of a mission. It need only look as far as preventing a broader Balkan war.   Third, the Administration should take the lead within NATO in forging an effective policy to contain the Balkan conflict. This should begin with an explicit NATO warning to all  Macedonia's neighbors -Serbia, Albania, Bulgaria and, yes, even NATO-member Greece- that any adventurism in Macedonia would be  considered a threat to European peace and stability and would be met with the full force of the alliance. Had NATO been in  a position to have taken a similar stance toward Bosnia at the beginning of the conflict there, it would have been better prepared to deal with, and perhaps even avert, the disaster that unfolded.   By acting now, NATO can avoid yet another tragic "might have been." But warnings, as the Administration's self-defeating policy of empty threats in Bosnia has made clear, are not  enough. Resolve must match rhetoric. The warning needs to be backed up by a credible use of force. This means well-armed troops on the ground supported by air power. A division-sized NATO force, including a substantial U.S. component, should be sufficient.   If we do not move quickly, there could be a repeat of the  Bosnian humanitarian nightmare, as Macedonia plunges into  chaos. But there is far more than humanitarianism at issue for U.S. policy-makers.   The U.S. has fought three European wars in the century -two hot and one cold- and three are enough. We should have learned by now that we cannot ignore a fundamental challenge to continental stability. If general instability occurs in  Europe -and a deterioration of the situation in Macedonia risks precisely that- the U.S. will become involved whether  we like it or not. It is better to accept the cost of deterrence now than pay the price of broader conflict later. 

2NC Relations Module (1/2)

Prolif guts US-Turkish relations and causes regional conflict

Kibaroglu, 2005 (Mustafa, Associate Professor, Bilkent University; Senior Fellow, Harvard, “Beyond Iran: The Risk Of A Nuclearizing Middle East,” February 9, speech given at The Washington Institute Policy Forum Luncheon, http://www.iranwatch.org/privateviews/WINEP/perspex-winep-beyondiran-Kibaroglufulltranscript.pdf)
I want to conclude by discussing the third issue that we are asked to comment on today as to “what actions by outside powers, such as the United States, might influence the thinking in these regional states?” I will answer this question a bit differently. I think both sides of the coin must be discussed here. I mean, the outside powers may have either a positive or a negative impact on Turkey so long as the nuclear issues are concerned. Should Turkey decide, at some point in the future to go nuclear, the outside powers, the United States in particular, may exploit every opportunity to stop Turkey going down that road. Many analysts argue that the strategic value of Turkey for the US is diminishing since the end of the Cold War. Hence, the US administrations may put an unbearable strain on their relations with Turkey in every field, extending from economic to military and political issues. There are examples of such an attitude, even during the Cold War years, when Turkey was considered to be a “staunch ally” of the US. I’m talking about the letter by President Lyndon Johnson sent to Ankara in June 1964, and also the arms embargo from 1975 to 1979 imposed by President Jimmy Carter, both because of Turkey using its legitimate right to intervene in Cyprus to protect the Turks from the atrocities of the Greek Cypriots.  Moreover, in the nuclear field, over the last four decades, successive US administrations have done their best to blockade Turkey’s attempts to establish nuclear power plants, because of their fear of alleged illicit cooperation between Turkey and Pakistan.8 I can see that some concerns do still exist. Therefore, even the smallest sign of thinking of nuclear weapons option may again prevent Turkey from enjoying the peaceful applications of nuclear energy in the future. Added to these, even the mere rumors that Turkey might be developing nuclear weapons may make Turkey a target of the war by proxy tactics of its neighbors, as they used to do so until recently. Bearing in mind that Turkey has signed as well as ratified the Additional Protocol, which gives extended rights to the IAEA to conduct thorough inspections in “any location” in the country, it would be only a wishful thinking to conceal clandestine activities from international inspections. Should Turkey defies its solemn obligations to provide full transparency, it may well be taken to the United Nations Security Council and become subject to comprehensive sanctions, including economic as well as military measures. The glorious history of the Turks, and Turkey, which has always been loyal to its international obligations, would not deserve such a treatment by the international community. Therefore, I would recommend to those in Turkey who may have ambitions to develop a nuclear weapons capability, to forget about them. As such, they will serve our country better by using Turkey’s resources more wisely and more efficiently in other fields that our people would really need. 

Relations Module (2/2)

US Turkey relations are key to avoid the rise of another hostile global rival 

Malik, 1997 Senior Associate At The Strategy Group (Chicago Tribune, 5/15)

 Despite its Islamists-led government, Turkey is again one of America's favorite allies, and Washington has stepped up efforts to help latch it more closely to Western economic and security systems. Americans are warning European governments not to belie the continent's secular credentials by barring Turkey from the European Union. The EU has so far refused to act on Turkey's decade-old membership application.      Strobe Talbott has brought it out into the open. The American deputy secretary of state publicly ridiculed the EU's argument that having Muslim Turkey as its member would trigger a culture clash. References to Turkish culture, he said at a U.S.-EU conference in Washington, are "euphemisms for religion." Must the "European-ness" of a village, he asked, be judged by "whether its landmarks are church spires of minarets"?       America's No. 2 diplomat also dismissed the suggestion that Turkey's human-rights violations (in combating Kurdish insurgency) disqualify it for the EU membership. He reminded Europeans that "many current EU members have overcome far greater traumas in this century--and that's putting it mildly." Talbott probably was alluding to the past Greek and Portuguese dictatorships, anti-Jewish pogroms and the holocaust. One American diplomat grumbled later that West European statesmen opposing Turkey's admission into the EU are being shamed by Turkish generals who are fighting their own government to preserve the secular character of their state. U.S. officials use the words "crucial" and "critical" to underscore Turkey's importance to American interests in that region. And the administration has established contacts with Islamists in the Turkish government.      This pro-Turkish stance is the latest among a half-dozen twists that America's Turkish policy has undergone in eight years. The unraveling of the Soviet Union led U.S. policy-makers to drop Ankara from their strategic equations. Turkey had been NATO's front-line member against the Soviet power. It regained importance to Americans during Desert Storm as a key partner in the anti-Iraq coalition. Then early in the first Clinton administration, human-rights concerns considerably strained U.S. ties to Turkey. They were all but repaired again by Turkey's strong support for American efforts to end the Bosnian crisis.      The American peace broker for Bosnia, Richard Holbrooke, assured the Turks publicly that the human-rights debate would not harm U.S.-Turkish relations. Perhaps unforeseen by him, the Islamist Refah party soon came to power at the head of a coalition government in Ankara. And despite the State Department's half-hearted assurance that "secularism" is "not a condition" of good U.S.-Turkish relations, Washington remained leery about Turkey's Islamist Prime Minister Necmettin Erbakan.      That trepidation has eased now. Erbakan has agreed, though grudgingly, to retain Turkey's ties to Europe, the United States and Israel, and committed himself to working within the secular Turkish constitution. But American interest in Turkey has actually been heightened by a string of other events affecting U.S. strategic interests.      China's economic and military resurgence is causing unease in Washington. Beijing appears to aspire for the status of a second superpower.      And the Russian announcement of a new military doctrine stipulating the first use of nuclear weapons in a desperate conflict was a reminder that the honeymoon with the Russians is over. Even though President Boris Yelstin has swallowed the NATO expansion plans, the Russian parliament could hold off on ratifying the second strategic arms reduction treaty requiring Moscow to dismantle thousands of nuclear warheads. And Yeltsin recently joined Chinese President Jiang Zemin in a statement criticizing the U.S. domination of world affairs and calling for a "multipolar world." A multipolar, bi-polar world may not be around the corner, but the United States needs allies in the periphery of the world's second- and third-largest military powers that are resentful of its superpower status. Turkey is its only ally in the periphery of both.      Turkish politics, however, remain extremely fluid and Islamic revivalism is far from over. The best way to promote stability and secularism in Turkey, its secular politicians and diplomats have been telling the West, is to integrate it with Western Europe politically and economically.      Talbott's impassioned plea to the EU indicates that Washington is listening. Recently, a Turkish diplomat in Washington acknowledged that "the United States, happily, is showing a greater appreciation" of his country "during the last two, three months." He was quick to point out, though, that "the helicopters and frigates issue" remained unresolved.      U.S.-Turkish relations have never been smooth. Under pressures from the Greek lobby, Congress has held up the delivery of 10 Super Cobra helicopters and three guided-missile frigates to Turkey. Besides, influential groups are sounding the alarm bell about the Islamists in the Turkish government. Yet Turkey is likely to remain strategically important to Americans as long as they have stakes in its neighborhood.  

Nuclear War

Khalilzad 95 – US Ambassador to Afghanistan and Former Defense Analyst at RAND

[ZALMAY, “LOSING THE MOMENT? THE UNITED STATES AND THE WORLD AFTER THE COLD WAR,” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, SPRING, LN]

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Relations Uniqueness

Relations are strong now

Rozen, 2010 (Laura, Politico.com staff writer, “Obama’s Turkey bind,” Politico, June 21, Lexis)

But Tan insisted there has been no breach in the U.S.-Turkey relationship in the wake of either the flotilla episode or Turkey's vote against the Iran sanctions resolution. "We have excellent relations with all members of the administration," Tan said. "We are able to talk with them in an extensive, comprehensive manner, in face-to-face meetings and several phone conversations," he said, citing recent conversations between Davutoglu and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and with National Security Adviser Jim Jones.Tan said Turkey shares the United States' concern about the prospect that Iran could get a nuclear weapon. But he said Turkey's vote against the Iran sanctions resolution will allow Turkey to remain an intermediary with Iran and therefore enable the U.S. and the international community "to keep the door open to" Iran's returning to the negotiating table. The U.S. "has indicated publicly and privately that we are very unhappy" with Turkey's "no" vote on the U.N. Security Council Iran resolution, "but [we] want to move forward on crucial elements of relations," a U.S. official told POLITICO Monday on condition of anonymity.
Relations Impact—Turns Case/Hegemony

Collapse of US-Turkish relations causes regional escalating wars, loses the war on terror and devastates hegemony

Menon & Wimbush, 2007 (Rajan, Monroe J. Rathbone Professor of International Relations, Lehigh University Fellow, New America Foundation, and S. Enders, Director, Center for Future Security Strategies, Hudson Institute, . “Is The United States Losing Turkey?” Hudson Institute, http://www.hudson.org/files/pdf_upload/Turkey%20PDF.pdf)
If Turkey, a key friend and ally, turns away from the United States, the damage to American interests will be severe and long lasting.  Turkey remains exceptionally important to the United States, arguably even more so than during the Cold War.  Here are some of the most important reasons why this is true: Turkey is the top of an arc that starts in Israel and wends its way through Lebanon, Syria, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Iran.  It abuts, or is proximate to, countries pivotal to American foreign policy and national security, whether because they are allies and friends, adversaries, or loci of instability. Turkey’s critical location means that instability within it could spill beyond its borders, with the unpredictable ripple effects traveling across its neighborhood, particularly the Middle East. Turkey sits astride critical waterways and narrows (the Caspian Sea, the Black Sea, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Bosporus and Dardanelles) that are channels for trade and the flow of energy to global markets. Turkey is a passageway for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, and its Mediterranean port of Ceyhan, is the terminus.  Turkey is therefore essential to American efforts to reduce the dependence of Azerbaijan, and potentially Kazakstan and Turkmenistan, on Russia’s energy pipelines. Turkey’s substantial economic and political ties with Georgia and Azerbaijan contribute to the stability of these countries, whose strategic significance far exceeds their standing in commonplace measures of power.  Georgia is not only a corridor for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, its stability is under threat because of its testy relationship with Russia and its conflicts with the Russian-supported secessionist statelets, Abkhazia and South Ossetia.  Azerbaijan is not only a major energy producer, but also a fellow Turkic country, whose territorial dispute with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh could boil over into war, just as it did in the 1990s, possibly igniting a wider conflagration that draws in Turkey (Azerbaijan’s ally) and Russia (Armenia’s patron) and putting the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline at risk. Turkey is a democratic and secular Muslim, and its alliance with the United States helps demonstrate that the United States can maintain friendly and productive ties with an array of Muslim countries—that America’s does not oppose Islam per se, but rather the violent extremists who invoke it to justify their violence against innocents and their retrograde, intolerant agenda.  This is crucial if the American campaign against terrorism is not to be seen by the world’s 1.3 billion Muslims, as Islamic terrorist groups would like it to be, as a war against Islam itself. Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any durable political settlement in Iraq, particularly because it borders Iraq’s Kurdish north and fears that the emergence there of a Kurdish state would increase the already-considerable violence and resilient separatist sentiment in its own Kurdish-populated southeast.  The fragmentation of Iraq could therefore very likely prompt Turkish military intervention, which in turn could deal a death blow to the US-Turkish alliance, perhaps even culminating in Turkey’s exit from NATO.  (Turkish forces intervened in northern Iraq to attack the camps of the Kurdish separatist guerillas in the aftermath of the 1991Gulf War; in March 2003 roughly 1,500 Turkish troops entered this region, and Turkish Special Forces have reportedly carried out covert operations in post-Saddam Iraq.) Turkey’s disillusionment with the West could prompt a reorientation of its foreign policy—away from the United States, the European Union (EU), and NATO, and toward a new multi-azimuth Gaullist strategy that looks to China, India, Iran, Russia, and Syria.  Such a shift is already being discussed in Turkey, and the assumption that it amounts to bluff and bluster may prove short- sighted.  The new strategic landscape created by the end of the Cold War may pose new threats to Turkey, but it also provides it a choice of new partners as well.  While a rethinking of Turkish grand need not in itself undermine the alliance between Turkey and the United States, it could certainly do so if the force driving it is an anti-Western nationalism. Turkey and the United States both face the threat of terrorism, and Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any truly effective American policy against global terrorist networks.  More specifically, Turkey could also serve as a corridor that militant Islamists use to infiltrate Iraq and Turkey’s other neighbors. 

Relations Impact—Middle East Power Projection

Turkish relations key to US power projection in the Middle East

Shattuck, 1995 ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEMOCRACY HUMAN RIGHTS AND LABOR (FNS, SPECIAL CONFERENCE ABOUT THE MIDDLE EAST, 9/26)

Turkey, as both you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Hoyer have indicated, is a long-time friend and strategic ally that serves important U.S. interests in a vital yet troubled region of the world. Geographically, economically, politically, and culturally, Turkey stands at the crossroads of Europe, the Middle East, and Central Asia. It is a democratic, secular, Muslim country in a region with little in the way of democratic tradition. Turkey provides valuable support for U.S. policy in the region. As a committed member of NATO, Turkey strengthens Western defenses and extends the reach of the West into an unstable part of the world. It participated on the side of the U.N. coalition in the Gulf War, continues to support Operation Provide Comfort and the enforcement of U.N. sanctions on Iraq, and has been a significant contributor to UNPROFOR, the U.N. force in the former Yugoslavia and humanitarian assistance in Bosnia. 

Nuclear War

Khalilzad, 1995 DIRECTOR OF THE STRATEGY AND DOCTRINE PROGRAM AT PROJECT AIR FORCE AND CURRENTLY SPECIAL ENVOY TO AFGHANISTAN (ZALMAY, WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, SPRING)

   In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination.  Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony.  Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons.  If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies.  Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oilimporting nations.  Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power.  Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis.  

CP – Increase Military Presence
Let this frame the debate—Turkey wants a harder line from the US on Russia—plan is perceived as weakness

Lesser, 2000 (Ian O., Public Policy Scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, adjunct staff member at RAND, “WESTERN INTERESTS IN A CHANGING TURKEY,” appeared as a chapter in “The Future of Turkish-Western Relations:  Toward a Strategic Plan,” a RAND research policy report, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1241/index.html)
With regard to Russia and the former Soviet Union, Ankara has, similarly, played a positive role from a U.S. perspective.  Close Turkish-Russian economic ties, restraint in policy toward the Caucasus (especially Chechnya and Azerbaijan) where Turkish interests and affinities are engaged, and a role in diversifying the political and economic ties of the newly independent states (e.g., Baku-Ceyhan as part of a “multiple-route” arrangement for Caspian oil exports) are all part of this equation.26  In the event of a sharp deterioration in strategic relations with Moscow and a resurgent military threat, Ankara would once again play a critical containment role.  Friction, to the extent that it exists in this setting, comes from Turkish concern over U.S. policy toward the East.  In sharp contrast to burgeoning economic relations, Turkish observers tend to take a more pessimistic view of Russian futures and the potential for a renewed Russian military threat to Western interests.  Unlike the situation in the Gulf, for example, the view from Ankara is more likely to be that U.S. policy toward Moscow is too soft, rather than too tough.  There is a widespread perception in Turkey that Washington, while supportive, has not thrown its full weight behind the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline for fear of provoking a strongly negative reaction in Moscow.  The reality, made evident at the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) summit in Istanbul in November 1999, is that the United States fully endorses Baku-Ceyhan, but looks to the private sector to finance this costly project. 

Only security issues matter and now is key—uncertainty means now is the time to be increasing military engagement

Gillis, 2004 (Lieutenant Colonel Patrick F., US Army, “U.S.–TURKISH RELATIONS: THE ROAD TO IMPROVING A TROUBLED STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP,”
The Untied States has a considerable stake in engaging Turkey as an increasingly capable security partner adjacent to insecure regions.  Turkey’s geographic location will continue to make it important for the U.S. in security matters.  As a contributor to the security future of Europe, the Middle East, the Caucasus, and Central Asia, Turkey is unique.  U.S. interests in these regions are among the most durable in U.S. foreign policy.  Turkey should remain a partner of the U.S. in combating terrorism, WMD, and ballistic missiles while helping to find security solutions in the Middle East and contributing to the support of U.S. policies in the Caucasus and Central Asia.44 Military relations have, in the past, been the bedrock of the U.S.-Turkish alliance.  Based on the March “No” vote by the Turkish parliament coupled with the perceived lack of engagement by the Turkish General Staff, this bedrock shows signs of fracture.  The U.S. should establish new military confidence building measures at the highest levels to regain the trust of the Turkish General Staff.  Some ways to do this are to increase military diplomacy, establish Turkish liaison positions with U.S. units in Iraq, and conduct more frequent high-level visits and military exchanges among policy planners.  To increase public understanding both the U.S. and Turkey need to publicize bilateral military cooperation.  All of these steps would help the U.S. and Turkish militaries reengage in collaborative and productive policy development. 

Consult NATO – NATO/Relations Net Benefit

Consultation with NATO over US military presence in Turkey can help maintain alliance
Chalmers & Lunn, 2010 (Malcolm, Professorial Fellow in British Security Policy, head of Nuclear Security Project at the RUSI, and Simon, Associate Fellow of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (RUSI), and former Secretary General of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, “NATO’s Tactical Nuclear Dilemma,” March, Royal United Services Institute, http://www.rusi.org/downloads/assets/NATOs_Nuclear_Dilemma.pdf)
Given the complexities that normally emerge once these solutions are ‘operationalised’, this option could prove difficult. However, reducing and centralising the mission around bases in Italy and Turkey would have substantial benefits in terms of showing movement, maintaining cohesion and reducing the vulnerability problem. A move from the status quo will require careful Alliance management because of the political sensitivities involved. Adoption of the interim solution, for example, would involve a process of thorough consultation with all members; the provision of additional measures of reassurance to those new members worried about the American commitment; the elaboration and consolidation of the new arrangements and then the implementation of the reductions.
CP - Russia Conditioning 

Thranert, 2009 (Oliver, Senior Fellow in the International Security Research Division of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, “NATO, Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence,” Survival, 51:6, 63-76, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396330903461674)

But if NATO were to unilaterally remove all US nuclear forces from Europe as a contribution to nuclear disarmament, as many in Western Europe advocate, what incentive would Moscow then have to accept arms-control initiatives aimed at transparency and reductions? A more convincing political strategy would be to use the existing US nuclear assets in Europe as bargaining chips to involve Russia in new arms-control efforts covering non- strategic forces. A first step could be to arrange for transparency measures such as declarations and visits to non-strategic nuclear-force deployments sites. A two-track approach, announcing the modernisation of US nuclear forces in Europe if arms control does not result in significant reductions of Russian non-strategic nuclear weapons, would not be convincing; it would only encourage Moscow to launch yet another public-diplomacy offensive aimed at splitting NATO, one Russia might this time be expected to win because of the changes in attitude among European publics since the 1980s. : 

Russia says yes

Diakov, 2009 (Anatoli, Professor of Physics at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology (PhD in 1975) and since 1991 the Director of its Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies; and Frank von Hippel Professor of Public and International Affairs, Woodrow Wilson School. Princeton,Director, Center for Science and Global Security Ph.D., Oxford University, 1962, “Challenges and Opportunities for Russia-US Nuclear Arms Control,” The Century Foundation, “ http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/Diakov.pdf
If long-range, nuclear-armed, sea-launched cruise missiles were eliminated as well, the result would be the complete elimination of all U.S. sub- strategic nuclear weapons. Russia would still have, however, nuclear warheads for antiaircraft and antimissile interceptors and for a variety of naval antisubmarine, antiship, and antiaircraft weapons. One nongovernmental source puts two-thirds of Russian tactical nuclear weapons into these categories.36 Precision conventional weapons could replace at least some of these weapons, as has happened for most classes of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. If the United States were willing to withdraw its substrategic nuclear weapons from Europe, it should therefore be possible for Russia to reduce its stockpile of nonstrategic nuclear bombs and warheads greatly, even if it does not eliminate them entirely.
Aff—No Prolif

Turkey won’t proliferate—four reasons

Report to Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 2008 (Chain Reaction: Avoiding A Nuclear Arms Race In The Middle East Report To The Committee On Foreign Relations United States Senate Onehundredtenthcongress Secondsession February 2008, http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf)

At the same time, there are significant disincentives to a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. First, doing so would severely damage United States-Turkish relations, which represent an essential component of Turkish national security. Second, such a development would endanger Turkey’s good standing in NATO, another key component of Turkey’s national security. Third, a Turkish pursuit or acquisition of nuclear weapons would seriously undercut any remaining chance of Turkish accession into the European Union. Fourth, powerful popular voices within Turkey would likely oppose a Turkish attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. Unlike Egypt, Iran, and Saudi Arabia, the democratic system in Turkey would enable these popular forces to influence Turkey’s decisions on these issues. Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. 

Other factors prevent proliferation

Udum, 2007 (Sebnem, Bilkent University, Department of International Relations, “Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status,” Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2, 2007  57-65, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&sourc e=web&cd=1&ved=0CBQQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.scienceandworldaffairs.org%2FPDFs%2FVol3No2_Sebnem.pdf&ei=whYtTJK1AYLbnAfInz0Ag&usg=AFQjCNEmV6comT9VsvCNi9osjfoJRkg1pA&sig2=50IINb_yVBNJv3dba06cUQ)
In this framework, against the Soviet expansionist and nuclear threat, NATO’s nuclear umbrella and relations with the United States had provided Turkey with sufficient reason not to seek a nuclear weapons capability. The end of the Cold War did not significantly alter NATO’s nuclear posture. Doubts about NATO’s commitment during the Gulf War, and the ballistic missile and WMD programs of its neighbours challenged Turkey’s position, however, but there were other variables that either constrained Turkey to revise its policy, or that maintained it as a security asset. Among those factors, one can immediately notice that Turkey is a signatory to the NPT and all other nonproliferation WMD regimes; so first and foremost, Turkey is legally and politically committed to keep its NNWS status. Turkey’s international commitments go beyond legal constraints, and build an image of a dedicated member of the regime, and confirm the country’s status as an ‘accepted’ state among the community of nations. The nuclear nonproliferation regime was bolstered after the Cold War by the extension of the NPT, the denouncement of nuclear weapons by a number of states and their NPT memberships, the success of the UN inspections in Iraq, and cooperation between the United States and Russia to prevent proliferation, etcetera. Being an NNWS thus became the accepted norm of the international community, as opposed to the past decades, during which possession of nuclear weapons was a sign of prestige and status. The constructivist approach to the study of international relations explains the construction of identity and the evolution of norms as a result of social interaction [7]. In this sense, Turkey’s status was contemplated as an asset rather than a deficiency. 
Aff—Link Turn - Relations
Turn—Removal is key to relations—Turks don’t want the nukes

Rofer, 2009 (Cheryl, staff writer, “US Nukes in Europe,” March 11, Whirled View, http://whirledview.typepad.com/whirledview/2009/03/us-nukes-in-europe.html)
This “nuclear sharing” is a throwback to the Cold War. The bombs are deterrents to the Soviet Union’s designs on Europe and a promise to Europe of American involvement in attempts to beat back those designs. In the event of hostile action from the east, pilots from the countries where these weapons are stationed could deliver the bombs. This is one of the things that keep Russia nervous about NATO. Russia itself has about 3,000-6,000 tactical nuclear weapons*, all on Russian territory. But Russia is no longer the Soviet Union and no longer advocates world revolution. The host states are not pleased about the presence of nuclear weapons, but there is a sort of “don’t ask – don’t tell” to the lack of discussion in those countries. However, relations between the United States and Turkey have been unsettled in recent years, and the fact of US nuclear weapons on Turkish territory, along with Turkey’s being the front line in any attack on Russia or the latest enemy, Iran, could cause further damage to the relationship. Additionally, any accidents in handling those B61s would cause problems for the relationships of the US with the host countries.

Turn—TNWs kill relations—they anger the public and hurt soft power

Lamond & Ingram, 2009 (Claudine and Paul, BASIC, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons  in European host states,” Getting to Zero Papers #11, BASIC, www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf)
There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament.  Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. 

Aff—Prolif Inevitable

Turkey prolif is inevitable—

a. Iran will inevitably get nuclear weapons

Gaffney et al, 2009 (Henry H., Director of  the Strategy and Concepts Team in the Center for Strategic Studies CNAC; Lucio Martino, Senior Researcher at the Military Center for Strategic Studies of  Rome; Daniel J. Whiteneck, Research Analyst at the Center for Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, “Strategic Consequences of a Nuclear Iran,” Journal of Middle Eastern Geopolitics, http://padis2.uniroma1.it:81/ojs/index.php/JMEG/article/viewFile/12/4)
So, there is much time and diplomacy that must pass, but none of the signs are encouraging. Iran seems determined to “go nuclear,” and it does not appear that there is any way to buy them off. Their plan is a nuclear energy program for the time they run out of gas and oil and, in the interim, to maximize their exports of oil and gas and thus their hard currency income. In addition to the Bushehr reactor (which by the way is located right on the Gulf coast, for access to cooling water, and thus vulnerable), they talk of buying another ten reactors from Russia. They can’t possibly fuel all of those from their own resources (and the rods for Bushehr are being furnished by Russia). It seems that Iran do not appreciate all the difficulties ahead—indications of a very closed elite and decision-making process. If they do “go nuclear,” Iran is likely to produce only limited numbers of warheads and missiles. They would be in a position to strike any country in the region, including Israel. They are unlikely to have ICBMs that can reach the U.S., but the evolution of their missiles may enable them to reach Europe. They can hardly match the nuclear capabilities of the United States.

b. That makes Turkish prolif inevitable

Barkey 2009 (Dr. Henri J., visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University, “Turkey’s Perspectives on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament,” September, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Nuclear_Turkey.pdf)

Turkey has been experiencing a wave of nationalism and prickliness.  The public has become more xenophobic.  The call for Turkey to be an unrivalled power in the region and beyond is often heard.  An Iranian bomb is likely to galvanize and mobilize those who would like to see Turkey go nuclear. The AKP government came to power arguing that Turkey punched far below its weight in international affairs.  Previous governments (with the notable exception of Prime Minister, and later President, Turgut Özal) had avoided engagement with its immediate region assiduously.  The AKP, by contrast, trading on its more pious roots and opposition to Turkey’’s secular establishment, decided to engage the region. While it took care to maintain good relations with Israel, a fact that provided it with clout both in the immediate region and in Europe and America, the AKP government also signaled that its foreign policy approach would be more encompassing and that it expected to have a seat at the table.  Among its goals was greater representation in international institutions, including the UN Security Council, where for the first time since the early 1960s, it gained the chance to occupy one of the non-permanent seats for the two-year term.   
Aff—Turkish Credibility Turn

Turn—Turkish diplomacy—

a. TNWs undermine Turkish credibility in the region

Lamond & Ingram, 2009 (Claudine and Paul, BASIC, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons  in European host states,” Getting to Zero Papers #11, BASIC, www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf)
There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament.  Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. 
b. That’s key to regional stability

Çetinsaya, 2008 (Dr. Gokhan, Istanbul Technical University, Department of Humanities and Social Sciences “The New Middle East, Turkey, and the Search for Regional Stability,” Atlantic Council, http://www.acus.org/publication/us-turkey-relations-require-new-focus/cetinsaya
Finally, it appears in recent months that there emerges a new division or a new cold war in the Middle East: on the one hand the so called radicals (or anti-American actors: Iran, Syria, Hamas, Hizbullah); on the other, the so called moderates (or pro-Americans: Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait). They struggle for power over Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine, and both sides fight proxy wars. In this new picture, all groups look to Turkey, and all groups want Turkey in their camp. But Turkey is extremely anxious over these developments in the region. What Turkey wants? Turkey does not want confrontation or a new cold war in the Middle East between the Shiites and Sunnis or pro-Americans and anti-Americans; Turkey wants an engaging dialogue, security building measures, peace and stability, cooperation and integration. Turkey wants to play a constructive, facilitating and balancing role in the new Middle East. Turkey wants to establish balanced and equal relations with all actors on all levels. Turkey argues that discourses based on confrontation should be abandoned; an active, constructive and multidimensional discourse and policy which emphasizes peace, security, democracy and stability should be developed. To this effect, Turkey is ready to pursue a comprehensive public policy towards the people and actors of the region and international actors. On the level of discourse, participatory democracy based on territorial integrity, effective use and fair share of resources, ethnic-sectarian integration, pluralist unity, security for all, constitution of basic rights and freedoms, political consensus and stability should be emphasized as Turkey’s expectations. From Turkey’s point of view, the new Middle East needs four fundamental features for peace and stability: a) a regional security system for all; b) mutual political dialogue; c) economic integration and interdependence in the region; d) cultural pluralism in the region.

Aff—AT: NATO—Link Turn

Turn—TNWs undermine NATO cohesion

Kristensen, 2006, (Hans, Federation of American Scientists, "U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Current Posture and Policy Implications," March, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation /1/0/0/9/1/p ages100915/p100915-1.php

What does all of this say about NATO nuclear policy? When Canada and Germany suggested in 1998 that NATO review its nuclear policy, the response of the U.S. Ambassador to Canada was: “If it ain’t broken, why fix it?” Today it seems the policy is broken and that it has become a liability to NATO operations and transformation and to its most important foreign policy priorities. Rather than the product of a dynamic policy analysis based on specific and unique requirements, NATO’s nuclear posture appears to be the inadvertent leftover from decisions that were not made when they should have been. As a result, NATO’s nuclear posture in Europe is falling behind the political reality. In Germany, as many as 76 percent of the voters believe the nuclear weapons should be withdrawn right away. It used to be that this was the view among the center-left, but today’s political reality has completely changed: 73 percent of conservative voters want the weapons out. In Belgium, the Senate has unanimously called for a withdrawal, a position also backed by the House. And in the Netherlands, a majority wants the weapons out too. Yet when Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld later explained the situation to Der Spiegel, he instead said: "Some European countries in Europe made the decision to allow them to be on the continent. It was seen to be in their interest and is still seen that way today." That Rumsfeld is so ignorant of the political realities in Europe is partly a result of his preoccupation with the war in Iraq and the war on terrorism. But it is also a consequence of the lack of a comprehensive policy review of the nuclear posture in Europe. Absent the political will to tackle the issue head-on, the solution to NATO’s nuclear posture in Europe may simply be that it fades out over the next decade as more and more allies gradually and quietly withdraw their nuclear strike role by deciding not to add nuclear capability to their next generation aircraft. The risk, of cause, is that by failing to address the issue now and develop an understanding of what the role of nuclear weapons is today in Europe and how it contributes specifically to NATO security and policy objectives, the alliance will have the wrong policy in place if relations with Russia sour or Iran decides to go nuclear. To that end, the annual declaration by NATO’s defense ministers that the alliance has significantly reduced the number of nuclear weapons in Europe after the Cold War is getting a little warn. The issue now is not that NATO reduced the posture more than a decade ago, but why it hasn’t reduced it since. 

Aff—AT: NATO—Impact Turn

Strong NATO causes military buildups and shatters the unipolar world order

Russett & Stam, 1998 (Bruce, Dean Acheson Professor of International Relations and Political Science at 
Yale University, and Allan, Assistant professor of political science at Yale University, “Courting Disaster: An Expanded NATO vs. Russia and China,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 113, No. 3 (Autumn, 1998), pp. 361-382, JSTOR)
If NATO will not take Russia in, Russia's third choice, therefore, will be more attractive: to look eastward for a partner with whom to balance against the perceived growing threat from the West. Expanding NATO without Russia will likely lead to a Russo-Sino rapprochement and even a formal military alliance. True, there is a long history of trouble in Russian-Chinese relations,10 and such an alliance would experience real friction; but it would not be a type of alliance without precedent. To protect their interests, states will find allies where they can and must. Russian leaders have never liked to face adversaries on two fronts." It is naive to think they would not eventually (probably sooner) turn to China. Imagine Russia allied with a hugely populous partner for whom Russian military technology represents the high end of what is available to the new partnership. A Russo-Sino alliance would vitiate the single and most effective foreign policy initiative of the cold war: Richard Nixon's opening to China, a move that then deprived the Soviet Union of any hope of recovering its most powerful potential ally. Limited NATO expansion risks recreating the world of bipolarity that Nixon deftly managed to shatter. Is such an alliance so implausible that the West can safely ignore its possibility? It would have big benefits for each side. For Russia, China's expanding economy and 1.2 billion people would prove a weighty counterbalance to NATO. For China, a Russian partner with 150 million people, great natural resources, and a GNP perhaps a third of China's would be a big catch. Russia's military technology, while now largely inferior to that of the West, remains the most modern part of the Russian economy and has the potential to serve as a catalyst for future military development. In virtually every category, Russia's capabilities are far superior to China's. From submarines to communications, to missiles and aircraft, to nuclear weapons, the Russians have much to offer a large and increasingly wealthy state. Easy access to Russian technology would hasten Chinese military modernization at reduced cost. It would also reduce incentives for the continued contraction of Russia's military-industrial-complex. 

Nuclear War

Khalilzad 95 – US Ambassador to Afghanistan and Former Defense Analyst at RAND

[ZALMAY, “LOSING THE MOMENT? THE UNITED STATES AND THE WORLD AFTER THE COLD WAR,” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, SPRING, LN]

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Aff—AT: Balkans

Balkan instability is inevitable—structural problems

Gerxhaliu, 2007 (Selvete, Human Security, PhD Candidate in Int’l Criminal Law, Organized Crime and Terrorism Challenges in Kosovo’s Perspective, http://www.humsec.eu/cms/fileadmin/user_upload/humsec/Workin _Paper_Series/Working_Paper_Gerxhaliu.pdf) 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) presence in Kosovo had as a consequence that people are convinced that security is equal to men in uniforms. But the perception is now changing and a more complex concept of security is evolving. In societies such is Kosovo, which faces severe economic problems, job insecurity is one of the most important issues that average people face in their life. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Kosovo’s Human Development Report of 2004 defines the security sector as “basket of institutions including, but not limited to: those authorized and organized by the state to use coercive force, including the police services, defense forces, civil emergency organizations, intelligence services, paramilitary forces, border control, corrections, and the judiciary. The sector also encompasses civilian institutions charged with management and oversight – the executive (including Presidential/Prime Ministerial offices, National Security coordination bodies, and Ministries such as Defence and Justice), the legislature (Parliament, Assemblies and their relevant Defence, Justice Committees), and financial control mechanisms managed, for example, by the Finance Ministry and Parliamentary Finance Committee.” 9. The discrepancy between demographic trends and economic development in Kosovo constitutes a structural threat to long term security. Every year, circa 20.000 young people are ready to enter the labour market, while the unemployment rate is up to 42,2 %. A large disillusioned and not proper educated population of youth can therefore easily turn into criminality or part of social upheaval movement’s 10. Kosovo’s health care capacities are far below the European Union (EU) average: in 2006 the Ministry of Health allocated 38 euros per person. 11 The right to adequate health care is therefore a fundamental issue for many people in Kosovo. The high level of unem- ployment, the constant increase in population and poverty are becoming structural security related problems. 13 Compared to December 2005, in June 2006 economic and political pessimism increased: 58% of the Kosovo’s population is prone to protest because of the economic situation, whereas 40% would protest because of the political situation. Political and economic insecurities are also the major reasons behind Kosovo’s emigration.14 

Aff—AT: Relations

Non-unique—Turkey is turning away from the US now

Menon & Wimbush, 2007 (Rajan, Monroe J. Rathbone Professor of International Relations, Lehigh University, and Fellow, New America Foundation, and S. Enders, Director, Center for Future Security Strategies and Senior Fellow, the Hudson Institute, “The US and Turkey: End of an Alliance?,” Survival, 49: 2, 129 — 144, http://www.informaworld.com/index/779309405.pdf)
The possibility that Turkey, whether Kemalist or Islamist, could reassess its long-standing alliance with the United States is quite real. Indeed, some of Turkey’s foreign-policy choices – which are being discussed forthrightly in influential Turkish circles – involve reducing its reliance on the United States, or even turning away from Washington, and deepening ties with America’s competitors. Accompanying Turkish discussions about a new strategic orientation has been the growth of a deep anti-Western, and specifically anti-American, mood – one that now shapes the thinking of Turks, regardless of political persuasion, and that has sunk deep roots among the Kemalists, America’s traditional interlocutors. 

Aff—Iran Prolif Turn

TNW presence causes Iranian prolif which turns regional stability

Kibaroglu 2005 (Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” European Security, Vol. 14, No. 4, 443/457, December 2005, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBIQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.informaworld.com%2Findex%2F741556960.pdf&ei=_lstTJuxCdyAnAfTpo3nAw&usg=AFQjCNGOdIBGORyWfNddDbZnEhyoT6sdIQ&sig2=o4vltkDzqIEi-9e9jdapmw)

However, the tide is turning, and since the early 1990s Turkey is getting more and more involved in Middle Eastern politics. Apart from Turkey’s attempts to become a facilitator in the Israeli 􏰂/Palestinian dispute, Turkey finds itself at the core of the developments in Iraq. As such, other countries in the region are also reconsidering Turkey’s position vis-a` -vis Middle Eastern politics. Complaints have been heard from regional analysts regarding Turkey’s alliance with the US and Israel. When Turkish scholars and authorities comment on Iran’s nuclear program, their Iranian counterparts point out that US nuclear weapons are still deployed in Turkey. Some even go so far as to qualify Turkey as a ‘nuclear weapons state’, although such a status is not compatible with the definitions in the Non-Proliferation Treaty.32 This expression of how Turkey is seen by the Iranian authorities serves as another justification for Iran’s ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. It is highly likely that ‘Iran has developed the basic infrastructure to detonate a nuclear device.’33 Should the Iranian leadership decide to develop nuclear warheads in the years to come, neither the Middle East nor the world will become a safer place to live. Most probably, some other countries in the region such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia would follow suit. Countries in other parts of the world may do so as well. 
_______________

**** Iraq****
1NC – Iran DA
A. Complete withdrawal from Iraq spurs Iranian nuclear prolif & regional aggression

Zuckerman, 6/25/10. USNEWS.com, June 25th, 2010. “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting A Nuclear Bomb”. Mortimer B.  Zuckerman. http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?risb=21_T9641 996215&treeMax=true&sort=BOOLEAN&docNo=1&format=GNBFULL&startDocNo=1&treeWidth=0&nodeDisplayName=&cisb=22_T9641996219&reloadPage=false
It has long been said about diplomacy that the most dangerous course, even more dangerous than risking a tough response, is to raise a warning fist and then lose nerve. Iran sees the red lines the United States sets and crosses them with impunity. In the years since sanctions were imposed, Iran has blatantly circumvented them. It has purchased sophisticated technology for its nuclear programs through front companies in Dubai, and apparently also in Bahrain and Kuwait. Its leaders and enterprises use banks in these countries for illicit transactions and to launder money. What is at stake here is too menacing for the world to delude itself that Iran will somehow change course. It won't. Iran's president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, does not want a seat at the negotiating table with the great powers, he wants to overturn the table. He is a messianic revolutionary, not a leader. As Abdul Rahman al-Rashed, general manager of the Dubai-based Al Arabiya news channel, put it, "The Ahmadinejad regime aspires to expansion, hegemony, and a clear takeover on the ground, and to do this he needs a nuclear umbrella." A nuclear Iran, already a neighborhood bully, would export its revolutionary ideology and destabilize the Middle East. It would be more effective in its subversion of neighbors and its fomenting of worldwide terrorism. We'd see even bolder interference in Iraq and Afghanistan, more meddling in Lebanon, more incitement and aggressive support for Hamas and Hezbollah--both of which it already funds, trains, and arms to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. It would sabotage any dialogue between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It would incite the Shiite populations in the Persian Gulf states and altogether threaten the survival of modern Arab governments there. Iran already plays an extensive role in Shiite southern Iraq. When American forces withdraw fully, likely over the longer term, an uprising may be fomented in Iraq that might well lead to a full takeover by an Iranian-dominated Iraqi government, which would then pressure its neighbor, Jordan. It would put at risk the whole international nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, foreshadowing a nuclear arms race all over the Middle East and nuclear weapons getting into the hands of non-state actors. A nuclear Iran, emboldened by its success in fooling and defying the world, might well be tempted to challenge its neighbors in the Gulf to reduce oil production and limit the presence of U.S. troops there. The United States has declared that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable. So if Iran succeeds, it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies. As far as the war we're fighting in Afghanistan and its spillover into Pakistan, Iran has tremendous potential to make a very difficult situation even worse, given its influence on the western side of Afghanistan, some of which is linked to Iran's electrical grid. It could strengthen the Taliban with weapons such as surface-to-air missiles. Why should Iran halt a nuclear program that would give it such new power in the region? The essence of the regime's policy is to keep the talks going and keep the centrifuges spinning until Iran completes its sprint to the finish line. It is taking the politics of procrastination to a whole new level. From an American point of view, the issue is not just the nuclear program. It is the hostile intentions of a regime that since 1979 has waged war persistently against the United States and its allies. Iran is directly responsible for killing many Americans in Iraq by supplying guerrillas with high-tech roadside bombs and rockets. The savage irony that no good deed goes unpunished has played out in Iraq to the benefit of Iran. Our overthrow of Saddam Hussein's Sunni dictatorship liberated Iran on one border from the threat he posed to its Shiite regime. On Iran's eastern border, our ouster of the Taliban in Afghanistan removed another potential threat. The result has been to free up Iran's ability to meddle in the broader Middle East. What to do? A threat to bomb Iran lacks credibility while America is engaged in two massive and unpopular military campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan. Moreover, this is an administration that believes essentially in "engagement." It even seems prepared to accept an Iranian bomb. If military intervention is ruled out, we are left only with sanctions. But there is no international consensus on what these should be or how to apply them. The U.N. sanctions were too weak. They did not touch Iran's need for gasoline or its fragile domestic energy sectors. Such sanctions may take very many years to bite. Too late, too late! In the meantime, not only are the centrifuges still running, but Iran is expanding its influence and threatening the smaller Gulf countries like Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, which do not have options that may be available to larger countries. Those states need cast-iron assurances that America will be at their side. What confidence can they have in America's will to resist an expansionist Iran? The Iranians understand the equation of fear. The official Iranian news agency recently warned the Gulf states: "There is no lion in the region save for the one that crouches on the shore opposite the Emirate states. . . . Those who believe that another lion exists in the vicinity [meaning the United States]. Well, his claws and fangs have already been broken in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon and Palestine."
1NC – Iran DA
B. Leaving Iran unchecked leads to Middle East nuclear Holocaust

Jeffrey T. Kuhner, 2009 (columnist at The Washington Times and president of the Edmund Burke Institute, a Washington-based think tank, “The coming war with Iran,” October 4, 2009, The Washington Times; http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/oct/04/the-coming-war-with-iran/?page=2, CB)

Yet, allowing a nuclear-armed Iran is likely to lead to an even worse regional war. Once the ruling clerics get their hands on nukes, a military showdown with Israel is inevitable. They will seek to destroy the Jewish state once and for all. Jerusalem will not stand by and commit existential suicide. It will retaliate. The result would be a nuclear holocaust in the Middle East. The winds of war are blowing across the Persian Gulf. Following this summer's crackdown on pro-democracy protesters, the Iranian regime is weak, desperate and fracturing. Washington should vigorously pursue a policy of internal regime change; otherwise, Tehran will drag the Middle East into a certain conflagration that could lead to the slaughter of millions. Instead, Mr. Obama has ruled out "meddling in Iran's internal affairs." His peace-at-any-cost diplomacy guarantees military conflict. It is no longer a question of if this will happen, but when and on whose terms. Mr. Obama is sleepwalking into disaster. America and the Middle East will pay the price. 

Extinction

Hoffman 2k6 
(Staffwriter, “'Nuclear winter' looms, experts say,” Inside Bay Area (California), pg nexis//cndi-ef)

Researchers at the American Geophysical Union's annual meeting warned Monday that even a small regional nuclear war could burn enough cities to shroud the globe in black smoky shadow and usher in the manmade equivalent of the Little Ice Age.  "Nuclear weapons represent the greatest single human threat to the planet, much more so than global warming," said Rutgers University atmospheric scientist Alan Robock.  By dropping imaginary Hiroshima-sized bombs into some of the world's biggest cities, now swelled to tens of millions in population, University of Colorado researcher O. Brian Toon and colleagues found they could generate 100 times the fatalities and 100 times the climate-chilling smoke per kiloton of explosive power as all-out nuclear war between the United States and former Soviet Union.  For most modern nuclear-war scenarios, the global impact isn't nuclear winter, the notion of smoke from incinerated cities blotting out the sun for years and starving most of the Earth's people. It's not even nuclear autumn, but rather an instant nuclear chill over most of the planet, accompanied by massive ozone loss and warming at the poles.  That's what scientists' computer simulations suggest would happen if nuclear war broke out in a hot spot such as the Middle East, the North Korean peninsula or, the most modeled case, in Southeast Asia. Unlike in the Cold War, when the United States and Russia mostly targeted each other's nuclear, military and strategic industrial sites, young nuclear-armed nations have fewer weapons and might go for maximum effect by using them on cities, as the United States did in 1945.  "We're at a perilous crossroads," Toon said. The spread of nuclear weapons worldwide combined with global migration into dense megacities form what he called "perhaps the greatest danger to the stability of society since the dawn of humanity."  More than 20 years ago, researchers imagined a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust would wreak havoc on the planet's climate. They showed the problem was potentially worse than feared: Massive urban fires would flush hundreds of millions of tons of black soot skyward, where -- heated by sunlight -- it would soar higher into the stratosphere and begin cooking off the protective ozone layer around the Earth.  Huge losses of ozone would open the planet and its inhabitants to damaging radiation, while the warm soot would spread a pall sufficient to plunge the Earth into freezing year-round. The hundreds of millions who would starve exceeded those who would die in the initial blasts and radiation.
Link – US Presence

US military presence key to deter Iranian nuclearization
Einstadt, ‘07 (Michael, Director of Military and Security Studies Program; “Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying Cold War Strategy to Iran”  July 2007 Washington Institute for Near East Studies, Policy Focus #72, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/PolicyFocus72FinalWeb.pdf, CB)
Experience shows that some proliferators (e.g., the Soviet Union, Iraq, and Pakistan) have been emboldened by their new capabilities to take what appear in retrospect to be imprudent risks. Efforts to create a stable nuclear deterrent relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union, and India and Pakistan, were much more risky and difficult than is generally recognized. This experience raises all kinds of questions with regard to Iran, particularly since the political environment in the Middle East is evolving in ways that could greatly complicate efforts to establish a stable nuclear deterrent relationship with the Islamic Republic. In particular, a nuclear Iran is prone to be more assertive and aggressive, and to miscalculate; U.S. and Israeli deterrent threats are likely to be of uncertain efficacy; and other regional states are increasingly likely to explore their nuclear options, creating a more complex, and perhaps unstable, regional threat environment. For these reasons, the emergence of a nuclear Iran is likely to be one of the most serious foreign policy challenges facing the United States in the coming years. This underscores the importance of doing everything possible to ensure that the ongoing nuclear diplomacy with Iran succeeds, and that preventive military action remains an option. 

Troop presence key to containing Iran


Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 09, (“Updating US Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear “Wannabes”,” February 2009 http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, CB)
Crucial to this line of thinking is the notion of tailoring deterrence for different strategic contexts. In other words, as numerous deterrence theorists have underscored, we need to understand the psychology of prospective adversaries and the terrain in which they operate in order to hold at risk those things that are most valued by their leaderships. This is particularly true in the contexts of Iran and North Korea, both of which may seek nuclear weapons to deter regime change and to establish themselves as major regional powers. In each case, deterrence planning requires an in-depth understanding of the political, cultural, religious, and strategic environments within which these potential adversaries operate. This implies as well the need to develop deterrence concepts and force structures appropriate to the unique circumstances of each situation. In the case of non-state actors, targeting the enabling structures of state and other sponsors may provide one avenue for delineating a viable set of deterrence options.. This highlights the need for non-military (as well as military) deterrence tools and for Interagency collaboration in identifying effective options for specific contingencies. In this context, the Department of Treasury’s efforts to “target” Iranian businesses and banking ventures associated with Iran’s nuclear programs are illustrative of the creative use of non-military tools to help dissuade Iran’s (nuclear) weaponization.
Link – US Military Presence

Military Presence key to prevent a nuclear Iran- Nuclear Iran causes a Middle East arms race

Pretoria News, 5/7, (“The ticking time-bomb”, May 07, 2010, Lexis, CB)

The world is entering a scary period as Iran moves steadily towards acquiring atomic weapons - a goal it will probably achieve within the next few years. One big question is preoccupying governments and pundits now: will Israel - and/or the US - try to prevent Tehran doing so, by force? That question hovers over the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, which is underway at the United Nations in New York this month. One of its aims is to strengthen international measures for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons to states that do not have them.  But the Iranian horse has already bolted. Bruno Tertrais, an expert on nuclear conflict at the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris, believes that Iran's nuclear weapons programme is already on "autopilot" as a large nuclear bureaucracy is now developing the weapons programme without strategic guidance from the political leadership. He believes Iran will go nuclear unless it is stopped militarily. Although he says a huge debate is raging within the Israeli government about the wisdom of a strike, he does not rule out the possibility of Israel striking because he believes that Tel Aviv's main consideration is the practical feasibility of such a strike, rather than the political fall-out. Intriguingly, he also says the US threshold for a military strike is not that far from Israel's. Like many other experts, Tertrais does not think Iran actually intends to wipe Israel off the map if it gets an atomic bomb, even though its President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has threatened to do that. But he does think that Iran would exploit its possession of atomic weapons to throw its weight around much more in the Middle East, believing, as it does, that it is the logical supreme power in the region. And if Iran gets the bomb, other Middle Eastern powers might feel they need them too. That would create a very complex and dangerous region with too many nervous fingers too close to too many red buttons. The greatest danger, of course, would be of nuclear war between Iran and Israel, which is believed to have more than 200 

nuclear warheads.
Link – US Presence

Extended Basing and deterrence key to keeping Iran in Check
Michael Rubin, ’08, (Resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School, and lecturer at Johns Hopkins University; “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred” pg. 6, November 2008; http://www.aei.org/docLib/20081105_0823654MEO_g.pdf, CB)
If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia. There is less to these facilities, however, than meets the eye: under Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdog˘an, the Turkish government has grown closer to the Islamic Republic and has sought to limit U.S. Air Force use of the Incirlik Air Base; Turkish negotiators have even demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik.37 Oman, too, has been less than reliable in granting U.S. freedom of operation. According to military officials familiar with the negotiations between U.S. and Omani officials, the sultanate initially refused the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions over Afghanistan from its territory in the opening days of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001, a campaign that, in the wake of 9/11, had far greater international support than would any containment actions against Iranian forces. Both the congressional desire to curtail the U.S. presence in Iraq and Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki’s demands that the United States evacuate the country on a set timetable make any use of the Kirkuk and Ali air bases in that country as part of containment operations unlikely. Saudi Arabia has many airfields but, because of domestic unease with a U.S. presence in the kingdom, only allows the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf. While the United States maintains 228,000 troops in the Near East and South Asia, all but 5,700 are stationed in Iraq or Kuwait in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom or in Afghanistan in support of Operation Enduring Freedom. 38 These troops would, presumably, return home upon the completion of their missions. Kuwaiti officials have made clear that they do not envision hosting a permanent U.S. presence. The Kuwaiti government designates portions of Camp Arifjan as temporary and insists that when U.S. forces depart, no trace of their presence should remain. In practice, according to officers with the 45th Field Artillery Brigade operating facilities in Kuwait, this means that U.S. officers must spend weeks engaging the Kuwaiti bureaucracy if they wish to do so much as pave a road through their tent city. 

Link – Carriers

US carriers key to regional power projection

David Philman, 2010 (Director of the Navy; “FISCAL 2011 APPROPRIATIONS: DEFENSE; 

COMMITTEE: HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS; 

SUBCOMMITTEE: DEFENSE,” Congresional Testimony, February 24, 2010; Lexis, CB)
More than 40 percent of the Fleet is underway daily, globally present and persistently engaged. Forward presence enabled the rapid response of our aircraft carrier USS CARL VINSON and numerous other surface and USNS ships, helicopters, and personnel to Haiti to provide humanitarian aid after the devastating earthquake in January. Aviation assets remain engaged in operations in Afghanistan and in the drawdown of U.S. forces in Iraq. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) declared that U.S. security and prosperity are connected to that of the international system, that deterrence is a fundamental military function, and that partnerships are key to U.S. strategy and essential to the stability of global systems. These themes reinforce the tenets of the Maritime Strategy and the six core capabilities it identified: forward presence, deterrence, sea control, power projection, maritime security, and humanitarian assistance and disaster response (HA/DR). Navy TACAIR aviation continues to play a major role in providing the personnel and assets that bring these capabilities to the battle space. As directed by the QDR, we are working with the Air Force and Marine Corps on an Air Sea Battle concept that will identify the doctrine, procedures, training, organization, and equipment needed for our Navy to counter growing military threats to our freedom of action. This joint effort will help us inform investments and identify future opportunities to better integrate naval and air forces across the entire range of operations. We are already moving forward with the Air Force to streamline capabilities, manpower, and resources related to our unmanned aviation systems. We continue to pursue our unique maritime aviation capabilities in carrier-based strike, and naval special warfare missions. A milestone toward that end, this year the Navy rolled out our first carrier variant of Joint Strike Fighter (F- 35C) aircraft, the timely delivery of which remains essential to fulfilling our strike fighter requirements. Highlights on this and other programs follow: Aviation Programs Aircraft Carrier Force Structure The Navy remains firmly committed to maintaining a force of 11 carriers for the next three decades. With the commissioning of USS GEORGE H. W. BUSH (CVN 77) and inactivation of the 48-year- old USS KITTY HAWK (CV 63), our last conventionally powered aircraft carrier, we now have an all nuclear-powered carrier force. Our carriers enable our nation to respond rapidly, decisively, and globally to project power, as we have done in Iraq and Afghanistan, or to deliver humanitarian assistance, as we have done in Haiti, while operating from a small, yet persistent, footprint that does not impose unnecessary political or logistic burdens on other nations. Our carriers remain a great investment for our nation.
Impact – Iran Prolif = ME Prolif & War

Iranian prolif spurs regional proliferation & wars

London Times, 6/12. The London Times, “Enemy’s enemy is a friend” Lexis page. June 12th, 2010

Saudi Arabia has never shied at criticising Israel's treatment of the Palestinians. King Abdullah makes it clear to visiting dignitaries that the resolution of the Arab-Israeli question is paramount for his country and the region. But Saudi Arabia, and the other Arab states, are not fixated on Palestine. Increasingly their attention has turned to the east. There they see Iran, a very different threat to regional stability, and potentially a far greater menace. For the past year the world has watched the political turmoil for signs that the Tehran regime might implode. That now seems improbable. Supporters of the "Green Revolution" have been rounded up or forced to flee the country. President Ahmadinejad and the Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, are solidly in place thanks to the security forces. The fourth round of United Nations sanctions imposed this week dealt a blow to Iran's credibility abroad but leave the country's dominant oil and gas industry largely unaffected. If Tehran wants to accelerate its nuclear programme by continuing to enrich uranium, experts believe it could have the bomb by the end of next year. Arab states fear that this could translate into a growth in militant Shia Islam, the dominant sect in Iran. Already a powerful force in Iraq and Lebanon, the Shias also have sizeable communities in Kuwait, Bahrain and Saudi Arabia. To challenge Iran, the Arabs have two options. They can secretly co-operate with Israel and allow Israeli air force bombers to cross their airspace and destroy Iran's nuclear sites. Alternatively, they can accelerate their own nuclear programmes with the aim of building an Arab nuclear deterrent. Neither option is a good one. One could lead to a new war in the Middle East that could draw in Iran, the Gulf states, Israel and Lebanon. The other could see nuclear proliferation spread to Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan and even Turkey. There are already suspicions that the Saudis are preparing to buy nuclear technology from their old ally Pakistan. The advantage of the Israeli option is that the Arab states could simply deny that they co-operated and loudly condemn the action, while privately celebrating the move if it proved successful. They would then rely on America's military might to protect them against retaliation. While deeply cynical, it would prove once again that "my enemy's enemy is my friend"

Iranian proliferation spreads to other middle eastern countries and causes war.

Gavin, 10 Francis J. Gavin is Tom Slick Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law. “Same as it ever was; nuclear alarmism, proliferation, and the cold war”. International Security, January 30th, 2010.

Rogue states are seen as those that participate in unsavory behavior: violating international norms; threatening violence against their neighbors; supporting terrorist organizations; and committing human rights violations against their citizens. Before the 2003 invasion, Saddam Hussein's Iraq was identified as a rogue state, a definition that still applies to Iran and North Korea. Nuclear alarmists assert that the threats posed by rogue states are unprecedented. Consider this assessment of the likely consequences of a nuclear Iran: "Its leaders are theologically motivated and believe Israel should be wiped off the map. It is the chief global sponsor of terrorism through groups such as Hezbollah and Hamas. Middle East experts believe a nuclear-armed Iran would soon be followed by Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey, and perhaps others as well." 27 In this view, rogue states do not adhere to the logic of nuclear deterrence that kept the Cold War from becoming "hot." As the scholar and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Keith Payne has claimed, "We believed we had great insight into the thinking of the Soviet leadership, could communicate well with its officials, and that those leaders ultimately would behave in well-informed and predictable ways. Consequently, we could be wholly confident deterrence would 'work.' But today, there is no basis for comparable faith with regard to rogue regimes." 28 To some nuclear alarmists, this perceived unpredictability justifies the use of preemptive strikes against rogue states seeking atomic weapons. Ashton Carter and William Perry have written, "Should the United States allow a country openly hostile to it and armed with nuclear weapons to perfect an intercontinental ballistic missile capable of delivering nuclear weapons to U.S. soil? We think not. 

Impact – Turkish Prolif

Iranian prolif causes Turkish prolif

Thomas Scheber, 2009 (Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy, former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense;  “Contemporary Challenges for Extended Deterrence”, May 2009, http://www.au.af.mil/au/aunews/archive/2009/0411/Articles/ContemporaryChallengesforExtendedDeterrenceMay09.pdf, CB)
Direct threats to allies in the Middle East and Europe. 

A second concern with direct threats to allies is associated with the near-term threat to allies in the Middle East and Europe from Iran’s nuclear weapon development program. Not all U.S. allies that would be threatened directly by a nuclear-armed Iran are protected explicitly by the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Allies that are concerned about this potential threat include Turkey (a member of NATO), Israel (Iran’s president has threatened to wipe Israel off the map), and Middle East states populated predominantly by Sunni Muslims (for example, Egypt and Saudi Arabia). The complexity of issues related to the security of these allies is illustrated briefly below. Turkey shares a border with Iran and together they cooperate on issues ranging from energy resources to combating terrorist activities of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK). As evidenced by Turkey’s refusal to grant the United States use of its territory for the invasion of Iraq in 2003, Ankara is increasingly sensitive to the unique challenges resulting from its geography. Ankara is working to build constructive relations with its neighbors, including Russia, Iran, and Syria, while continuing to fulfill its obligations as a long-standing member of NATO. Turkey’s close proximity to Iran places Turkish cities and facilities within range of even relatively short-range Iranian missiles, and NATO bases in Turkey would likely be targets of a nuclear-armed Iran. Turkey’s goal of membership in the European Union has been blocked by some of its NATO partners. If threatened by a nuclear-armed Iran, Turkey may feel the need for its own, independent nuclear deterrent force instead of relying on its NATO allies.
Impact – NPT Collapse

Iran’s nuclear program threatens the stability of the NPT.

International Business Times, 6/23. International Business Times, Politics and Policy. “Iran: Nukes and sanctions”. June 23rd, 2010. http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/30328/20100623/iran-nuclear.htm
Iran is problematic for the West. On the one hand, the U.S. and its allies cannot let Iran flout the provisions of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty without consequences. On the other hand, Iran could undermine the NPT by playing the martyr and claiming it is being bullied by the West.  "Now our challenge is to turn pressure into progress," Senator John Kerry, D-MA, and chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, said on Tuesday, as that committee held hearings on the latest round of U.S.-supported UN sanctions on Iran.  On June 9, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1929, claiming that Iran remains in violation of the provisions of the NPT by continuing to enrich uranium towards weapons-grade levels and refusing to cooperate with the investigations into its activities by the UN's International Atomic Energy Agency. The resolution intensified measures against the nation, marking the fourth round of sanctions imposed by the UN since 2006.  The new measures include financial curbs, an expanded arms embargo and warnings to UN member states to be vigilant about a range of Iranian activities. Iran's national shipping company is targeted, as are entities controlled by the Revolutionary Guard, which maintains the nation's  controversial nuclear program.  The U.S. acted quickly to turn up the pressure after the resolution passed. On June 16, Treasury secretary Tim Geithner announced that a number of companies and individuals dealing with Iran would be penalized. Geithner said the new penalties were aimed at those helping Iran develop its nuclear programs and evade international sanctions. The additions to the U.S. sanctions list include Iran's Post Bank, bringing to 16 the number of Iranian-owned banks on the list. Other new targets of U.S. sanctions include 5 front companies, 90 ships employed by the nation maritime carrier, four organizations and two individuals identified as belonging to Iran's Revolutionary Guard, and 22 petroleum, energy and insurance companies operating inside and outside Iran and reportedly owned by the Iranian government.  Geithner called upon the world community to assist in pressuring Iran.  "This is not something the United States can do alone," he said. The U.S. forged the agreement that became the UN resolution, but had to relent from tougher measures or risk losing the support of Russia and China.  Being permanent members of the Security Council, along with the U.S., France and Britain, either Russia or China could have vetoed the resolution.  As it was, the vote for UNSCR 1929 was 12 to 2, with Brazil and Turkey voting against it, and Lebanon abstaining. That the resolution lacked unanimous backing is seen as a sign of weakness. James Acton, an analyst for the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, said the nations that rejected the resolution are intent on asserting themselves on the world stage. "Both Turkey and Brazil want to be recognized as real players in the international arena," Acton said.  The two nations had tried to broker a deal where Iran would swap some of its enriched uranium stockpile for uranium specifically developed for hospital usages, thus assuring the world that its nuclear ambitions were peaceful. The deal did not received Security Council support and fell apart. Brazil, says Acton, feels mistreated.  "Brazil is a signatory to the NPT and has its own uranium enrichment program," Acton said. "Brazil has a vested interest in seeing that an NPT nation does not have its nuclear rights taken away from it. Nations like Brazil are less worried about proliferation than they are about being denied the right to develop their own nuclear power for peaceful, domestic purposes."  There are 189 signatories to the NPT, five of which - The U.S., Russia, China, France and Britain - are nuclear powers. The three main tenets of the NPT are non-proliferation, disarmament and the right to peacefully use nuclear technology.  The signatories that do not have nuclear weapons are pledged not to develop them. The nations that have nuclear arsenals are pledged to reduce these arsenals, as the U.S. and Russia have done and are continuing to pursue under the new START treaty.  The right to develop peaceful usages for nuclear power is what is in questions regarding Iran.  Iran claims that it has no designs on nuclear weapons, and it presents itself to the world as being wronged by the West.  "What Iran tells other nations is 'You will be next if you let the U.S. and its allies roll over our rights,'" Acton said.  Acton noted that the NPT has been under strains of late. North Korea had been a member, but was sited for violations and has since quit the group. Syria is under investigations for possible violations, and Burma is suspected of moving towards nuclear weaponry. In addition to North Korea, three known nuclear powers, India, Pakistan and Israel, have not signed the NPT.  Acton admits that it is diplomatically tricky, but the U.S. and the UN must move against Iran because Iran has violated the treaty.  "The evidence is very strong that Iran is moving towards weapons-grade uranium," he said. "President Obama said that treaty's words mean something and that actions have consequences, so it is very important that the resolution passed and that sanctions are being enforced."  Acton said that, despite the possibility that Iran may not be moved to curb its nuclear ambitions by the sanctions, and that other nations may align with Iran to protect their nuclear rights, the sanctions were still necessary.  "What's more important is that other nations see that the U.S. and the West will act if a signatory violates the treaty," Acton said.  Alireza Nader, an analyst with the Rand Corporation, agreed.  "It is Iran's pursuit of a nuclear weapon that threatens the stability of the NPT," Nader said. "If Iran develops the bomb, other nations, especially nations in that region, may feel that they, too, need the bomb. Imposing sanctions lets other nations know we will not tolerate proliferation."  But Nader added that "not stopping Iran's program could potentially destabilize the NPT."  But can Iran be stopped?  "We simply do not know what effect the sanctions may have on Iran," Nader said. "They will affect the economy, they will affect the people. But will they have any significant impact on Iran's nuclear program? We'll have to wait and see."  Iran has remained defiant, saying it will ignore the sanctions and continue enriching uranium.  In Washington, lawmakers were just as adamant about pursuing the sanctions.  "The true test of our policy will not be pressure applied, but behavior changed," Kerry said at Tuesday's hearing.  "Recent experience suggests that neither sanctions nor engagement alone will convince Iran to abandon its nuclear program. Only by combining both pressure and diplomacy into a comprehensive and coordinated strategy will we have a chance at altering Iran's behavior." 
AT: Iranian Prolif Inevitable

Deterrence can still prevent proliferation

Patrick Clawson and Michael Einstadt, ‘07 (Clawson, deputy director for research; Einstadt, director of Military and Security Studies Program; “Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying Cold War Strategy to Iran”  July 2007 Washington Institute for Near East Studies, Policy Focus #72, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/PolicyFocus72FinalWeb.pdf, CB)
Consideration of deterrence should not be read as resigned acceptance that Iran will acquire nuclear weapons. Quite the contrary: a strong deterrent posture implemented now could be a useful way of demonstrating to Iran’s leaders that nuclear weapons will bring them little if any benefit, and that the nuclear program is not worth the high political and economic cost. History offers ample precedent for deterrence as a means of dissuasion, such as the Soviet Union’s agreement to dismantle the SS-20 missiles after NATO deployed similar intermediate- range missiles. Furthermore, a sober examination of the risks and costs of deterring Iran could be a useful reminder of why a diplomatic agreement is a much better solution, thereby stimulating the international community to more vigorously support diplomatic initiatives, including active enforcement of the diplomacy-supporting sanctions mandated by the UN Security Council. 
AT: US Nuclear Deterrence Solves
Troops are an integral part of extended deterrence- removes the need to rely solely on weapons

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 09, (“Updating US Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear “Wannabes”,” February 2009 http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, CB)

Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, un​derwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.
Nuclear Deterrence is not a good insurance policy with Iran

James S. Robbins ‘06 (Author of the forthcoming Last in Their Class: Custer, Picket and the Goats of West Point and an NRO Contributor; “Let Iran Go Nuclear?”  January 10, 2006; http://www.nationalreview.com/robbins/robbins200601100812.asp, CB)
There are scores of similar scenarios that do not involve actually going to nuclear war but all of which demonstrate that deterrence at the nuclear level does not translate into stability at lower levels of conflict. In fact, it leads to permanent instability as regimes pursue conflict by other means, relying on their nuclear insurance cards to deter the U.S. or any other power from settling things decisively. This is why the United States had to withdraw from Vietnam rather than invade north and risk a Soviet or Chinese response; it is why the Soviet Union was unwilling to impose its will on Afghanistan by invading Pakistan and risking a U.S. response. Consciously allowing the Iranian regime to assume the mantle of a nuclear power would be an act of strategic negligence that would make the world a much more dangerous place. And by the way, these scenarios assume the Iranian leaders are “rational actors” who won’t just wake up one day and decide that they don’t want to live in a world with New York, Washington, D.C., or a variety of other cities. They send their surrogates out to punish the Great Satan, and the rest is God’s will. Or maybe terrorists or a radical faction within the government get hold of the weapons and use them without permission. Would you gamble your life against the bribe level of an Iranian nuclear-weapons manager? Let’s hope we don’t have to. 

CP – Increase US Military Presence
US should increase regional presence to contain Iran

The Washington Times, 2008 (“Containing, deterring Iran”, November 13, 2008, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/nov/13/containing-deterring-iran/, CB)

When he becomes president on Jan. 20, Barack Obama will face some difficult choices regarding Iran and its nuclear ambitions. Mr. Obama is simultaneously opposed to Iran's obtaining a nuclear weapon and opposed to military action that would prevent it. So, what happens if Americans wake up one morning to the news that Iran has tested a nuclear weapon? Once that happens, there would be few alternatives for countering a nuclear Iran other than a Cold War-style policy of containment and deterrence.  During the Cold War, the reality of an American nuclear arsenal kept the Soviet Union at bay until the collapse of communism in the late 1980s. The stationing of U.S. military forces and equipment in Western Europe, Asia and else-where helped counter the Soviet Union's hegemonic ambitions. But American policymakers face tremendous uphill challenges to implementing such policies today. The United States lacks the force structure and bases necessary to im-plement a containment policy in the Middle East. Containing Iran requires the United States to either station sufficient forces in the region to stop Iran unilaterally, or to invest resources in helping Iran's neighbors build their own deterrence. "Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief," notes American Enterprise Institute scholar Michael Rubin. "If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer." The United States has air bases in countries including Turkey, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan and Oman. But nearly all of these facilities have had severe constraints placed upon their use, and it is unclear what access the U.S. military would have to them in wartime. Turkish negotiators, for example, have demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik Air Base. In Iraq, Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki demands that the United States evacuate accord-ing to a set timetable, raising questions about Washington's ability to use the Kirkuk and Ali air bases as part of con-tainment operations. Because of domestic opposition to the U.S. military presence, Saudi Arabia only permits the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf. In the days after September 11, Oman initially refused to grant the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions to Afghanistan using its territory. And any action against Iran would be far more controversial than the Afghan operation was. Upgrading U.S. facilities in the region to support containment would be essential to maintaining a successful contain-ment policy. The Bush administration has proposed a series of arms sales to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and other regional allies in an effort to pre-position military equipment in the region. But some of these sales face considerable opposition from Capitol Hill, and it is unclear whether any of the small Gulf Cooperation Council states could contain Iranian aggression for very long. "No GCC state with the exception of Saudi Arabia has strategic depth," Mr. Rubin notes. "If Iraq could overwhelm Kuwait in a matter of hours, so, too, could Iran overwhelm Bahrain - the central node in U.S. naval strategy - or Qatar, where the U.S. army pre-positions much of its heavy equipment."
Aff – US Nuclear Deterrent solves

US nuclear declaratory policy deters Iranian nuclearizsation

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 09, (“Updating US Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear “Wannabes”,” February 2009 http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, CB)

Taking into account Iran’s history, its regional aspirations, and its cultural ethnocentricity, it is likely that Iran can in fact be deterred (just as the Soviet Union was) if the threatened retali​ation is perceived (by Iranian leaders) as credible and as capable of destroying Iranian culture, Persian civilization, and key elements of the state’s power. This means that future U.S. discussion An IFPA White Paper The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 12  of deterrence needs should be couched in such a way as to leave no doubt about American in​terests or intentions, including in a crisis, regarding our willingness to use nuclear weapons if circumstances dictate. Although there have been times when ambiguity has served us well, as in the case of how we might respond to non-nuclear WMD threats, countering Iran is a situation in which U.S. declaratory policy must be clear, concise, and leave no room for misinterpretation. By the same token, U.S. declaratory policy must not be unrealistic; in other words, we must be care​ful not to “promise” something that can not be delivered. Thus, for example, under the present circumstances in which U.S. deterrence forces reside in Trident missiles, intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) prompt-response capabilities, and air-delivered gravity bombs and nuclear-tipped missiles, the United States retains a diversified, but nevertheless limited, capacity to tailor strikes at the regional level and to contain collateral damage. 
US weapons key to deterrence- nuclear umbrella
Thomas Scheber, 2009 (Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy, former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense;  “Contemporary Challenges for Extended Deterrence”, May 2009, http://www.au.af.mil/au/aunews/archive/2009/0411/Articles/ContemporaryChallengesforExtendedDeterrenceMay09.pdf, CB)
Adversary capabilities which pose direct threats to the United States could pose problems in the future to the credibility of extended deterrence. These threats could cause allies to question whether the United States would follow through on its commitments when doing so would put at risk the U.S. homeland. Simply put, the vulnerability of the United States to Chinese, North Korean, Iranian, or Russian nuclear attack could fray the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Would allies be confident that the United States would remain committed to their security if U.S. military action were invariably linked to direct threats to the U.S. homeland? Potential opponents of the United States have recognized the leverage that could be gained from posing such a nuclear threat, particularly in regional conflicts where their stakes would be greater than those of the United States. One Chinese official (Gen. Xiong Guangkai), for example, has threatened a nuclear attack on the United States to deter U.S. intervention in a future conflict over Taiwan: “In the 1950s, you three times threatened nuclear strikes on China [i.e., during the Korean war and the 1954 and 1958 Taiwan crises], and you could do that because we couldn’t hit back. Now we can. So you are not going to threaten us again because, in the end, you care a lot more about Los Angeles than Taipei.”18 The implications for the United States from the challenge posed by the growth of direct threats to the United States include the following:  1. The increasing need for effective and credible defenses and prompt global strike weapons to provide capabilities to limit damage should deterrence fail, as well as consequence management capabilities. These will help to devalue direct threats to the United States. With adequate capabilities to limit damage to the United States, allies are more likely to feel confident that it will have the freedom of action needed to carry out commitments to defend its threatened partners.    2. The need for a range of effective U.S. response capabilities (including nuclear and nonnuclear strike, non-kinetic offensive options, and space control capabilities) to deter those that might threaten the United States and thereby try to prevent it from intervening in regional affairs.    3. Potential adversaries that may consider threats to coerce the United States, are likely to try and exploit vulnerabilities in technological advantages of the U.S. military. Therefore, reducing U.S. vulnerabilities to asymmetric attack (e.g., cyber attack, space control) will be important to protecting U.S. advantages and assuring allies that U.S. strengths are resilient to enemy action.    4. An assured second strike capabilities for the U.S. nuclear force will continue to be valuable to allies as they observe growth in potential threats to the United States and reductions in the size of the U.S. nuclear force. 
Aff – Iran & Middle East Prolif Inevitable

Regional proliferation inevitable absent US security assurances and arms transfers
Michael Einstadt, ‘07 (Director of Military and Security Studies Program; “Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying Cold War Strategy to Iran”  July 2007 Washington Institute for Near East Studies, Policy Focus #72, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/PolicyFocus72FinalWeb.pdf, CB)
Might Iran be tempted to provide dual-use nuclear technology to other states and thereby be a source of additional proliferation concern? Nearly every nuclear program has spawned spin-offs: the United States assisted the United Kingdom and France, and inadvertently (by means of espionage) contributed to the Soviet program; the Soviet Union assisted China; China assisted Pakistan; Pakistan’s Abdul Qadir Khan assisted North Korea, Iran, and Libya; and France assisted Israel. In some cases, the proliferator was motivated by a desire to assist an ally, in other cases, by a desire to harm a rival or enemy. As for Iran, it has already stated that it stands ready to help other Muslim states to acquire “peaceful nuclear technology.”7 Its nuclear technological base is sufficiently mature that it could become a supplier of dual-use civilian nuclear technology now—not tomorrow. To deter such a possibility, the UN Security Council should pass a resolution under article 42 of Chapter VII (which would authorize the use of force) prohibiting the transfer by Iran of any kind of nuclear technology or know-how to another country or a non-state actor.8 The maturation of Tehran’s nuclear program, the regime’s growing assertiveness, and the belief that a nuclear Iran will be even more difficult to live with have caused many of its neighbors to reevaluate their nuclear options. The goal of this renewed interest in nuclear technology seems to be to deter Tehran from pursuing its nuclear option, to energize diplomacy to halt the Iranian program, and to pave the way for a decision to pursue a nuclear weapons program at some future date. Egypt, Turkey, Jordan, and the countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council have all indicated within the past year or two that they are either considering the possibility of pursuing civilian nuclear technology or actually doing so.9 Iran’s nuclear program may already be contributing to a radical transformation of the proliferation landscape in the Middle East that could greatly complicate efforts to prevent a nuclear war someday. To prevent such an eventuality, the United States may need to put together a package of security assurances and conventional arms transfers for its regional friends and allies, as part of an effort to dissuade them from developing a nuclear option.
Aff – Iran Prolif Inevitable

Iran prolif inevitable due to regional security concerns

Mark Fitzpatrick 2006 (IISS Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation, Survival, Vol. 48, No.1, October 2006

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/871429_915549761_749438584.pdf, CB)

One way of assessing Iran’s intentions is through the logic of the Islamic Republic’s presumed motivations. Facing foes on several sides and several neighbours armed with nuclear weapons, Iran is presumed to have a security motivation for arming itself, particularly when it sees how American enemies that have nuclear weapons survive while Iraq’s regime, which did not have them, no longer exists. A compelling need for national prestige and regional leadership adds to the motivations.
Iranian prolif determined by Israeli actions, not US presence

Joe Gandelman, 2010 (Editor-In-Chief of The Moderate Voice, “Who Blinks First Iran or Israel?,” The Moderate Voice, February 4, 2010; http://themoderatevoice.com/61509/who-blinks-first-iran-or-israel/, CB)

Tension is building between Iran and Israel. One sign of the tensions is this piece in Haaretz in Israel:  In the sea of brainwashing, intimidation and cliches surrounding us, its sometimes worthwhile to listen to a voice from the outside, a voice no less proficient than the Israeli oeexperts on security matters and Iran. The voice of reason. Such was the voice of the senior European diplomat who had served as an ambassador in Tehran for about five years and was visiting Israel this week.    Over dinner in his countrys ambassadors residence, the man outlined his views about Iran, with which his country maintains extensive, complex ties. This man, now about to be appointed ambassador to Germany, continues to visit Iran, although his tenure there ended in 2004.  His message was clear and razor sharp " Israel must not attack Iran. This would only cause harm. If anything could bring Iran closer to the bomb, it would be an Israeli offensive, which seems imminent. The European diplomat is con-vinced that Iran does not intend to produce a nuclear bomb, only to walk on the edge and prepare for the option of developing it. This has become a matter of national honor for the Iranians.  The diplomat knows there is also another possibility,that Iran could be heading toward the bomb, and he realizes there is no guarantee this will not happen. And yet he is profoundly convinced that Iran will not do so.  An Israeli attack, on the other hand, which in his view would put off the bomb by merely two years, would only spur the Iranians to develop it. Tehran knows that the United States wouldnt have dared to invade Iraq and Afghanistan had these countries had nuclear weapons. The Iranians are sure that this goes for them as well. So their way to maintain the regime, if it feels threatened, is to develop the bomb. The threats to attack Iran will only push them toward this.  An Israeli attack on Iran would also unite the Iranian people behind the regime, the man says. Israels enemy today is only the regime, not the people.  The Iranian people are busy with other problems and are not preoccupied with the Palestinian issue or whether Israel should or shouldnt exist.
Iran is working to acquire nuclear weapon capabilities
Mark Fitzpatrick 2006 (IISS Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation, Survival, Vol. 48, No.1, October 2006

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/871429_915549761_749438584.pdf, CB)

‘There can no longer be any reasonable doubt that Iran’s ambition is to obtain nuclear weapons capability.’ So declared former German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer in May 2006.1 American and British policymakers have been saying this for years, as have the French. In fact, these nations – the ‘P3’, all permanent members of the UN Security Council – go further, and claim that Iran is actively pursuing the weapons, not just the capability.2 In light of the serious policy choices this judgement portends, it is important to subject the evidence to critical analysis. Might the Western experts be wrong again, as they were short years ago in judging that Saddam Hussein was pursuing weapons of mass destruction? In the Iraq case, the nearly universal consensus was that, if not nuclear weapons, on which there were conflicting opinions, at least Baghdad was pursuing chemical and biological weapons. In Iran’s case, the nearly universal consensus is that, whether or not there has been a final decision to build a bomb, Tehran is at least seeking a latent nuclear-weapons capability. 
Aff- Iran Prolif Inevitable

Iran is building up their nuclear weapons program now; the US presence in the Middle East is key to check acquisition of WMDs.

The London Times, 6/10. The Times (London), June 10th, 2010. Edition One; Ireland. “UN tightens Iran sanctions; Tehran vows to continue uranium enrichment nothing will change, vows Iran”.

Iran vowed to continue enriching uranium yesterday as the UN Security Council imposed its toughest sanctions yet in what could be its last chance to prevent Tehran from acquiring a nuclear bomb.

China and Russia joined the 12-vote majority in favour of the sanctions in the 15-nation council, but Lebanon abstained and Brazil and Turkey voted against.

"Nothing will change. The Islamic Republic of Iran will continue uranium enrichment activities," Ali Asghar Soltanieh, the Iranian envoy to the UN's nuclear watchdog, declared immediately after the vote.

President Ahmadinejad also struck a defiant tone, mocking the UN's impotence.

"The resolutions you issue are like a used handkerchief which should be thrown in the dustbin. They are not capable of hurting Iranians," he said.

Yesterday's resolution will be the fourth round of UN sanctions since 2006 aimed at curbing Iran's suspected nuclear weapons ambitions - and it is not clear that the big powers will have time to negotiate another round before Iran achieves "breakout" potential to build a nuclear bomb. Analysts voiced doubt that the new measures would deter Iran from pursuing a nuclear weapon that would upend the strategic calculus in the Middle East.

"Iran has been very successful at getting round sanctions to date and continues to find ways to move equipment and other supplies. They use false fronts and change ship names. They understand the legal limits of sanctions and are able to play around with them," said Dr Theodore Karasik, research director at the Institute for Near East & Gulf Military Analysis in Dubai.

Sir Richard Dalton, associate fellow at Chatham House, said: "The measures in this resolution send a strong political message but it has been clear for years that no economic factors are going to bring about any flexibility in the Iranian position."

The failure of the "dual track" approach of diplomatic sticks and carrots, pursued by the six-power grouping of Britain, France, Germany, Russia, China and the United States, could leave an attack by Israel or the United States as the only option to prevent Iran acquiring nuclear arms.

The new UN sanctions will prohibit the sale of heavy weapons such as tanks, warplanes, attack helicopters and warships to Iran and allow inspection of planes and ships suspected of carrying banned cargoes. The resolution will also freeze the assets of 41 more Iranian firms, including 15 controlled by the increasingly powerful Islamtic Revolutionary Guards Corps. One individual, Javad Rahiqi, the head of Iran's Esfahan Nuclear Technology Centre, where uranium is processed, will be added to a UN blacklist that subjects him to a travel ban and asset freeze.

Aff- Israel- Iran War inevitable

Israel-Iran nuclear war inevitable in the status quo

IOG, 2010 (Investment Oversight Group LLC, “Iran War,” April 18, 2010, http://iogllc.com//uploads/Iran_War.pdf, CB)
As for Israel, I believe it is a near certainty they launch a military strike on Iran’s nuclear installations. For years Ahmadinejad has spewed anti‐Israel rhetoric and has threatened to annihilate the country. Israel takes these existential threats seriously as well they should in the context of the history of the Jewish people. While some would contend Ahmadinejad’s native Farsi was not properly translated when referring to “wiping Israel off the map”, certainly Ahmadinejad has never issued a clarification on that threat to suggest he meant anything other than trying to dispose of the country of Israel. While he continues to taunt the West, Iran is responsible for arming and training Hamas in Gaza and Hezbollah in Lebanon. Iran’s growing influence in the region has also served to isolate Israel as countries, such as Syria and even Turkey are falling in line with Iran. After all, Iran has repeatedly stated that any friend of Israel is an enemy of Iran. And, who wants to be an enemy of a fanatical nuclear armed regime? While some in the region try to deflect and focus on Israel’s assumed nuclear arsenal stating it is a threat to world order, it is Iran that is the only country to have threatened the existence of another member UN nation. Israel undoubtedly will stop its sworn enemy from acquiring WMDs. With Iran having nuclear facilities spread throughout the large country, some in heavily fortified areas, it is not surprising that Israel has been preparing for years for this eventuality. Israel has been practicing long range refueling missions. They have begun to distribute gas masks to the whole populace including infants. In past months, Israel has been staging massive simulated attacks. Although it is possible that these activities do not foreshadow an imminent ominous event, they cannot be disregarded. In the end, Israel likely has the conventional means to set the Iran nuclear program back for years. If they have miscalculated, I believe they will resort to nuclear weapons to neutralize the 
threat. 

Aff – Iran Prolif Good

A nuclear Iran poses no more danger than a nuclear US and Israel- Iran is acquiring weapons out of fear not to expand 

Lincoln Wolfenstein, 2010 (Pittsburg Post-Gazette writer, “AN ATTACK AGAINST IRAN IS A FAR GREATER DANGER TO ALL,” January 18, 2010, Pittsburg Post-Gazette; Lexis, CB)

There is one important reason why Iran should not obtain nuclear weapons. It is the same reason that all nuclear powers including the United States and Israel should get rid of them: the existence of nuclear weapons is a danger to all mankind.  Iran's nuclear weapons would pose no special danger since the leaders of Iran know that any use of their nuclear weapons would have disastrous consequences for Iran. In spite of the wild speeches of Iran's president, Iran has attacked no other country. Its motive for wanting nuclear weapons is clearly deterrence. Iran has good reasons to fear an attack, given the threats from two nations that have recently engaged in vicious acts of aggression: the United States against Iraq and Israel against Lebanon. By far the greatest danger in the immediate future is the possibility that Israel or the United States will attack Iran. Such an attack would destroy the reform movement in Iran and would lead to great unrest in Iraq and to the recruitment of thousands of new terrorists.
Aff – Iran Prolif Good

Nuclear Iran will bring stability- Iran will no longer be fearful and fund terrorism to keep the US out of their affairs

Gonzalo Lira 6/26, (Economist writing for Naked Capitalism, "Gonzalo Lira: A Thought Experiment " Iran”, Naked Capitalism June 26, 2010; http://www.nakedcapitalism.com/2010/06/gonzalo-lira-a-thought-experiment-–-iran.html, CB)

First of all, the more you think through Americas provocations and interference in Irans history, the more you cant help but be impressed by Irans self-control. Theyve played their cards much better than either the U.S. or Israel.  Precisely because of all the foolish, pointless tauntings and provocations by the U.S. and Israel, I think its likely that "regardless of what they say"Iran is very busy trying to acquire nuclear weapons. Israels and the U.S.s nuclear taunting guarantees that the only thing that will give Irans people and leadership peace of mind is a few dozen nuc-lear-tipped rockets. And they will in all likelihood acquire them"one way or another. Fear will drive them.  For now, Irans strategy of quietly but steadily fomenting insurgents in Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine is the only sensi-ble approach Iran can take. It has to keep America pinned down in those two quagmires while it develops nuclear wea-pons.  Because thats Irans ultimate goal"obviously: From the point of view of Irans leadership, any other strategy would be irresponsible and foolish. The Iranian leadership want to protect their population from both the U.S. and Israel. From Irans point of view, only the acquisition of nukes guarantees their safety.  However, a nuclear Iran isnt a disaster"on the contrary: My own sense is, if and when Iran actually acquires nuclear weapons, regional tension will paradoxically ease" think India/Pakistan. And Iran is a far more stable country than Pa-kistan, with none of the territorial ambitions or frictions.  If and when Iran acquires nukes, the U.S. will realize it cant fuck with Iran anymore"it has to negotiate. The same con-clusion will be arrived at in Tel Aviv.  The danger zone, I think, will be that uncertain period before Iran for-sure has nuclear weapons" in other words, the period we are living in now.  It is conceivable that Israel will stupidly launch a pre-emptive strike, in a misguided attempt to oeprotect Israel from Iran acquiring nukes. In fact, I would argue that this is a very possible outcome. This pre-emptive strike will bring about a nuclear retaliation by Iran"theyll simply buy a few from Russia (which would be happy to sell them, if Israel starts launching nukes helter-skelter), and that will be that for Israel. Israel is smaller, and more concentrated. In any nuclear war, Israel will lose.  Now is the danger-time. And it will be the Americans and the Israelis "not the Iranians" who will pull the trigger on the regional suicide. 
Aff- Iran would not strike first

Iran will think before engaging in a first strike policy on Israel- first strike would hurt other Arab states

Azar Azadi, 2010, (Post writer, “Who will blink first?” The Jerusalem Post, January 26, 2010; 

http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2010/02/04/who_blinks_first_iran_or_israel_97524.html, CB)

During the Cold War serious protocols were set to protect the Americans and Soviets in case of a first strike and even more vigorous protocols were in place regarding how to respond to it. Unlike conventional weapons, nuclear weapons are countervalue weapons, which do not distinguish between civilian and military targets - they will destroy all. There has been a great deal of discussion on the prevention and deterrence of a nuclear strike on Israel by Iran. Most assume the missile would originate from Iran. But with US airpower in Iraq and Afghanistan, multitudes of Awacs and electronics in Saudi Arabia and other Gulf nations, and with NATO ships with sophisticated electronics positioned in the Persian Gulf, it is doubtful that missiles could make their way from Iran to Israel. However, missiles could easily be launched from locations much closer to Israel. There is so much instability in the region that it would be easy for a rogue nation to entice one or more proxies to act on its behalf.  While Iranian plans for nuclear self-sufficiency were born in the early 1970s and are the focus of a great deal of national pride, achieving nuclear capability during President Ahmadinejad's tenure is said to be a mandate of the Iran Revolutionary Guards Corp (IRGC). With the IRGC's significant influence and control over the Iranian economy, security, public policy and military, the goal will undoubtedly be reached. We cannot ignore the potential uses for this nuclear capability once it is developed. Perhaps one of the few things that could shift Iranian public opinion regarding weaponization of nuclear power, and cascade the current public opposition to the regime, would be a large-scale accident in one of IRGC's many nuclear facilities. This is a significant risk as the IRGC is rushing to get there and may be cutting corners in the process. Operating a multibillion-dollar enterprise inside Iran and across the globe, while directing nuclear research and development, the IRGC would have little interest in an Armageddon, at least in the short term. Having said that, there is a significant desire to cause turmoil and damage to those who are perceived as enemies of the state - Israel and the United States being at the top of the list. WITH IRAN on a fast track towards military dictatorship and swept up in serious expansionist ideology, the prospect of being a target for second strike as a direct result of attacking Israel would not be very appealing to the IRGC. Given its significant investments in strategic planning in conventional and unconventional military engagement, and following established patterns (Gaza, Lebanon, Iraq, and Yemen), it seems unlikely that a IRGC would launch the first strike directly from Iran. It is more likely that this would be put into motion by an IRGC proxy much closer to Israel. The IRGC could then embark on conventional warfare to cover its tracks. With media and public opinion generally unsympathetic to Israel, it is not beyond belief that Iran could convince people or develop doubts in people's minds that the nuclear first strike was instead conventional warfare striking Israel's own nuclear war-heads and giving the impression of a nuclear attack. A first strike on Israel would also present a convenient opportunity for Israel's enemies to engage in further destruction. Israel, perceived as weakened and vulnerable, might be seen as ripe for a multi-pronged attack by those who want to see the Jewish state destroyed. In fact it would be far easier for the IRGC to let the Arabs finish the job all on their own. Strategically, the IRGC's expansionist strategies would work perfectly in the aftermath of such events. A first strike from a closer proximity would be devastating to Israel, possibly irrecoverable, considering Israel's size versus the coverage of the strike. Being somewhat larger, Iran would survive a second strike by Israel quite well. Not only might a first strike on Israel eliminate its capacity to launch a second strike from land, but Israel might also find it hard to justify launching an attack on Iran if the first strike originated from a third country. That would only bring more international condemnation of Israel. With any missile launched towards Israel from anywhere having potential to be "the one," Israel's future military success will be defined by how well it can address incoming missiles of any kind. Investment in anti-ballistic missile technologies will continue to be a priority. A first strike on any location in Israel would have devastating impact on the Palestinian population as well, including those in the Gaza and the West Bank. A strike on Tel Aviv would not be felt only in Tel Aviv, but would have a much larger impact in the region, perhaps as far as Lebanon, Jordan, Syria and Egypt. Whether the IRGC uses the nuclear threat as a bargaining chip to deter any military action against it, or to strengthen its proxies such as Hizbollah and Hamas in the region, they all point to an expansionist agenda for the IRGC. Some may say that Israel, as the common foe, has united some Arabs with the Persians, and it wouldn't make sense to destroy the unifying force. On the other hand, the IRGC might find delivering the first strike to the most powerful country in the region an irresistible and impressive military demonstration of its own power. At the end of the cold war the two superpowers realized that no matter how many nuclear warheads they aimed at one another, thermonuclear war would not be in their or the rest of the world's best interests. This realization resulted in further talks, and an understanding. The Iranian administration will eventually realize that annihilation of Israel and 7.5 million Jews would have reciprocal impact on its own existence and that of its proxies, even if they use one of those proxies to launch the first strike.
____________________

*****South Korea*****

1NC South Korea Proif
A. South Korea not developing nuclear weapons now
Perkivich and Coubey 2010 (George and Deepti, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 

“Nonproliferation’s Contribution”, EJOURNAL USA, Vol.15, No.2, February 2010) 

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=40241 

Many states have abandoned or reversed clandestine efforts to acquire nuclear weapons. Iraq was pursuing such a program at the time of the 1990-1991 Gulf War. Fearing isolation and outside coercion, Libya ended its effort in 2003 and instead sought international cooperation. Taiwan and South Korea stopped nuclear weapons work under secret pressure from the United States and after extracting reaffirmation of U.S. guarantees of their security. Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine agreed to join the NPT in the early 1990s as the United States and Russia reduced their nuclear arsenals and cultivated a climate hospitable for nuclear disarmament. Argentina and Brazil shut down their nascent nuclear weapons programs, and South Africa relinquished a secret nuclear weapons stockpile — largely for domestic reasons — but no doubt post-Cold War nuclear arms reductions created norms that pulled them in that direction. 

B. US troop withdrawal causes South Korean proliferation
Scales & Wortzel 99. (Major General Robert H. Jr., Ph.D, & Larry M., Ph.D & Vice-President for Foreign Policy and Defense Studies for the Heritage Foundation, “THE FUTURE U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA: LANDPOWER AND THE GEOSTRATEGY OF AMERICAN COMMITMENT” Strategic Studies Institute, p.11-12, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf
The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit. China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea. Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.” Strong U.S. diplomacy combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them. 

1NC South Korea Prolif
C. South Korean proliferation sparks global cascade of nuclearization

Olsen 7. (“PDP Hosts WMD Workshop on Heading Off a Nuclear Proliferation Cascade” Robin Olsen. June 20, 2007, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/17426/pdp_hosts_wmd_workshop_on_heading_off_a_nuclear_proliferation_cascade.html?breadcrumb=%2Fproject%2F2%2Fpreventive_defense_project)
If South Korea or Japan made the decision to develop nuclear weapons, this choice would be visible to outside observers, thereby creating an uncomfortable period of time where the world would know their intentions but they would not yet have the weapons. Participants also considered how proliferation decisions in one country might be linked to those made by others. Participants generally agreed that North Korea's nuclear future would be linked to Japan's decisions, and that if South Korea or Japan were to develop nuclear weapons, the other country would likely follow suit. Most participants agreed that Taiwan's policies are not linked to these developments, but that its dependence on the United States and the likelihood that any weapons effort would be detected at any early stage are major factors in its nuclear calculus. Finally, the possibility of a unified Korea possessing nuclear weapons raised a number of interesting questions, and most agreed that this scenario would spark reactions in China. Finally, participants discussed how a potential East Asian cascade might impact Latin America, particularly Venezuela and Brazil. They also considered how countries' decisions about developing nuclear weapons might be influenced by the United States' own nuclear.

Extinction


Utgoff 2 (Victor Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, Fall,2002, p. 87-90)
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

2NC Link Wall – South Korean Prolif
Withdrawal causes South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan to rearm, spurs Asian nuclear arms race.

Patrick J Buchanan, 2006. (Senior adviser to American presidents Nixon, Ford, and Reagan). “An Asian Nuclear Arms Race?” http://vdare.com/buchanan/061010_arms.htm
If we leave now, however, Seoul will take it as a signal that we are abandoning her to face a nuclear-armed North.  South Korea will have little choice but to begin a crash program to build her own nuclear arsenal.  Yet, as the United States cannot be forever committed to fight a nuclear-armed North Korea to defend South Korea, a nuclear-armed South is probably in the cards. Pyongyang's explosion of Monday is probably already forcing second thoughts in Seoul about the necessity of developing its own deterrent.  China is said to be enraged that North Korea has defied it by detonating a nuclear device. Beijing should be. For the Chinese-Russian monopoly on nuclear weapons in North Asia has been broken. And the democracies there are unlikely to endure a situation where they can be subjected to missile and nuclear blackmail by a backward, bellicose little dictator like Kim Jong-Il.  Japan, a nation of 125 million, with the second-largest economy on earth and the technological equal of any nation, will not allow itself to be blackmailed by this former colony of 20 million impoverished Koreans.  In securing her against any threat from Russia or China in the Cold War, Japan relied on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. But will Japan be willing to rely on America, and forego her own nuclear deterrent, if she is threatened by a rogue state like Kim Jong-Il's?  If all three of Japan's closest neighbors—Russia, China and North Korea—have nuclear weapons, and U.S. power is receding in Asia, and American will is being severely tested in Afghanistan and Iraq, Tokyo will surely have to reconsider the nuclear option.  Beijing refused to use its enormous economic leverage to coerce North Korea into giving up its nuclear program. Now, China may find herself with a nuclear-armed South Korea, Japan and perhaps Taiwan.  

Without a present US deterrent, ally countries will develop their own nuclear arsenals.

Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February 2009.

http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, that satisfaction and trust is no longer a given, and divergent threat perceptions have given rise to contending approaches to dealing with would-be proliferators and legacy challenges. Consequently, reassuring and discouraging a nuclear cascade of allies, or former allies, has emerged as a crucial element of deterrence planning, and, in the absence of consensus about the nature of the threats that we are facing, that reassurance function has become more complex and subject to more varied interpretations than it was in the past. In the wake of Iraq and in the midst of the Afghanistan war, as the United States endeavors to “reset” its forces and transform its overseas (military) “footprint,” the forward deployment of U.S. troops may not be sufficient in itself to convince American allies that our commitment to extended deterrence remains credible, especially in the case of political differences over preferred ways for dealing with emerging threats and legacy challenges. This, in turn, may lead some U.S. allies or coalition partners to conclude that their interests would better be served by pursuing their own nuclear options. As the Interim Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, previously cited, points out:  Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, un​derwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.
Asian Prolif = War

East Asian Prolif leads to war

Asia Times 2003 (Stephen Blank, “The new East Asian arms race”, April 8, 2003) 

http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/ED08Ad02.html

The linked issues of East Asian missile development and nuclear proliferation do not admit of a viable military solution. Yet the multilateral accumulation of high-tech weapons and the move toward weaponization of space creates in and of itself a tense atmosphere that must be defused sooner rather than later. It is clear that unless it is checked, North Korea will soon be able to produce several nuclear weapons. If China is indeed able to develop new missiles with multiple independent re-entry vehicles (MIRV), its offensive and deterrent capabilities will grow by an order of magnitude. It will also probably then be able to overwhelm Taiwan's theater missile defenses (TMD).  Since the ABM Treaty is dead and the United States expects to start testing the components of its missile defense system next year, it is also clear that others will follow suit in the absence of any kind of multilateral political understandings among the players in Northeast Asia. Even if we grant the argument that a defense-dominated world is safer than one dominated by offensive missiles, whose number is admittedly coming down, that does not mean that such a world can be left to simply run on its own.  One of the abiding lessons of international relations history is, in Donald Kagan's words, that "peace does not preserve itself". Hence political action is needed sooner rather than later if the missile races now taking shape in East Asia are to be regulated and kept peaceful. If governments are left to pursue their own national defense strategies without any overarching political framework, it is more likely than not that repeated crises, and even possibly war will break out in Northeast Asia. There is little doubt that any such war will then truly represent the failure of policy, not the triumph of a defense-dominated world. 
AT: US Nuclear Deterrent Solves
US troops critical proof of extended deterrence commitment.
Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February 2009.

http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf

Symbols have always been important to the Alliance and to the concept of deterrence, and for many years the American emphasis on forward-deployed forces in Europe and Asia was seen as emblematic (and proof) of the U.S. extended deterrence commitment. In Europe, the de​ployment of V and VII Corps Headquarters was perceived as the substance of that commitment, while in Asia the deployment of 100,000 forces was explicitly identified as the key to opera​tional planning and to the credibility of American commitments to Japan and South Korea. The 100,000 level of forward-deployed U.S. forces was considered to be necessary to implement operational plans, but it also had a profound political and psychological importance in relation to counter-proliferation and deterrence planning. Hence, when the Bush administration began to de-emphasize the 100,000-troop threshold in Asia and discount the two major theaters of war (MTW)-construct in 2001, and as U.S. military personnel were moved out of Korea along with planned re-deployments from Japan and Europe as part of the Pentagon’s Global Posture Review (GPR), suspicions of a global U.S. retreat grew in alliance capitals in Europe and Asia. Despite U.S. efforts to characterize global troop re-deployments in the context of military transformation and modernization, these tangible symbols of the extended deterrence construct have been devalued, leaving us with the dilemma of how to convey and signal our deterrence commitments and the credibility of extended deterrence at a time when more and more U.S. forward deployed assets are being drawn back to the continental United States (CONUS). One answer to this dilemma lies in the development of a well considered strategic communications/information operations (IO) roadmap designed to reassure allies and to convey the seriousness of our intentions to prospective adversaries. Specifically, this IO roadmap should highlight the capabilities of U.S. forces in the region and demonstrate their potential through realistic training exercises with allies. 

AT: US Nuclear Deterrent Solves
Decrease in US military presence on the Korean military guts credibility of extended nuclear deterrent
Cha 1 (Victor D., D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. He served as Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007 and as Deputy Head of the U.S. delegation to the six-party talks from 2006 to 2007, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia”, Journal of Strategic Studies.

This causal dynamic is relevant to the cases of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Even though all are committed non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) and supporters of the nonproliferation regime, all have latent capabilities and face salient external threats. For the most part, what obviates the perceived need for any of these countries to seek extant capabilities and delivery systems is American security guarantees (explicit in the former two cases and implicit in the third). The likelihood of any of these states proliferating would grow measurably if credibility in the American commitment waned. South Korean pursuit of an independent nuclear weapons capability in the late 1960s and the 1970s was not a function of heightened external threats, but directly a function of fears of American abandonment deriving from the Nixon doctrine and the withdrawal of the US 7th Infantry Division in 1970-71.29 In this regard ironically, the success of US alliances in East Asia is another factor that might contribute to future proliferation. A stabilization of the security situation on the Korean peninsula for example would lead to some drawdown of the American forward presence. For the allies, US extended nuclear guarantees in the absence of this presence would not be very credible, prompting greater interest in autonomous capabilities.30 An even more radical interpretation would question the credibility of the US nuclear umbrella to Asian allies today. This argument is largely because the end of the Cold War structurally renders extended nuclear deterrence less credible to allies. During the Cold War bipolar conflict, what rendered credible the notion that the United States would respond to an attack on an ally and risk retaliation at home was the belief that this conflict would be decisive in terms of the wider geostrategic superpower competition. However, a similar nuclear exchange scenario (e.g., prompted by a DPRK chemical attack on Seoul in which the United States would respond and risk retaliation by the DPRK against Hawaii or San Francisco) would not carry the same stakes, and, logically speaking, should be less credible for the ally. 

2NC North Korea Module

A. US military presence in South Korea serves as an effective deterrence to North Korean aggression

Young 9, legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-U.S. Security Studies in Seoul, Lee Jae Young; March 04, 2009; “Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. alliance;” Seoul Insights; http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/] 

In fact wartime command is a device designed to safeguard the nation’s sovereignty rather than a part of the sovereignty to be protected.  Wartime operational command has been held by the head of U.N. military headquarters since the end of the Korean War. Even though at that time the South Korean president had no say in military operations, the situation did not cause a constitutional violation of sovereignty. No matter how hurtful it may have been to South Korean national pride to rely on outside forces, it was a legitimate choice for protecting the country’s independence and sovereignty.  The important thing is not the legal right to conduct self-defense, but the real capacity to do so. In the international arena, pure self-defense that rejects any form of interdependence between countries would be almost unsustainable because of the burden of military costs and the tendency toward competitive increases in military spending between adversaries.  An alliance spreads military spending among partner countries and allows them to invest more in economic growth and domestic affairs. This is the case in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the U.S.-Japan alliance.  South and North Korea both have high military costs because of their mutual distrust and their competition for superior military status. The South Korea-U.S. alliance has effectively mitigated South Korea’s burden and exerted a deterrence effect on North Korea.  Therefore, it is wise to acknowledge the necessity of a military alliance in which partner countries combine their rights and authority and find a balance between independent sovereignty and interdependent alliance.  It is not a violation of South Korean sovereignty if the CFC head holds wartime command, as he cannot exercise it unilaterally. His authority is backed up by the presidents of South Korea and the United States, as well as the Security Consultative Meeting and Military Committee Meeting. This is guaranteed by Article 2 of the Mutual Defense Treaty between the Republic of Korea and the United States.  Infringement of South Korean sovereignty could occur only if the United States neglected its obligation to consult with South Korea and proceeded with military action alone. Considering the deep-rooted trust between the two countries and the binding force of their mutual defense treaty, this is very unlikely.  If the joint command ceases to exist as a result of the transfer of wartime command, the roles of the allies will change significantly. South Korea will take the leading role in military operations and the United States will cease to take the initiative. South Korea will also lose the guarantee of automatic U.S. military intervention in case of emergency.  Consequently, the South Korean government will impose on itself the new responsibility of securing a military surge in time of emergency. This responsibility is burdensome in that South Korea will have to persuade U.S. forces to intervene swiftly and actively if they are needed.  As long as the South Korea-U.S. alliance exists, the United States can be expected to provide military support. But the partial withdrawal of U.S. military forces means that South Korea cannot maintain the same level of military presence and deterrence over the North it has had so far. It will have to increase military spending to make up for the U.S. withdrawal.  These new burdens, along with weakened defense and deterrence, suggest that the transfer of wartime command is not a wise and economical option for South Korea.  The South Korean and U.S. governments seem to be pursuing the transfer based on mutual agreement, but their interests may diverge at a deeper level. South Korea wants to avert a unilateral U.S. action such as a pre-emptive strike on North Korea; the United States wants to realign its troops for greater “strategic flexibility," including a Rapid Deployment Force that can respond quickly to any crisis in the region.  North Korea does not currently hold nuclear weapons-state status, an international recognition granted by the Non-Proliferation Treaty, but it obtained de facto recognition from the U.S. government early this year that it has several nuclear bombs on hand. This reinforces the U.S. desire for a Rapid Deployment Force that could launch a pre-emptive strike against North Korean nuclear facilities without relying on conventional military operations.  The question remains whether South Korea’s wartime command and the U.S. option for a pre-emptive strike on North Korea are compatible.  The transfer allows South Korea to take the initiative in military operations on the Korean peninsula and to take a leading position in the Multinational Security Regime that is expected to replace the six-party talks as the body in charge of peace and stability in Northeast Asia.  This will take some time; practical discussions on setting up the new regime can only take place when the nations in the six-party talks finalize the denuclearization process and deal with the security guarantee of North Korea.  Kim Jae Chang, chairman of the Council of South Korea-U.S. Security Studies, points out that South Korea is inviting North Korea to consider the strategic option of a sudden raid on the southern part of the Korean peninsula, which is only 300 kilometers wide in some places. If North Korea threatens to play this card, it would put the six-party negotiations at risk and prevent the development of the Multinational Security Regime.  Kim emphasizes that South Korea’s goals must be to maintain the military status quo and simultaneously find a non-military way to induce North Korea to change. The South Korea-U.S. alliance is not an obstacle to this, he says.  Rather, the military status quo can prevent North Korea from military threats or actions on the Korean peninsula, while securing sufficient time to improve relations between the two Koreas. In this respect, the decision to transfer wartime command to South Korea can be seen as imprudent, in that it weakens the South Korea- U.S. alliance.  It is not the alliance that obstructs peace on the Korean peninsula, as some advocates of the transfer claim, but the obsolete perspective that the alliance is only a product of the Cold War. The post-Cold War era demands that the alliance be seen in a new light.
2NC North Korea Module

B. North Korea has the capability to cause large amounts of death and destruction

Carroll 9, Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications, ‘9 [Conn Carroll; March 27th, 2009; “The Very Real North Korea Nuclear Missile Threat;” The Heritage Foundation; http://blog.heritage.org/?p=4556]
But the rest of the WaPo story remains unedited and the highlights underscore how real the threat of a nuclear and ballistic missile empowered North Korea is:      While North Korea has been making missiles to intimidate its neighbors for nearly half a century, what makes this launch particularly worrying is the increasing possibility — as assessed by U.S. intelligence and some independent experts — that it has built or is attempting to build nuclear warheads small enough to fit atop its growing number of missiles.      North Korea “may be able to successfully mate a nuclear warhead to a ballistic missile,” Lt. Gen. Michael D. Maples, director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, said this month in testimony prepared for the Senate Armed Services Committee.      David Albright, a physicist and nuclear weapons expert who runs the Washington-based Institute for Science and International Security, has written that North Korea is “likely able to build a crude nuclear warhead” for its midrange missiles that target Japan.  WaPo on the official North Korea position:      North Korea says it plans to put a communications satellite into orbit, but that claim is widely viewed as a pretext for testing an intercontinental ballistic missile, the Taepodong-2. The U.S. director of national intelligence, Dennis C. Blair, told a Senate committee that a three-stage missile of this type, if it works, could strike the continental United States.  Even long time missile defense critic Theodore Postol acknolwedges the threat is real:  North Korea’s test of a nuclear device in 2006 produced such a small explosion that it was probably only a partial success, according to Theodore Postol, a professor of science, technology and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. … Postol estimates that it is possible for North Korea to make a warhead that is small and light enough to be mounted on a Nodong missile, which has a diameter of about four feet and can carry a payload of about 2,200 pounds. “It would be a very inefficient way to use a weapon,” he said. “But if you are desperate enough, I think such a weapon would certainly have deterrent capability. Tokyo is a large enough target to be relatively sure that a non-full-yield weapon would still cause tremendous death and destruction.” 

North Korean Module – Link Ext. 
US deterrent is the only way to stop Korean war

Dujarric, 2009 (Robert, Director, Institute of Contemporary Japanese Studies (ICJS) Temple University, Japan Campus, “Deterrence Beats Diplomacy on North Korea,” May 29, Policy Innovations, http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/commentary/data/000130)
The best reaction to the DPRK's WMD program is to maintain a high level of deterrence by making sure that the United States has the visible ability to crush North Korea should Pyongyang choose the path of war. Deterrence worked against far more dangerous enemies—first and foremost the Soviet Union—and it has worked with North Korea for decades. Nukes and missiles do not radically alter the equation. The second task for Japan, the United States, and South Korea, along with China, is to think about how to manage unification if the regime in Pyongyang collapses, which could be tomorrow or many decades from now. 
A decrease in US role in South Korean defense will kill its ability to defend against North Korea

Jong-Heon Lee, ‘6 [Mar 13, 2006; “South Korea US Alliance At Risk;” Spacewar; http://www.spacewar.com/reports/South_Korea_US_Alliance_At_Risk.html]

Concerns are growing in South Korea over further troubles in its decades-long security alliance with the United States as Washington seeks to reshape its military presence in the Asian country.  Some analysts warn Washington's move toward a new role of U.S. forces in South Korea and disputes over financial burden sharing would further damage bilateral security ties already strained by differences over how to deal with a North Korea accused of developing nuclear weapons and counterfeiting U.S. currency. Some observers say the longtime partners are getting close to divorce.  The concern was sparked earlier this week when a senior U.S. military official floated the idea of transforming the U.S.-led U.N. forces in South Korea into a multinational coalition command.  At a Senate Armed Forces Committee hearing Tuesday, Gen. B.B. Bell, commander of U.S. Forces Korea, said the United States would seek to increase the function of participant nations in the United Nations Command in South Korea.  "It is the (U.N.) command's intent to create a truly multinational staff by expanding the roles of the member nations and integrating them more fully into our contingency and operational planning and operations," Bell said.  Seoul's defense officials on Friday downplayed Bell's comment as his personal opinion. But Bell's reMark was largely considered as a move to enhance the role of the U.N. Command that oversees the Korean armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War, while scaling down the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command that has played a key role in deterring another armed conflict on the Korean peninsula.  Bell heads the U.N. Command, comprised of 16 nations, which joined forces to rescue a South Korea that was almost occupied just days after North Korea, backed by China and the Soviet Union, launched a surprise invasion on June 25, 1950.  Bell is also leading the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command that controls South Korea's 690,000 troops and 32,500 U.S. troops. Under a mutual defense treaty reached at the end of the Korean War, the United States has stationed more than 30,000 troops in the South to deter another attack by the communist North.  Since then, South Korea has heavily relied on U.S protection for its national security, while focusing its resources on rebuilding the war-torn economy, which now stands as the world's 11th biggest.  In a departure from his pro-U.S. predecessors, President Roh Moo-hyun, elected in late 2002 on a strong wave of anti-U.S. sentiment, has declared that his country would emerge from the decades-long U.S. security umbrella within the early 2010s.  Roh has said his nation would no longer be locked into the U.S.-led alliance, a decades-long security framework in Northeast Asia counterbalancing the communist alliance led by China. He has pledged to lay the groundwork for a self-defense system independent of the United States within 10 years during his five-year term that ends in early 2008.  Roh's government has also pushed to regain wartime operational control of South Korean troops. South Korea got back the peacetime operational control of its forces from the United States in 1994, but its wartime operational control still remains in the hands of a four-star U.S. army general who concurrently heads the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command.  Some defense analysts express concerns that the smaller role of the U.S. military in South Korea may weaken their joint deterrence against North Korea, which has a 1.2 million-strong army.
2NC Taiwan Module
A. South Korea prolif causes increased China-Taiwan tension and war

Rey, 2009 (Santaro, Asia Times staff writer, “World powerless to stop North Korea,” May 27, Asia Times,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html)
There would be less need for US bases in the region, and Seoul and Tokyo might become a lot more assertive. Meanwhile, China would at the very least be uncomfortable with a nuclear South Korea. One reason is that Seoul could become more assertive about future territorial disputes concerning the ancient kingdom of Koguryo (Goguryeo), which incorporated large tracts of China and Korea. But the bigger reason is that a nuclear South Korea might encourage Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons for fear of being left behind in the nuclear race. For China, a nuclear Taiwan would be intolerable, for it would make it easier for the island to declare independence from the mainland without fear of retribution if the Taiwanese people's desire arose. Finally, China would be especially concerned about a nuclear Japan, since Tokyo is Beijing's most formidable geopolitical rival in East Asia and a potential check on its self-proclaimed peaceful rise.

B. War over twain goes nuclear. 


Straits Times 2k, June, 25, No one gains in war over Taiwan] 

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO -THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase: Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Annaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

2NC Hegemony Module
South Korea prolif guts US regional hegemony

Rey, 2009 (Santaro, Asia Times staff writer, “World powerless to stop North Korea,” May 27, Asia Times,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html)
For more than 60 years, South Korea and Japan have been protected from either the Soviet Union, China or North Korea by a US nuclear umbrella. However, if Seoul or Tokyo were to ever experience doubts about the reliability of this deterrent, they could eventually embark on a nuclear weapons build-up. Although US presidents have warned North Korea that using nuclear weapons would lead to their own destruction, Seoul and Tokyo cannot guarantee that Washington would be willing to use nuclear weapons to avenge the loss of any Korean or Japanese cities if the North had the means to attempt a nuclear strike on the US itself. Ultimately, a nuclear South Korea and Japan could transform the geostrategic landscape of East Asia, and possibly the world. It could hasten the end of US hegemony in Asia, since the two would become less dependent on the US to guarantee their security.
AFF - Nuclear Deterrence Solves SK Prolif
Nuclear deterrence solves South Korean prolif

Carter 04 (Ashton B, , “How to Counter WMD”, Foreign Affairs, 83(5), Record ‘4  (Jeffrey, Prof. Strategy and Int’l. Security – U.S. Air Force’s Air War College and Former Professional Staff – Senate Armed Services Committee, Cato Policy Analysis #519, 7-8, “Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War, and Counterproliferation”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa519.pdf 

The success of the NPT has been reinforced by U.S. defense commitments that reassure allies that they can foreswear nuclear weapons without endangering their security. To the extent that insecurity is a motive for acquiring nuclear weapons, a U.S. defense guarantee reduces that insecurity to tolerable levels as long as the guarantee remains credible. This reassurance has been especially critical for South Korea, Japan, Taiwan, and Germany, all of which have had the capacity to “go nuclear” and would have had the incentive to do so absent the extension of credible nuclear deterrence by the United States. As Michael Tkacik at Stephen F. Austin State University observes: “There are many reasons to believe nuclear proliferation would have been far greater without U.S. possession of large, usable forces. Allies and enemies alike would have been driven to acquire such weapons: enemies, because such weapons would then matter; allies, to protect themselves.” 

Aff – South Korea won’t Proliferate

South Korea doesn’t have the capabilities and doesn’t want to develop nuclear weapons
NTI 8 (Nuclear Threat Initiative, South Korea Profile, August 2008) http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/SKorea/Nuclear/index.html
South Korea first became interested in nuclear technology in the 1950s but did not begin construction of its first power reactor until 1970. Changes in the international security environment influenced South Korea's decision to begin a nuclear weapons program in the early 1970s. Under significant pressure from the United States, Seoul abandoned the program and signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in April 1975. In 1981, South Korean engineers produced five test fuel rods using depleted uranium. The fuel rods were placed in a research reactor and irradiated between July and December 1981. The spent fuel rods were removed and scientists conducted experiments in hotcells to extract 0.3 grams of plutonium. The South Korean Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) claimed that this experiment was conducted by “a small group of scientists to analyze the chemical characteristics of plutonium.” These experiments were not revealed to the public until the summer of 2004 when South Korean nuclear facilities would soon be subject to more detailed inspections under the Additional Protocol, which the National Assembly ratified in April 2004. In the summer of 2004, South Korean scientists were also revealed to have conducted laser isotope separation experiments to enrich about 0.2 grams of uranium. Both the plutonium extraction and uranium enrichment experiments were in violation of Seoul's safeguards commitments, but the government has been cooperating with the IAEA to account for these violations and to ensure there are no violations in the future. During the June 2008 IAEA Board of Governor’s meeting, a “broader conclusion” was drawn that all nuclear material in South Korea had been placed under safeguards and remained in peaceful nuclear activities. South Korea is currently operating a total of 20 nuclear power reactors that provide for almost 40 percent of its total electricity. Furthermore, the Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) has plans to construct and begin commercial operations of 8 additional units by 2015. Despite South Korea’s extensive nuclear energy infrastructure and technological base, South Korea does not possess any independent means of enrichment or reprocessing. While its legal validity remains ambiguous, South Korea is politically constrained by the 1992 Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula whereby both Koreas promised to forego developing enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. In November 1991, President Roh Tae Woo declared that South Korea would not "manufacture, possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear weapons." Two months later, North and South Korea signed the Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. However, both sides have failed to implement its provision for a bilateral inspection regime. North Korea has since declared the agreement is no longer valid and has furthermore tested a nuclear explosive device in October 2006. South Korean officials have long expressed a keen interest in establishing a closed nuclear fuel cycle but strong U.S. opposition has served as a key constraint. Nevertheless, in light of the projected expansion of nuclear power in South Korea and the problem of mounting spent fuel, Korea Atomic Energy Research Institute (KAERI) has been conducting research on dry pyroprocessing technology. KAERI officials say that it aims to start “engineering-scale” pyroprocessing by 2016.
Aff- North Korean Proliferation inevitable

North Korean weapons prolif is inevitable

Bruce Henderson, 2009 (Writer for the New Ledger “Assessing the North Korean Threat” New Ledger, July 10, 2009; http://newledger.com/2009/07/assessing-the-north-korean-threat/, CB)
North Korea is an active proliferator of military hardware and WMD knowledge. In a bid to bring some form of hard currency into the country (in order to better fund the ruling elites and the military), North Korea has been actively engaged in nuclear projects in Syria, as well as joint missile projects with Iran, Egypt, Ethiopia, Sudan, Vietnam, Yemen and Syria. The North Koreans will gladly sell any weapon they produce to any nation or faction that can bring cash, as demonstrated by the freighter Kang Nam, which was carrying a large amount of conventional weapons to the military dictators in Burma. The most important threat that North Korea represents is its ability to destabilize east Asia, particularly in the effect their militant displays have on the true regional power (and sleeping giant), Japan. Since the end of World War II, the United States has spent billions of dollars to maintain a presence in the region, in part to convince Japan that as long as Uncle Sam is guarding the door, they can maintain the pacifist veneer that has kept the most successful martial culture of the region in check for over 60 years. 

Aff- North Korea – No Threat
North Korea poses little risk- lack of technology and economy

Douglas H. Paal, 2009 (Vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace;  “North Korea Poses No Real Threat to the World,” Carnegie Endowment, May 25, 2009, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23167, CB)

I am a little different from some observers, because I think the threat is very small. North Korea lacks the industrial capacity to build large numbers of long-ranged missiles. They will not be able to build so many weapons as to become a strategic factor in the region. But I have to acknowledge that they do pose a threat to South Korea both through short-range missiles, and the possibility of using the nuclear weapons in the South, even though there are just a few, or artillery from the North to the South. That would be the end of the North regime if they were to attack the South, but they still have that capacity. Moreover, they may force the Japanese to reconsider their very modest defense program. The Japanese have the capacity to move to a nuclear weapon, I do not think they will, but they certainly can. Certainly, politically Japan will debate whether or not move to a nuclear weapon in the short term because of this development in North Korea. And they do feel threatened by the North Korean short-ranged missiles and nuclear weapon. But as I said, North Korea is an industrial midget and not really in a position to pose a large-scale threat to the neighborhood.
Aff- North Korea will not Invade South Korea

North Korea will not attack South Korea- US nuclear deterrence

Ted Galen Carpenter, 2006 (Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO; “A Nuisance, Not a Threat,” CATO, July 10, 2006, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6508, CB)
Even if North Korea conducts additional tests of the Taepodong-2 and other missiles, it is a manageable problem, not a mortal threat to U.S. or regional security. Granted, no sensible person wants the weird hermit kingdom to have nuclear weapons or missile systems. But the United States has thousands of nuclear warheads and the means to deliver them with pinpoint accuracy. We have deterred other strange and ruthless regimes in the past, most notably the Soviet Union under Josef Stalin and China under Mao Tse-tung. Both countries had far more nuclear weapons and missiles than North Korea ever can hope to build. We should be able to deter the likes of Kim Jong Il. The North Korean regime, while bizarre and brutally repressive, has never shown signs of suicidal behavior. And attacking the United States would definitely be suicidal. Even attacking a U.S. treaty ally, such as Japan or South Korea, would be extraordinarily risky. 

US Nuclear umbrella deters North Korea 

Cheon Seongwhun , 6/16 (Nautilus Institute “Changing Dynamics of U.S. Nuclear Extended Deterrence in Korea,” Nautilus Institute, June 16, 2010, http://www.nautilus.org/projects/akf-connections/research-workshop/research-papers/Cheon.pdf, CB)
To South Korea, its commitment to non-nuclear weapon policy is on a par with its commitment to alliance with the United States in two ways. On the one hand, U.S. extended deterrence including nuclear umbrella has filled the security vacuum incurred by the South’s non-nuclear weapon policy. The history of the bilateral alliance proves that U.S. nuclear umbrella is efficient and effective to deter North Korea. On the other hand, as a credible and responsible ally, South Korea is not careless enough to behave in a way that its strongest ally most dislikes it to behave. Therefore, suspicion of South Korea’s non-nuclear weapon policy is outdated and futile, and should not lay a shadow over the future partnership of the ROK-U.S. alliance.  

Aff – Asia Prolif Inevitable

Non unique: Asian proliferation is inevitable: China, India, Pakistan, and North Korea all have nuclear arsenals

Grand Rapid Times, 10. “Other Voices”. Grand Rapid Press (Michigan). April 5th, 2010. All S Edition. Page Lexis.
Despite the fact that even when each side has reduced its nuclear arsenal to 1,550 warheads, Russia and the United States will still have the power to blow the world apart, the new arms reduction treaty is an extremely welcome achievement. Whether or not as presidents Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama have claimed, this breakthrough deal brings closer the ultimate goal of a world free of these horrific weapons is a moot point. The technology cannot be uninvented. Proliferation still seems inevitable. China, India, Pakistan and North Korea all acknowledge that they have their own atomic arsenals, Israel, of course, does not and Iran continues to deny it even plans to acquire one. ... Obama has carried out his early promise to push the reset button in relations with Russia. Providing Congress and the Russian Parliament the Duma, ratify the agreement, this does look like a new beginning. Nevertheless the Russians will still need reassuring that the strategic arms balance is not being changed by the missile shield. When they were first voicing their displeasure at the plan, one extraordinary suggestion from the Bush administration, no less, was that Russia could be included in the shield. This could be an albeit high-risk strategy that Obama might now think about.

Aff – Asian Prolif Good

Asian build up of nuclear technology is good- key to development.

Baradei 4  Mohamed El Baradei, IAEA Director General, International Atomic Energy Agency, “Nuclear Proliferation and the Potential Threat of Nuclear Terrorism” 2004 http://www.iaea.org/ 

NewsCenter/Statements/2004/ ebsp2004n013.html

In Asia and the Pacific region, interest has been expanding in a broad range of nuclear technologies. The reliance on nuclear power as a source of electricity is already substantial, with well established programmes in China (including Taiwan, China), Japan, the Republic of Korea, India and Pakistan — and when compared to any region in the world, Asia holds the strongest current growth market for nuclear power.  In addition, more than 50 research reactors and accelerators are operating in 15 Asian countries. Nuclear applications are also playing a strong role in development. Nuclear and isotopic techniques are being used, inter alia: to diagnose and treat cancer patients; to study and improve child nutrition; to produce higher yielding, disease resistant crops; to manage drinking water supplies; to eradicate disease-bearing pests; to increase industrial productivity; and to help address many other development issues.  Effective and credible national and regional approaches to security are therefore essential — not only for nuclear power plants, but also for research reactors, accelerators, and the ubiquitous array of radioactive sources that support these nuclear applications. To optimize the effectiveness of these efforts, it will be important for efforts to be prioritized by focusing on those facilities where the risk is greatest — and to maintain a balance between security needs and the many peaceful applications of nuclear technology. For example, the recent increase in the denial of shipments of radioactive material, while driven by perceived security issues, can be a matter of significant humanitarian concern — particularly when such shipments involve radionuclides intended for use in medical applications. While we should be strongly focused on ensuring the security of nuclear and other radioactive materials globally, we should equally seek solutions that will ensure the continued delivery of the benefits that these materials and related applications provide.  For nuclear installations such as nuclear power plants and fuel cycle facilities, it is also important to understand how safety and security aspects come together in the identification and protection of vulnerabilities. The IAEA has increasingly been asked to provide guidance on how to reconcile the need for transparency, in matters of nuclear and radiation safety, with the need for confidentiality, from a security perspective. Effective risk management requires striking a balance that protects the security of sensitive information while ensuring that safety concerns are addressed in a transparent manner, and that lessons learned, relating to both safety and security, are shared for the benefit of the entire nuclear community. 

_______________

*****Japan*****

AT: Nuclear Deterrence Solves

The brink is now—de-emphasis of nuclear policy means we need to cooperate in other areas or risk rearm

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
The United States is deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in supporting extended deterrence, which is acceptable provided Washington works proactively with Tokyo to shore up the multiple other components of deterrence (strong political and economic relations, conventional air and sea power, missile defenses, intelligence sharing, and scenario-based planning involving military, diplomatic, and economic cooperation). Deterrence has always been about more than just the nuclear umbrella, but this fact is often overlooked, given the power and symbolism of those weapons. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic and security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation.

Uniqueness/Link Magnifier

No rearm now—US security guarantee is strong

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
In the twenty-first century, Japan’s security surplus is slowly shifting toward a deficit, as North Korea improves its missile capabilities (potentially mating them with WMDs and/or targeting both Japanese and U.S. territory). China’s military modernization is a factor as well, particularly its investments in “area denial” capabilities (new submarines, missiles, and aircraft) that are narrowing the gap in conventional–weapons strength long enjoyed by the allies. In addition, China is modernizing its strategic nuclear forces at the same time that the United States is reducing its nuclear stockpile, likely resulting in a truly viable Chinese second-strike capability (possibly even nuclear balance someday). All of this suggests that the United States and Japan could lose their nearly exclusive dominance over the conflict escalation ladder in the region, and some in Tokyo worry that this will cause Washington to seek to avoid escalation (outside of theater) at almost any cost. Thus, questions in Japan about the future of nuclear balance immediately put the spotlight on the regional conventional balance, which is still favorable for the alliance but trending undesirably. This is essentially a Japanese version of the old Western European fear of “decoupling” during the Cold War, when some worried that the United States might detach itself from its strategic commitment to Europe in the face of a strengthening Soviet Union. The NATO experience therefore offers lessons that might be useful for the U.S.-Japan case (and they are explained in this report). We must be careful not to overstate the degree of Japanese concern. After all, defense spending in Japan is lower now than it was in 1996, and policy makers have not moved away from the country’s “minimum defense” strategy that relies heavily on U.S. power projection capability and the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The government still follows the U.S. debate over nuclear weapons modernization primarily as a non-proliferation issue, rather than as a domestic security issue, and officially it won’t let U.S. warships with nuclear weapons pass through its territorial waters. Japan remains ambivalent about joining UN- or U.S.-led peace and security operations overseas with any meaningful force, and it is only slowly implementing bilateral agreements on U.S. base realignment in Japan. These are not indicators of a country overly concerned about imminent regional security threats or abandonment by its main ally. 

Alliance Key Stability

US-Japan alliance is key to regional stability

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
Whatever the Obama administration decides regarding these programs and initiatives, the important point for the United States is to engage Japan proactively to keep allied confidence strong, because the alliance delivers value for many in multiple ways. The alliance helps to suppress regional competition and plays a vital stabilizing role. It is a catalyst for regional security cooperation involving different partners, and it fosters other forms of diplomatic and economic cooperation around the world. Moreover, a reassured Japan can engage China more comfortably and forthrightly, and it can facilitate a productive U.S.-China dialogue as well, since U.S. officials can worry less about how their overtures to Beijing for stronger cooperative ties reverberate in Tokyo. More frequent and substantive cooperation amongst these three countries will have a significant positive impact on regional stability and prosperity. 
Link Uniqueness

We’re building up in East Asia now—no risk of withdrawal in the status quo

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
Objectively speaking, overall the United States is increasing its military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region, not pulling back. This mild build-up is actually one of the many objectives of its global repositioning of forces in response to a perceived shifting of “the global community’s ‘center of gravity’ [toward] the Asia-Pacific region.” The build-up is hard to quantify, however, as it relies mostly on less visible measures such as upgrading equipment, more frequent and longer rotational deployments (of F-22s, B-2s, SSGNs, among other assets), access agreements with partners in the region to broaden deployment flexibility in times of crisis, and similar incremental moves. Taken together, all of these improvements suggest that external balancing vis-à-vis North Korea and China has actually been achieved to some degree, even if those in Japan who worry about America’s security commitments do not realize it. Part of the reason for this is that as old symbols of deterrence are phased out, they are being replaced with a diffuse range of more capable (but only vaguely understood) assets, oftentimes deployed from farther away. The assurance effect is less concrete and immediate, though the deterrence effect might actually be stronger, given the flexibility of use. The problem is that the relationship of these new assets to specific deterrence scenarios involving the alliance has not been explored adequately. Through continued explanation and consultations with Japan (beyond ad hoc briefings), many of America’s regional posture adjustments described in this report should reassure Japan in the short term. Still, the United States is also reaching the limit of what it can invest in East Asian security, and longer-term questions remain about how deterrence is expected to function in the alliance. Part of this challenge can be addressed through the current bilateral dialogue focused on base realignment in Japan and alliance transformation (which includes a reassessment of the allies’ roles, missions, and capabilities, or RMC). The rest of the challenge might require a new forum for bilateral dialogue and policy making, which we discuss later. 

Their evidence is spin from minor factions—troop levels mean we still have a solid commitment

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
For now, the U.S.-Japan alliance is fairly comfortable with its conventional and nuclear military superiority vis-à-vis potential rivals in the region, and although many in Japan sense a creeping American disinterest in East Asia leading to a possible military pullback on the part of the United States, evidence points to the contrary. Symbols have always been important to the alliance and to the concept of deterrence, and for many years an American policy to forward deploy at least a hundred thousand military personnel in East Asia was seen as a symbol of U.S. security commitment to its allies in the region.31 The one hundred thousand threshold was also judged by the Pentagon to be roughly the minimum required to win two overlapping major theater wars (MTWs) with acceptable risk (U.S. Department of Defense 1997) 

AT: No Rearm—Pacifism/Public Opinion

There’s no nuclear allergy—prolif is mainstream and pullout changes the climate

Schoff, 2009 (James L., Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, IFPA, Google)
The truth is that the nuclear issue in Japan, although certainly sensitive, was never quite the taboo subject that it was frequently made out to be, and Japan’s so-called nuclear allergy is not necessarily a genetic condition. A small number of influential nuclear advocates have always existed in postwar Japan, and a major reason why they remain in the minority is because Japan has had the luxury of a nuclear deterrent provided for it by the United States. The credibility of the U.S.-Japan alliance and this extended deterrent has been critical to Japan’s sense of security, along with another important factor, namely, the absence of a serious and consistent existential threat to Japan. Consequently, whenever one or both of these factors seemed less undeniable, signs of reconsideration in Tokyo became apparent. 

1NC Link
US troop presence is the cornerstone of the security guarantee—pullout causes nuclearization

IFPA, 2009 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” February, IFPA White Paper, Google)
No such formula was put into place in Asia, which in any case lacked a multilateral framework comparable to that of NATO. Instead, for Japan and South Korea, the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee was explicitly tied to the bilateral U.S. security relationships that were developed with each country and were made manifest in the forward deployment of American forces. As in NATO, these were regarded by their host governments as “trip-wire forces” necessary to ensure the steadfast nature of the U.S. commitment to come to their defense in a crisis, even one where nuclear escalation was possible.5 In South Korea, the United States deployed as it still does a sizable contingent of U.S. Army and Air Force troops to deter a renewed North Korean attack and to signal U.S. resolve to escalate to whatever level might be necessary to repel such an attack, thereby underscoring America’s extended deterrent commitment to the Republic of Korea (ROK). In Japan, the United States Navy has home-ported one of its aircraft carriers at Yokosuka, while the Marines deployed forces on Okinawa, the Army at Camp Zama, and the Air Force at bases near Tokyo and Misawa, to reinforce the notion of extended deterrence. That said, the extended deterrence concept has not always seemed convincing to U.S. allies, and, were it not for the forward deployment of American troops, the willingness of the United States to put itself at risk to protect Allied interests would probably have been more widely questioned than it has been to date. Nonetheless, despite the fact that some U.S. allies, such as France and Israel, chose to go down the nuclear path themselves, most NATO nations, Japan, and even the ROK, despite putting into place the capacity for exercising a nuclear option should political and/or strategic circumstances change, have been satisfied that they shared with the United States a common threat perception and trusted that the United States would come to their defense if necessary. 
Impacts—A Lot of Them

Japanese rearm kills the US-Japan alliance—that causes regional instability and prolif and collapses the Japanese economy

Kazi, 2010 (Reshmi, Associate Fellow at IDSA, “Japan’s Nuclear Policy at Crossroads,” May 11, Strategic Analysis 34:3, 436-450, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a922130256)
Also, Japan’s nuclearisation will jeopardise the United States–Japan relationship. Japan’s nuclear decision will impede bilateral ties and lead to the collapse of the alliance. Analyst Yuri Kase argues: ‘There is little doubt that a nuclear Japan would severely harm the US–Japan security relationship … There is no promising alternative to the existing US–Japanese security alliance as the base for Japan’s national security in the foreseeable future’.48 This will prove harmful for Japan’s security. Japan’s decision to opt for nuclear armament will imply withdrawal from the NPT, a move that will deal a severe blow to the already shaken Treaty, creating an alarming situation in the Asia-Pacific region. It will possibly ignite a regional arms race compelling South Korea to develop its nuclear programme; motivate China to increase and modernise its nuclear arsenal; and encourage Taiwan to follow the nuclear path. The changing regional dynamics in the Asia-Pacific region will have its impact in South Asia as well. Nuclear proliferation in the Asia-Pacific region can spark increased nuclear rivalry and provoke India and Pakistan to expand their nuclear capability. Japan’s withdrawal from the NPT will inevitably lead to suspension of bilateral cooperation with the United States, France Britain, Canada and Australia. This will terminate the steady supplies of natural and enriched uranium, and other nuclear technologies provided to Japan on the condition that they are used for peaceful purposes. Japan is heavily dependent on nuclear energy that provides 35 per cent of its electricity, and any termination of bilateral arrangements will pose considerable economic hardship. 

Aff—Rearm Now

Japan is going to rearm now—weak NPT, North Korea concerns, and no credible deterrent

Kazi, 2010 (Reshmi, Associate Fellow at IDSA, “Japan’s Nuclear Policy at Crossroads,” May 11, Strategic Analysis 34:3, 436-450, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a922130256)
Pro-nuclear advocates within Japan argue that the trend towards nuclear proliferaon is almost impossible to halt. With the emergence of new nuclear states, the threat of nuclear proliferation will continue unabated. The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in the aftermath of the indefinite extension of the NPT and the subsequent recognition of New Delhi as a nuclear power only strengthens Japan’s scepticism about curbing proliferation. The defiant North Korean nuclear tests and the potential danger of Iran acquiring nuclear weapons further confirm Japan’s worries. Japanese commentators favouring the nuclear option have expressed scepticism about the reliance on the US nuclear umbrella. Although the overall United States–Japan alliance remains strong, the relationship has been marred by some prickly issues. Washington’s decision to remove Pyongyang from the list of states that sponsor terrorism and the lifting of key sanctions against the secretive regime before the resolution of the decades-old issue of abduction of Japanese citizens has raised doubts as to whether the United States shares Japan’s security concerns. The pro-nuclear advocates also believe that the end of the Cold War has weakened the United States extended deterrence. During the era of US–Soviet rivalry, Washington had a forceful rational strategy and ideological impetus to protect Japan against any threat from Soviet Union, even though it involved the risk of a possible retaliation against the United States. However, the end of Cold War has changed the dynamics between Washington and Tokyo. According to Nakanishi Terumasa of Kyoto University, one of the most ardent advocates of Japan’s nuclearisation, ‘now that there is no longer any threat of Japan being drawn into the Communist camp, America has scant grounds to endanger itself in order to defend our country’.23 Although this does not necessarily imply that the United States extended deterrence has become ineffective vis-à-vis threats from Beijing or Pyongyang, there is enough doubt about the United States will to defend Japan in a real security crisis. There are concerns that Washington, mired deep in the consuming wars in Afghanistan, may balk at any military involvement in a situation concerning North Korea.24 Moreover, Japan’s security environment remains vulnerable due to the existing territorial disputes with China, Russia, South Korea and Taiwan. 

Aff—Impact Defense

No impact to rearm—

a. Their evidence is spin—it’s not based on sound logic

Cha 2001 (Victor D., D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. He served as Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007 and as Deputy Head of the U.S. delegation to the six-party talks from 2006 to 2007, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia”, Journal of Strategic Studies, 24(4)
While proliferation is likely to continue in Asia, this trend may not, however, warrant such a pessimistic assessment. If states are proliferating for three basic purposes (i.e., security; avoiding blackmail; and prestige and political currency), then the outcome may not be nearly as dire as the conventional wisdom predicts. This proposition neither assumes nor implies that nonproliferation is a futile or wasted effort. Instead, it argues that, aside from individual cases of rogue regime proliferation, there is not an intuitively obvious reason to equate Asian proliferation and the pessimist school's predictions of disastrous outcomes as many nonproliferation advocates have done. The reasoning in this vein is far from air tight and actually does a disservice to the nonproliferation school by basing its arguments on weak analogies or inconsistent logic. 

b. Their evidence is racist—Asian nations are just as capable of handling nukes as Europeans

Cha 2001 (Victor D., D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. He served as Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007 and as Deputy Head of the U.S. delegation to the six-party talks from 2006 to 2007, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia”, Journal of Strategic Studies, 24(4)
There is no denying that Asia has its fair share of conflicts steeped in peer competition, history, race, and religion. Moreover, han (or unredeemed resentment) characterizes many of the dyads in which proliferation potential exists or has already been realized. Nevertheless, there is no evidence to validate the assumption that the animosities are necessarily the most raw and vulgar in Asia.74 Some have even argued that in broad historical perspectives, the level of bloodshed in Asia pales in comparison with that in Europe.75 There is no reason a priori to assume that the animosity in Asia is any more base or any less informed by rationality than the animosity and emotions that reigned during the first nuclear age.76 Moreover, the causal link between hate and nuclear action is spurious. In other words, even if one were to accept that Asian hatred and enmity are inherently more intense and primordial than in the West, there is no necessary connection with the propensity to use nuclear weapons. The decision to wage nuclear destruction on another is not based on how much you loath the opponent but on how much you value the target of your opponent's retaliation, your own constituency.77 Hence ethnocentric arguments about nuclear exchanges in Asia should focus not on hate but on the willingness to commit suicide as the primary cause. 

Aff—Impact Defense

c. First-strike deterrence means prolif will be stable

Cha 2001 (Victor D., D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. He served as Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007 and as Deputy Head of the U.S. delegation to the six-party talks from 2006 to 2007, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia”, Journal of Strategic Studies, 24(4)
What therefore prevails in the second nuclear age in Asia may not be assured second-strike capability but 'first-strike uncertainty'. Stable deterrence derives from having just enough capabilities to raise uncertainty in the mind of the opponent that s/he cannot neutralize you with a first-strike. The precedent for this form of deterrence had already been set by the second-tier nuclear powers in the first age. As Goldstein's study shows, existential deterrent doctrines drove China, Britain, and France's pursuit of an independent but not second-strike assured nuclear deterrent against their respective superpower adversaries.84 In the new nuclear age in Asia where cost constraints among new proliferators will be acute, smaller arsenals counter-intuitively will not incite attack. In addition, the opaque conditions under which programs in Asia develop enhance first-strike uncertainty, as worst-case assessments generally tend to err on the side of caution. 

Aff—Impact Defense

d. There’s no fundamental difference between US and “Third World” nukes—their scenario is logically bankrupt

Cha 2001 (Victor D., D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. He served as Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007 and as Deputy Head of the U.S. delegation to the six-party talks from 2006 to 2007, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia”, Journal of Strategic Studies, 24(4)
Another factor reinforcing the stability of first-strike uncertainty in the second nuclear age is the potential for new nuclear powers to become compliant with the norms against nuclear weapons use. As Russett argues, the first nuclear age recognized that such weapons were in fact unusable across much of the range of military and political interests. Despite the absence of restricting international laws or conventions and explicit threat of symmetrical retaliation, nuclear powers refrained from using such weapons in military situations where it could have altered a neutral or losing outcome. The United States did not use them in Korea or Vietnam, the Soviets did not use them in Afghanistan, and the Chinese did not use them in Vietnam.89 Proliferation pessimists do not deny the existence of the nuclear taboo; they do, nevertheless, see this taboo as shared only by First World proliferators. Is this a fair assessment? As Tannenwald argues, a taboo takes effect when the agent realizes (1) the exceptionalist nature of the weapon (i.e., in terms of its destructive power); (2) the absence of effective defenses (i.e., vulnerability); (3) and fears the political and social consequences of taking such an action. All of these conditions readily hold for new nuclear powers. Moreover, the revulsion against nuclear weapons use (first-use) has become so institutionalized in an array of international agreements and practices such that new NWS states operate in an environment that severely circumscribes the realm of legitimate nuclear use.90 Proliferation pessimists therefore underestimate the transformative effects of nuclear weapons on these new proliferators. They assume that the interests for aspiring nuclear powers remain constant in the pre- and post-acquisition phases. They do not consider that once states cross the nuclear threshold, they become acutely aware of the dangers and responsibilities that come with these new awesome capabilities. The likelihood of such a learning process occurring is even higher if nuclear weapons are valued for their political currency. As noted above, while security needs certainly drive proliferation in Asia, a predominant factor that cannot be disentangled from this dynamic is the striving for prestige and international recognition as an NWS state. Moreover, if the taboo equates the use of nuclear weapons with an 'uncivilized' or 'barbarian' state," then those states that are status-conscious will be that much more attuned to the taboo. The effects of the taboo on Asian proliferators are therefore both regulative and constitutive. In the former sense, as these states further embed themselves in the international community (discussed below), this change heightens the costs of breaking any rules regarding nuclear use. The taboo's constitutive effects also are evident in that any use would undermine one of the primary purposes for which the capabilities were sought (e.g., prestige, badge of modernity). 
________________

****General Neg****

Consult CP – Prolif DA Net Benefit

Only consultation process allows US to reassure allies 

Thomas Scheber, 2009 (Vice President, National Institute for Public Policy, former Director of Strike Policy and Integration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense;  “Contemporary Challenges for Extended Deterrence”, May 2009, http://www.au.af.mil/au/aunews/archive/2009/0411/Articles/ContemporaryChallengesforExtendedDeterrenceMay09.pdf, CB)
The implications for the United States resulting from these new and growing direct threats to allies are four-fold:   1. The United States needs a deterrence strategy tailored to each state that poses a potential threat to allies. The strategy should be designed to influence the decision-making of adversary leaders and convince them that attempts to coerce U.S. allies with WMD-related threats or use will not result in net gains and could bring devastating losses.    2. While deterring adversaries, the United States must also communicate to allies—at least in general terms—how U.S. extended deterrence guarantees are being implemented on their behalf. U.S. regional allies will view each situation from a perspective that is likely to differ significantly from that of the United States itself.    3. Defenses and other capabilities that can help limit damage should deterrence fail are becoming increasingly important for assuring allies.    4. Redlines are important aspects of U.S. declaratory policy. They should be formulated carefully, and attended to with equal care. When redlines are crossed, a prompt and appropriate response should follow. U.S. leaders will need to consult    with threatened allies in developing declaratory strategy and redlines and in responding appropriately should potential adversaries cross established redlines.    5. Should regional security situations worsen, including threatened or actual use of WMD on allies, the United States must be prepared to take action in a manner consistent with the pledges that it has communicated to protected allies if it hopes to sustain a level of credibility. 
_____________

****General Aff****

Aff – Nuclear Deterrent Solves
Loss of deterrence credibility causes allied prolif—the nuclear umbrella is the ultimate security guarantee

NDWG, 2009 (New Deterrent Working Group, HONORABLE HENRY F. COOPER Former Director of the Defense Strategic Initiative (SDI);  Former U.S. Representative to the Defense and Space Talks HONORABLE PAULA DESUTTER Former Assistant Secretary of State – Bureau of Verification,  Compliance and Implementation FRANK J. GAFFNEY, JR. Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Policy (Acting) PETER HUESSY President, GeoStrategic Analysis, Inc. HONORABLE SVEN F. KRAEMER Former Director of Arms Control, National Security Council, 1981-1987 ADMIRAL JAMES “ACE” LYONS, JR., U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet VICE ADMIRAL ROBERT MONROE, U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Director, Defense Nuclear Agency; Former Director of Navy ResearcDevelopment, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) DR. ROBERT L. PFALTZGRAFF, JR. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School,  Tufts University; Founder and President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis HONORABLE TROY WADE Former Director, Defense Programs, Department of Energy “US Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century: Getting it Right,” July, Center for Security Policy, http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/upload/wysiwyg/center%20publication%20pdfs/NDWG-%20Getting%20It%20Right.pdf)

U.S. nuclear weapons continue to play a vital role in today’s strategic environment.  They serve as a deterrent to attacks on the United States from countries armed with nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, such as biological and chemical weapons.  For example, U.S. nuclear forces provide a hedge against a resurgent Russia, which deploys thousands of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, has placed increasing emphasis on its nuclear forces in its military doctrine, and continues to modernize its nuclear weaponry in concert with its pursuit of a more anti-American foreign policy.  They serve as a deterrent to China, which is also pursuing its own extensive military modernization program.  They can also dissuade other nuclear and non-nuclear powers from adopting more belligerent policies that threaten U.S. interests. Importantly, U.S. nuclear forces provide a “nuclear umbrella” to allies, historically acting as the ultimate guarantor of their security.  In a number of cases, a robust American nuclear arsenal has proven to be effective not only in deterring attacks on the United States and its allies from adversaries using weapons of mass destruction.  This “extended deterrent” has also allowed our allies and friends to forgo pursuit of their own nuclear arsenals.  It follows that as uncertainty increases about the reliability and/or effectiveness of our deterrent, those under our “umbrella” will feel a heightened obligation to seek independent nuclear arsenals. 
Aff—Generic Uniqueness/Link Takeout

If there’s any risk of prolif, it’s happening now—US deterrent isn’t credible

IFPA, 2009 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” February, IFPA White Paper, Google)
In the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, that satisfaction and trust is no longer a given, and divergent threat perceptions have given rise to contending approaches to dealing with would-be proliferators and legacy challenges. Consequently, reassuring and discouraging a nuclear cascade of allies, or former allies, has emerged as a crucial element of deterrence planning, and, in the absence of consensus about the nature of the threats that we are facing, that reassurance function has become more complex and subject to more varied interpretations than it was in the past. In the wake of Iraq and in the midst of the Afghanistan war, as the United States endeavors to “reset” its forces and transform its overseas (military) “footprint,” the forward deployment of U.S. troops may not be sufficient in itself to convince American allies that our commitment to extended deterrence remains credible, especially in the case of political differences over preferred ways for dealing with emerging threats and legacy challenges. This, in turn, may lead some U.S. allies or coalition partners to conclude that their interests would better be served by pursuing their own nuclear options. 

Aff—Troop Presence Not Credible

No credible deterrent now—Bush redeployments

IFPA, 2009 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” February, IFPA White Paper, Google)
Symbols have always been important to the Alliance and to the concept of deterrence, and for many years the American emphasis on forward-deployed forces in Europe and Asia was seen as emblematic (and proof) of the U.S. extended deterrence commitment. In Europe, the deployment of V and VII Corps Headquarters was perceived as the substance of that commitment, while in Asia the deployment of 100,000 forces was explicitly identified as the key to operational planning and to the credibility of American commitments to Japan and South Korea. The 100,000 level of forward-deployed U.S. forces was considered to be necessary to implement operational plans, but it also had a profound political and psychological importance in relation to counter-proliferation and deterrence planning.  Hence, when the Bush administration began to de-emphasize the 100,000-troop threshold in Asia and discount the two major theaters of war (MTW)-construct in 2001, and as U.S. military personnel were moved out of Korea along with planned re-deployments from Japan and Europe as part of the Pentagon’s Global Posture Review (GPR), suspicions of a global U.S. retreat grew in alliance capitals in Europe and Asia. Despite U.S. efforts to characterize global troop re-deployments in the context of military transformation and modernization, these tangible symbols of the extended deterrence construct have been devalued, leaving us with the dilemma of how to convey and signal our deterrence commitments and the credibility of extended deterrence at a time when more and more U.S. forward deployed assets are being drawn back to the continental United States (CONUS). One answer to this dilemma lies in the development of a well considered strategic communications/information operations (IO) roadmap designed to reassure allies and to convey the seriousness of our intentions to prospective adversaries. Specifically, this IO roadmap should highlight the capabilities of U.S. forces in the region and demonstrate their potential through realistic training exercises with allies. 
_____________
****Prolif Bad****
Prolif Not Inevitable
The hype about nuclear proliferation is wrong: their author concludes that the predictions made by the government have been incorrect.

Gavin, 1/30 Francis J. Gavin is Tom Slick Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law. “Same as it ever was; nuclear alarmism, proliferation, and the cold war”. International Security, January 30th, 2010.

Fears of a tipping point were especially acute in the aftermath of China's 1964 detonation of an atomic bomb: it was predicted that India, Indonesia, and Japan might follow, with consequences worldwide, as "Israel, Sweden, Germany, and other potential nuclear countries far from China and India would be affected by proliferation in Asia." 40 A U.S. government document identified "at least eleven nations (India, Japan, Israel, Sweden, West Germany, Italy, Canada, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania, and Yugoslavia)" with the capacity to go nuclear, a number that would soon "grow substantially" to include "South Africa, the United Arab Republic, Spain, Brazil and Mexico." 41 A top-secret, blue-ribbon committee established to craft the U.S. response contended that "the [1964] Chinese nuclear explosion has increased the urgency and complexity of this problem by creating strong pressures to develop independent nuclear forces, which, in turn, could strongly influence the plans of other potential nuclear powers." 42 These predictions were largely wrong. In 1985 the National Intelligence Council noted that for "almost thirty years the Intelligence Community has been writing about which nations might next get the bomb." All of these estimates based their largely pessimistic and ultimately incorrect estimates on factors such as the increased "access to fissile materials," improved technical capabilities in countries, the likelihood of "chain reactions," or a "scramble" to proliferation when "even one additional state demonstrates a nuclear capability." The 1985 report goes on, "The most striking characteristic of the present-day nuclear proliferation scene is that, despite the alarms rung by past Estimates, no additional overt proliferation of nuclear weapons has actually occurred since China tested its bomb in 1964." Although "some proliferation of nuclear explosive capabilities and other major proliferation-related developments have taken place in the past two decades," they did not have "the damaging, systemwide impacts that the Intelligence community generally anticipated they would." 43 In his analysis of more than sixty years of failed efforts to accurately predict nuclear proliferation, analyst Moeed Yusuf concludes that "the pace of proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most." The majority of countries suspected of trying to obtain a nuclear weapons capability "never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even initiate a weapons program." If all the countries that were considered prime suspects over the past sixty years had developed nuclear weapons, "the world would have at least 19 nuclear powers today." 44 As Potter and Mukhatzhanova argue, government and academic experts frequently "exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation." 45 Nor is there compelling evidence that a nuclear proliferation chain reaction will ever occur. Rather, the pool of potential proliferators has been shrinking. Proliferation pressures were far greater during the Cold War. In the 1960s, at least twenty-one countries either had or were considering nuclear weapons research programs. Today only nine countries are known to have nuclear weapons. Belarus, Brazil, Kazakhstan, Libya, South Africa, Sweden, and Ukraine have dismantled their weapons programs. Even rogue states that are/were a great concern to U.S. policymakers--Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea--began their nuclear weapons programs before the Cold War had ended. 46 As far as is known, no nation has started a new nuclear weapons program since the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991. 47 Ironically, by focusing on the threat of rogue states, policymakers may have underestimated the potentially far more destabilizing effect of proliferation in "respectable" states such as Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. 
Prolif = Nuclear Wars
Prolif causes conflict escalation and nuclear war – deterrence doesn’t check

Muller 8 [Harald, Executive Director, Head of Research Department (RD) Peace Research Institute of Frankfurt, “The Future of Nuclear Weapons in an Interdependent World” The Washington Quarterly, Spring, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_muller.pdf]
A world populated by many nuclear-weapon states poses grave dangers. Regional conflicts could escalate to the nuclear level. The optimistic expectation of a universal law according to which nuclear deterrence prevents all wars  rests on scant historical evidence and is dangerously naive. Nuclear uses in one part of the world could trigger “catalytic war” between greater powers, drawing them into smaller regional conflicts, particularly if tensions are high. This was always a fear during the Cold War, and it motivated nonproliferation policy in the first place. Moreover, the more states that possess nuclear weapons and related facilities, the more points of access are available to terrorists. 
Nuclear prolif is too dangerous – it leads to multiple scenarios for nuclear war

Totten 94 [Samuel, Associate Professor, College of Education, University of Arkansas, 1994, The Widening Circle of Genocide, p. 289]

There are numerous dangers inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons, including but not limited to the following: the possibility that a nation threatened by destruction in a conventional war may resort to the use of its nuclear weapons; the miscalculation of a threat of an attack and the subsequent use of nuclear weapons in order to stave off the suspected attack; a nuclear weapons accident due to carelessness or flawed technology (e.g., the accidental launching of a nuclear weapon); the use of such weapons by an unstable leader; the use of such weapons by renegade military personnel during a period of instability (personal, national or international); and, the theft (and/or development) and use of such weapons by terrorists. While it is unlikely (though not impossible) that terrorists would be able to design their own weapons, it is possible that they could do so with the assistance of a renegade government. 
Extinction
Greatest risk of extinction is from proliferation

Miller 2 (James D., professor of economics, Smith College, NATIONAL REVIEW, January 23, http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/comment-miller012302.shtml)
The U.S. should use whatever means necessary to stop our enemies from gaining the ability to kill millions of us. We should demand that countries like Iraq, Iran, Libya, and North Korea make no attempt to acquire weapons of mass destruction. We should further insist on the right to make surprise inspections of these countries to insure that they are complying with our proliferation policy. What if these nations refuse our demands? If they refuse we should destroy their industrial capacity and capture their leaders.True, the world's cultural elites would be shocked and appalled if we took preventive military action against countries that are currently doing us no harm. What is truly shocking, however, is that America is doing almost nothing while countries that have expressed hatred for us are building weapons of mass destruction. France and Britain allowed Nazi Germany's military power to grow until Hitler was strong enough to take Paris. America seems to be doing little while many of our foes acquire the strength to destroy U.S. cities. We can't rely upon deterrence to prevent an atomic powered dictator from striking at us. Remember, the Nazi's killed millions of Jews even though the Holocaust took resources away from their war effort. As September 11th also shows, there exist evil men in the world who would gladly sacrifice all other goals for the opportunity to commit mass murder. The U.S. should take not even the slightest unnecessary chance that some dictator, perhaps a dying Saddam Hussein, would be willing to give up his life for the opportunity to hit America with nuclear missiles. Once a dictator has the ability to hit a U.S., or perhaps even a European city, with atomic weapons it will be too late for America to pressure him to give up his weapons. His ability to hurt us will effectively put him beyond our military reach. Our conventional forces might even be made impotent by a nuclear-armed foe. Had Iraq possessed atomic weapons, for example, we would probably have been unwilling to expel them from Kuwait. What about the rights of those countries I have proposed threatening? America should not even pretend to care about the rights of dictators. In the 21st century the only leaders whom we should recognize as legitimate are those who were democratically elected. The U.S. should reinterpret international law to give no rights to tyrants, not even the right to exist. We should have an ethically based foreign policy towards democratic countries. With dictatorships, however, we should be entirely Machiavellian; we should deal with them based upon what is in our own best interests. It's obviously in our self-interest to prevent as many dictators as possible from acquiring the means to destroy us. We shouldn't demand that China abandon her nuclear weapons. This is not because China has proved herself worthy to have the means of mass annihilation, but rather because her existing stockpile of atomic missiles would make it too costly for us to threaten China. It's too late to stop the Chinese from gaining the ability to decimate us, but for the next ten years or so it is not too late to stop some of our other rivals. If it's politically impossible for America to use military force against currently non-hostile dictators then we should use trade sanctions to punish nations who don't agree to our proliferation policy. Normal trade sanctions, however, do not provide the punishing power necessary to induce dictators to abandon their arms. If we simply don't trade with a nation other countries will sell them the goods that we used to provide. To make trade sanctions an effective weapon the U.S. needs to deploy secondary boycotts. America should create a treaty, the signatories of which would agree to: • only trade with countries which have signed the treaty, and • not trade with any country which violates our policy on weapons proliferation.  believe that if only the U.S. and, say, Germany initially signed this treaty then nearly every other country would be forced to do so. For example, if France did not sign, they would be unable to trade with the U.S. or Germany. This would obviously be intolerable to France. Once the U.S., Germany and France adopted the treaty every European nation would have to sign or face a total economic collapse. The more countries which sign the treaty, the greater the pressure on other countries to sign. Once most every country has signed, any country which violated America's policy on weapons proliferation would face almost a complete economic boycott. Under this approach, the U.S. and Germany alone could use our economic power to dictate the enforcement mechanism of a treaty designed to protect against Armageddon. Even the short-term survival of humanity is in doubt. The greatest threat of extinction surely comes from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. America should refocus her foreign policy to prioritize protecting us all from atomic, biological, and chemical weapons.
Prolif Causes Arms Races
Proliferation spurs more prolif- fear and need for security
Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defense, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

As proliferation continues, it generates increased pressures for further  proliferation. For example, some states may be discouraged by each failure of  international efforts to limit proliferation and come to see runaway pro-  liferation as inevitable. Accordingly, such states may feel it prudent to make  contingency preparations to become nuclear powers themselves, in turn  causing other states to do the same. In addition, states may feel encouraged to  develop WMD by the extra attention and other types of political and economic  gains won by states that have previously done so. Indeed some states will feel  that they must have their own nuclear deterrent forces simply because their  spread ultimately makes them a key symbol of a modern state.  The strongest increases in pressures to proliferate are felt by states that see  themselves as potential targets of aggression by those who have gone nuclear  or are about to. Prospective victims cannot expect to counter an opponent’s  nuclear weapons solely by increases in their own conventional forces.  Conventional forces alone cannot destroy an invader nearly as well as the  invader could likely paralyse most victims with small numbers of nuclear  strikes. Nor can prospective victims solve their problems solely by building  defences against attacks with nuclear weapons. Defences are inevitably less  than perfect and an opponent who did not fear retaliation in kind would feel  little reluctance to test them. Thus, states that feel they have been placed in  jeopardy by an aggressor’s proliferation will likely conclude they must also  have nuclear weapons – either directly, or indirectly through alliance with a  strong and reliable state that already has them.  Pressures to develop nuclear weapons can also be driven by increases in the  conventional military power of an aggressive state that prospective victims  cannot match. And proliferation can be motivated by an aggressor’s hope that  its nuclear weapons would deter other states from coming to a prospective  victim’s aid. In all these cases, the most powerful way to minimise pressures for  nuclear proliferation is to ensure the availability of reliable protectors strong  enough to defeat aggression and capable of retaliation in kind.  

Wildfire Prolif

Wildfire prolif draws in every state and leads to a rapid rate and no restraints

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will  come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that  happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very  rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats  posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that  would finally overcome all restraint. 

Shoot-outs escalate to maximum destruction in a world where all states participate

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

Escalation of violence is also basic human nature.  Once the violence starts,  retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the  participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to  fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our  opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible.  In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out  with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial  probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the  weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed  toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With  most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world  may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we  will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.  This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it  must be pursued vigorously. And, as argued above, a most powerful way to  prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to  provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that  aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words, the world  needs at least one state, preferably several, willing and able to play the role of  sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear  threats. 

Prolif by 2025 and rapid escalation- resource scarcity, unstability, rogue states and terrorism

AFP 08 [“Use of nuclear weapons more likely in future: US intelligence”, 11-20-08, 

http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gYAlTPzAqcrFuxbF3Xej-tupXchw
The use of nuclear weapons will grow increasingly likely by 2025, US intelligence warned Thursday in a report on global trends that forecasts a tense, unstable world shadowed by war.  "The world of the near future will be subject to an increased likelihood of conflict over scarce resources, including food and water, and will be haunted by the persistence of rogue states and terrorist groups with greater access to nuclear weapons," said the report.  "Widening gaps in birth rates and wealth-to-poverty ratios, and the uneven impact of climate change, could further exacerbate tensions."  Called "Global Trends 2025 -- a Transformed World," the 121-page report was produced by the National Intelligence Council, a body of analysts from across the US intelligence community.  Officials said it was being briefed to the incoming administration of president-elect Barack Obama. A year in the making, it does not take into account the recent global financial crisis.  "In one sense, a bad sense, the pace of change that we are looking at in 2025 occurred more rapidly than we had anticipated," said Thomas Fingar, deputy director of National Intelligence.  One overarching conclusion of the report is that "the unipolar world is over, (or) certainly will be by 2025," Fingar said.  But with the "rise of the rest," managing crises and avoiding conflicts will be more difficult, particularly with an antiquated post-World War II international system.  "The potential for conflict will be different than and in some ways greater than it has been for a very long time," Fingar said.   
Pre-emptive Strikes
Highly dangerous world- pre-emptive strikes, arms race, biological weapons

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very  dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear  weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who  succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before  the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind  might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the  opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are  incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race  by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological  weapons.  

There is a key difference between preventive and preemptive force- preventive force can lead to a preemptive strike and the development of chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons

Kissinger 6 (Henry, Nuclear Proliferation: Risk and Responsibility, the full report of the Trilateral Commission task force on nuclear nonproliferation, September, Report Contents 

http://www.trilateral.org/AnnMtgs/PROGRAMS/tokyopdf_folder/nuclear_proliferation.pdf

But a preemptive strategy for using force to deny the spread of nuclear  weapons is based on assumptions that cannot be proved when they are  made. When the scope for action is greatest, knowledge is at a minimum.  When knowledge has been acquired, the scope for preemption has often  disappeared.  The tension, therefore, is between preemptive and preventive uses of  force. Preemption applies to an adversary possessing a capacity to do great,  potentially irreversible, damage, coupled with the demonstrated will to do  so imminently. The right to use force unilaterally in such circumstances  has been accepted for centuries.  Preventive uses of force are measures to forestall the emergence of a  threat not yet imminent, but capable, at some point in the future, of being  potentially overwhelming. Preventive force is not an issue applicable to  relations with an established major nuclear adversary. First-strike threats  against established nuclear powers might, if such powers felt their weapons  were very vulnerable, tempt them to make a preemptive strike of their own.  A policy of using preventive force against aspiring nuclear powers, however,  creates incentives for them to acquire nuclear weapons as rapidly as possible  and, if thwarted, to develop chemical or biological weapons-either for their  own security or as a safety net for assertive or revolutionary policies.
Terrorism

Dangerous world- nuclear accidents, terrorists, stolen weapons

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed  by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more  nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear  accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations  and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such  weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far  greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and  storage activities. 

There is a high chance of theft of nukes- small and easy to transport

Born 3 [Dr. Hans, Senior Fellow at the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces, “Civilian Control and Democratic Accountability of Nuclear Weapons", 

http://se2.dcaf.ch/serviceengine/FileContent?serviceID=21&fileid=DE6F0C6B-67D9-7C57-889C-

3B1CA0A8EDF1&lng=en[
Altogether, the USSR conducted 715 nuclear weapon tests from August  1949 until October 1990. Currently, Russia possesses 8,331 warheads. The  new military doctrine, signed by President Putin in April 2000, pledges that  Russia will not use nuclear weapons against NPT member states unless they  attack Russia in alliance with a nuclear weapon state. Russia reserves the  right to use nuclear weapons in case of large scale attack critical to its  national security. According to the constitution of the Russian Federation,  the President is in charge of all aspects of military policy, assisted by the  Security Council. Council members include the President (chairman), Prime  Minister, Defence Minister, Foreign Affairs Minister and the Director of the  Federal Security Services (FSB). Compared to the US, the Russian President does not have the sole authority to use nuclear weapons. Three people  control the nuclear ‘football’ (which is the suitcase with release codes): the  President, the Defence Minister and the Chief of the General Staff. Each of  them can give permission for using nuclear weapons.95 The collapse of the  USSR resulted in vulnerabilities at each phase of the Russian nuclear  weapon cycle and continues to pose major risks for theft and proliferation of  nuclear fissile material, warheads, and missiles. To this extent, the US and  Russia started programmes for dismantling outdated missiles and securing  nuclear material coming from dismantled missiles. Nevertheless, problems  and concerns remain. One of the major problems, from a control point of  view, is the large arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons.96 Precise data on this  issue is lacking, but it is believed that during the Cold War the USSR had  about 13,000 tactical nuclear weapons, compared to the current stockpile of  3,380. These weapons are difficult to control because they are small and  easy to transport, making them a desirable object for terrorist groups and so-  called rogue states. Therefore, some are concerned about what happened to  the eliminated tactical nuclear weapons because no formal verification  procedures were in place to ensure that the tactical nuclear weapons were in  fact removed or destroyed.97 In 1999, for the first time in history, a public  opinion poll on nuclear weapons was held, showing that 75 per cent of the  Russian public thought that nuclear weapons were essential to Russia’s  security.98 Russian think tanks dealing with nuclear weapon issues include  PIR (Centre for Policy Studies) and the Carnegie Endowment for  International Peace Centre in Moscow.

US Hegemony
Proliferation would destabilize US power and prevent hege

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

Thus, the US defence effort will not protect it from threats of intolerable  damage posed by the largest states, or a large coalition of states, if they see the  need to maintain such capabilities. Or, in the terms of the ongoing debate, the  US will not be able to achieve the ‘absolute security’ that worries other states.  Of course, this does not mean the US should not build defences. Against small to modest nuclear threats, there is a world of difference between a leak through  less than watertight defences and no defences at all.  The basic resources available to the rest of the world also provide assurance  that the US would not be able to establish real global hegemony. If the US  aggressively pursued its global ambitions in ways that most of the world found  highly threatening, it would eventually find itself isolated and a balance of  power building against it. The countering balance could become most  formidable, as it could be recruited from states that already have 70% of the  world’s GDP, 95% of its population, and some very impressive technology  bases.  

US influence won’t work in a world with prolif- states stop caring about US force

Miller 2 (James D., professor of economics, Smith College, NATIONAL REVIEW, January 23, 

http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/comment-miller012302.shtml

Once a dictator has the ability to hit a U.S., or perhaps even a European city, with atomic weapons it will be too late for America to pressure him to give up his weapons. His ability to hurt us will effectively put him beyond our military reach. Our conventional forces might even be made impotent by a nuclear-armed foe. Had Iraq possessed atomic weapons, for example, we would probably have been unwilling to expel them from Kuwait.

Prolif Outweighs
Nuclear proliferation is the biggest threat facing the US today.

Gavin, 10 Francis J. Gavin is Tom Slick Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law. “Same as it ever was; nuclear alarmism, proliferation, and the cold war”. International Security, January 30th, 2010.

A widely held and largely unchallenged view among many scholars and policymakers is that nuclear proliferation is the gravest threat facing the United States today, that it is more dangerous than ever, and that few meaningful lessons can be drawn from the nuclear history of a supposed simpler and more predictable period, the Cold War. This view, labeled "nuclear alarmism," is based on four myths about the history of the nuclear age. First, today's nuclear threats are new and more dangerous than those of the past. Second, unlike today, nuclear weapons stabilized international politics during the Cold War, when in fact the record was mixed. The third myth conflates the history of the nuclear arms race with the geopolitical and ideological competition between the Soviet Union and the United States, creating an oversimplified and misguided portrayal of the Cold War. The final myth is that the Cold War bipolar military rivalry was the only force driving nuclear proliferation. A better understanding of this history, and, in particular, of how and why the international community escaped calamity during a far more dangerous time against ruthless and powerful adversaries, can produce more effective U.S. policies than those proposed by the nuclear alarmists. Many scholars and practitioners share the view that nuclear proliferation and its effect on U.S. national security interests constitutes the gravest threat facing the United States, that it is worse than ever before, and that new, more effective policies are needed to confront the problem. At the same time, the history of nuclear proliferation--in particular, the history of the Cold War--reveals little about contemporary nuclear dangers and possible policy solutions. According to this view, the so-called Long Peace offers few meaningful lessons that can be applied to the complex and dangerous world we face today. This view, which I term "nuclear alarmism," transcends even partisan differences. During their 2004 presidential debates, for example, candidates John Kerry and George W. Bush agreed on one point: "nuclear proliferation" was "the most serious threat" to U.S. security. 1 Four years later, Republican presidential candidate John McCain declared, "No problem we face poses a greater threat to us and the world than nuclear proliferation." 2 Barack Obama called it "the most significant foreign policy issue that we confront." 3 During a presidential debate before the New Hampshire primary, moderator Charles Gibson asserted, "The next president of the United States may have to deal with a nuclear attack on an American city. . . . The best nuclear experts in the world say there's a 30 percent chance in the next 10 years. . . . Graham Allison at Harvard says it's over 50 percent." 4 In a nonscientific poll of leading security experts conducted by Senator Richard Lugar in 2005, 62 percent of the respondents (49 of 79) said that the chance of a nuclear attack somewhere in the world over the next ten years was between 10 and 50 percent. Only one respondent put the probability at 0 percent. 5 As William Potter and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova observe, "Today it is hard to find an analyst or commentator on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future." 
AT: Prolif Deters – Asymmetry
Prolif escalates asymmetrically as regional conflicts go nuclear and draw in great powers

Muller 8 [Harald, Executive Director, Head of Research Department (RD) Peace Research Institute of Frankfurt, “The Future of Nuclear Weapons in an Interdependent World” The Washington Quarterly, Spring, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_muller.pdf

A world populated by many nuclear-weapon states poses grave dangers. Re-gional conflicts could escalate to the nuclear level. The optimistic expectation  of a universal law according to which nuclear deterrence prevents all wars15  rests on scant historical evidence and is dangerously naive. Nuclear uses in  one part of the world could trigger “catalytic war” between greater powers,  drawing them into smaller regional conflicts, particularly if tensions are high.  This was always a fear during the Cold War, and it motivated nonproliferation  policy in the first place. Moreover, the more states that possess nuclear weapons and related facilities, the more points of access are available to terrorists. 

AT: Prolif Deters – Irrational Leaders

Irrational leaders and poor decision making makes prolif even more dangerous

Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer

If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use  of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its  probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature  suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable  guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national  leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced  people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the  product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all  relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to  defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be  expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.6  Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by  wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing  leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants  to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the  group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results  from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where  their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens.  Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully.  They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the  problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The  intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of  weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action.  Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire  for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily  extreme course of action.  We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in  nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No  sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will  back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness  to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be  driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful  atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from  within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and  human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time  to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear  war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse.  Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the  stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be  expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the  enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and  decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the  circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered  may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment  possible on the enemy. 

The theory that nuclear attacks are survivable might motivate leaders to engage in them

James 2k  [Carolyn C., prof at Department of Political Science at Iowa State University, “Nuclear Arsenal Games: Coping with Proliferation in a World of Changing Rivalries”, Canadian Journal of Political Science
Mini-arsenal presents more specifically a minimal nuclear capability and its relation to crisis behaviour.  This is perhaps the most complex, and therefore difficult, level to describe.  First, a mini-arsenal state is capable of acquiring, at bets, two or three, crude Hiroshima Nagasaki-style warheads.  Fat Man, the bomb dropped on Nagasaki, was about 20 kilotons, the more powerful of the two used by the United States in 1945.  This pales in comparison to thermonuclear weapons, that are measured in megatons.  India, Israel and Pakistan, which can project significant nuclear threats, are beyond this category since the arsenals they are believed to possess contain qualitatively and quantitatively much more than destructive power.  Second, the most critical distinction of the mini-arsenal is that, while potential damage may be extreme, destruction of the state or society is not assured.  A strike from a mini-arsenal state may be survivable- militarily, politically and socially.  This perception, which may be held both by the mini-arsenal state leadership and its potential enemies, is expected to result in preferences and behaviour that do not match actions of states with more deadly arsenals.  Leaderships that are more willing to risk domestic populations may consciously choose to escalate wars to nuclear levels if the state and its government may survive.  Of the four levels of nuclear capability, mini-arsenal dyads promise to be the most unstable during crises as the deadliest of cost-benefit analyses are expected to take place.

AT: Prolif Deters – Irrational Leaders

Rational decisions do not match decisions made under serious nuclear threats

James 2k  [Carolyn C., prof at Department of Political Science at Iowa State University, “Nuclear Arsenal Games: Coping with Proliferation in a World of Changing Rivalries”, Canadian Journal of Political Science
Since 1945, when the first and only nuclear attacks occurred, serious contemplation of a nuclear exchange has seemed implausible to most observers in the military, the policy-making community, academic circles and society as a whole.  The potential costs are so high that any rational actor would be deterred.  In fact, the absence of a nuclear war, or a global conflict of any kind, apparently lends credence to theories of robust nuclear deterrence and peaceful democracies.  Absence of a phenomenon, however compelling, cannot prove that a causal mechanism exists, determine its casual directions with true certainty or negate the effects of other variables.  The simple truth is that the nuclear genie is out, and the potential for a nuclear exchange exists as long as the weapons can be deployed.  It is therefore critical to explore under what dynamics potential use can become a reality, for then can the goal of preventing a nuclear exchange be approached with confidence.  Studies usually assume, whether consciously or not, super-arsenal dynamics for both parties in a dyad.  The Cold War has left an enormous legacy of literature that focuses on the US.  The Soviet Union, and their respective nuclear-force structures.  In large part, nuclear strategy doctrine have been observed and analyzed according to super-arsenal realities.  Crises such as the 1962 Soviet deployment of nuclear-tipped missiles in Cuba may or may not have had the same non-nuclear results.  It is inappropriate, even dangerous, to assume that all states in crises will react in the same manner with the same non-nuclear results.  “Rational” determinations of cost and benefit may not match those made under super-arsenal threats; the necessary foundations of stable deterrence may exist but remain insufficient.  The MAD game of “Chicken,” often used as a metaphor for the Cold War relations between the two superpowers, may not be played within other crisis dyads.  In particular, mini-arsenal dyads that do not assure destruction of state or society may be more prone to the collision that the US and the USSR avoided.
AT: Prolif Deters – Middle East
Prolif in the Middle East would escalate regional competitions and conflicts without any deterrence checks

AFP 08 [“Use of nuclear weapons more likely in future: US intelligence”, 11-20-08, 

http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gYAlTPzAqcrFuxbF3Xej-tupXchw
"The likelihood that nuclear weapons will be used will increase with expanded access to technology and a widening range of options for limited strikes," it said.  The report highlighted the risk of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East where a number of countries are thinking about developing or acquiring technologies that would be useful to make nuclear weapons.  "Over the next 15-20 years, reactions to the decisions Iran makes about its nuclear program could cause a number of regional states to intensify these efforts and consider actively pursuing nuclear weapons," the report said.  "This will add a new and more dangerous dimension to what is likely to be increasing competition for influence within the region," it said.  The report said it was not certain that the kind of deterrent relationships that existed for most of the Cold War would emerge in a nuclear armed Middle East.  Instead, the possession of nuclear weapons may be perceived as "making it safe" to engage in low intensity conflicts, terrorism or even larger conventional attacks, the report said.  The report said terrorism would likely be a factor in 2025 but suggested that Al-Qaeda's "terrorist wave" might be breaking up.  "Al-Qaeda's weaknesses -- unachievable strategic objectives, inability to attract broad-based support, and self-destructive actions -- might cause it to decay sooner than many people think," it said.  "Because history suggests that the global Islamic terrorist movement will outlast Al-Qaeda as a group, strategic counterterrorism efforts will need to focus on how and why a successor terrorist group might evolve during the remaining years of the 'Islamic terrorist wave.'"  The report was vague about the outcome of current conflicts in Iraq, Afghanistan and nuclear armed Pakistan.  In 2025, the government in Baghdad could still be "an object of competition" among various factions seeking foreign aid or pride of place.  Afghanistan "may still evince significant patterns of tribal competition and conflict."  "The future of Pakistan is a wildcard in considering the trajectory of neighboring Afghanistan," it said. 

AT: Cold War Deterrence Models
Their argument relies on outdated Cold War logic—it doesn’t apply to any current situation

Payne, 2007 (Keith, current president and cofounder of the National Institute for Public Policy, served as the deputy assistant secretary of defense for forces policy in 2002–2003, “Deterring Iran: The Values at Stake and the Acceptable Risks,” appeared in Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying  Cold War Strategy to Iran from The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, p. 2-3)

As this logic suggests, the Cold War experience brings mostly unhelpful baggage to the deterrence debate. Although discussions of deterrence invariably invoke Cold War images and language (e.g., the “balance of terror”), present conditions are so far removed from those of the Cold War that most of its deterrence language is now meaningless. For instance, the concept of a “stable deterrence relationship” that made some sense in the Cold War context of mutual and comparable nuclear threats and mutual familiarity lacks any coherent meaning in describing the likely future relationship between the United States and Iran and other regional powers. Old deterrence concepts, buzzwords, and terms of art have essentially lost their meaning because the conditions of current power and political relationships have become so different from Cold War conditions. 

AT: Small Arsenals mean Small Impact
Even if they win that the war remains small, or that states don’t have large enough weapons, small arsenals cause immense destruction and outweigh their impacts

Cohen 8 [Michael D., the William D. Hamilton Professor of Complex Systems, Information and Public Policy for the University of Michigan School of Information,“Correspondence: Do Small Arsenals Deter”, International Security

Finally, a word about damage. Studies have shown that even small arsenals have the  capacity to cause immense destruction. One study replicating the Hiroshima bombing  with respect to Mumbai (earlier known as Bombay) shows that a single 15-kiloton  ªssion bomb would cause anywhere between 160,000 and 866,000 fatalities, depending  on the precise location of ground zero.23 Another simulation calculates that a 50-kiloton  bomb dropped over Mumbai would take 994,626 lives, and one dropped over Lahore  would kill 723,970.24 Note that these estimates are for a single bomb and that the level  of damage could conceivably occur at the outset of nuclear war. As the evidence above  demonstrates, it seems extremely doubtful that any Indian or Pakistani leader would  not be deterred by the risk of such levels of potential damage. Most striking is that,  notwithstanding the volatile mix of a history of war, conºicts of identity centered on  disputed territory, and mutual distrust, India and Pakistan have refrained from deploy-  ing their nuclear weapons even at the peak of crisis. Consider too that the level of dam-  age required to deter may be related to a nation’s experience. In the case of India and  Pakistan, all of their wars (in 1947–48, 1965, and 1971) involved limited destruction and  deliberate eschewal of city targeting. In contrast, Hiroshima may not have seemed rev-  olutionary in the closing years of World War II. But again, that is no reason to expect  that the prospect of one Hiroshima-type bomb dropped on one city has been an accept-  able risk for any decisionmaker in the postwar era. From the evidence available, it has  not.  
_______________

****Prolif Good****
Prolif Inevitable
Proliferation inevitable – multiple reasons
Baradei 4  Mohamed El Baradei, IAEA Director General, International Atomic Energy Agency, “Nuclear Proliferation and the Potential Threat of Nuclear Terrorism” 2004 http://www.iaea.org/ 

NewsCenter/Statements/2004/ ebsp2004n013.html

The final lesson, an insight that has been demonstrated repeatedly, is that insecurity breeds proliferation. It is instructive that nearly all nuclear proliferation concerns arise in regions of longstanding tension. In other words, nuclear proliferation is a symptom, and the patient cannot ultimately be cured as long as we leave unaddressed the underlying causes of insecurity and instability — such as chronic disputes, the persistent lack of good governance and basic freedoms, the growing divide between rich and poor, and newly perceived schisms based on ethnic or religious differences.

The three Ps: paranoids, pygmies, and pariahs

Muller 8 [Harald, Executive Director, Head of Research Department (RD) Peace Research Institute of Frankfurt, “The Future of Nuclear Weapons in an Interdependent World” The Washington Quarterly, Spring, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_muller.pdf

U.S. strategist Richard Betts coined the “three Ps” in 1976 to cover the most  prominent motivations for nuclear proliferation: paranoids, pygmies, and  pariahs.10 States with exaggerated concerns about existential threats to their  security try to procure the ultimate assurance of their survival. Small states  long for an existential deterrent against potentially more powerful enemies.  For badly isolated states, nuclear weapons might not just be the only way to persist in a wicked world but might also provide a means to overcome the  loathed isolation. 
Proliferation is inevitable, Iran and North Korea are just the beginning

Tennant 7 [Agnieszka, journalist, Aug 13, http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2007/august/15.50.html
A nuclear-free world is not realistic, Langewiesche argues; poorer countries will inevitably join the group of countries we like to think are more responsible in stockpiling nukes. North Korea and Iran are just the beginning.
Proliferation Solves War

Nuclear proliferation prevents all war

Beckman et al 2k (Peter, Hobart and William Smith Colleges, et al, The Nuclear Predicament: Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century, 3rd edition, 2000, p. 215-216)

At first glance, there seems to be a contradiction in the conventional wisdom, because it normally combines the view that proliferation is dangerous with the view that the possession of nuclear weapons by the superpowers made the Cold War world less dangerous. It is odd, notes Kenneth Waltz, that "a happy nuclear past leads  many to expect an unhappy nuclear future." The apparent contradiction is that the conventional view seems to answer both yes and no to the question whether nuclear deterrence works: Nuclear deterrence worked in the case of the United States and the former Soviet Union, it maintained the Cold War peace; but it will not work in the case of would-be proliferators, whose nuclear weapons would increase the risk of war. There are ways to respond to this claim of contradiction, but let us begin by considering a view that takes the contradiction as real. This is the view, in contrast with the conventional wisdom, that nuclear proliferation would make the world less dangerous. Those who believe that the spread of nuclear weapons would have beneficial effects on security argue from both theory and history. They argue that the view that proliferation would be dangerous "flies in the face of the inherent logic of nuclear deterrence, as well as the history of the Cold War." The argument that proliferation would not be dangerous is put most strongly by Kenneth Waltz. Speaking from history, he argues that the long Cold War peace among the major powers must be attributable largely to nuclear deterrence, since that factor distinguished the era from earlier historical periods when great-power wars were more frequent. If nuclear deterrence worked for the superpowers, it should work for others. Waltz's theoretical argument seeks to explain how nuclear deterrence works, thus showing how it makes things less dangerous. The signal features of nuclear weapons are their tremendous destructive capability and the near impossibility of a state's defending itself against their use by an opponent. Any state with a modest number of nuclear weapons can threaten to inflict "unacceptable damage" against an opponent. As a result, "the presence of nuclear weapons makes states exceedingly cautious." Being certain of an opponent's ability to destroy it with nuclear weapons, a state would be much less likely to start a war or to act in ways that might lead to war. This caution would characterize any state facing a nuclear-armed foe. Thus, when both sides have nuclear weapons, war would be less likely. Waltz concludes: "Nuclear weapons, responsibly used, make wars hard to start. Nations that have nuclear weapons  have strong incentives to use them responsibly. These statements hold for small as for big nuclear powers." The theoretical conclusion bolsters the historical point, explaining why in fact the Cold War was the long peace, and strengthens the expectation that the same effects would be found in the case of would-be proliferators.

Proliferation solves war
Krauthammer, 10 Charles Krauthammer, “Nuclear Proliferation prevents war”. April 9th, 2010. The Record. http://www.troyrecord.com/articles/2010/04/09/opinion/doc4bbe503f72408486075930.txt

Nuclear doctrine consists of thinking the unthinkable. It involves making threats and promising retaliation that is cruel and destructive beyond imagining. But it has its purpose: to prevent war in the first place.  During the Cold War, we let the Russians know that if they dared use their huge conventional military advantage and invaded Western Europe, they risked massive U.S. nuclear retaliation. Goodbye Moscow.  Was this credible? Would we have done it? Who knows? No one's ever been there. A nuclear posture is just that — a declaratory policy designed to make the other guy think twice.  Our policies did. The result was called deterrence. For half a century, it held. The Soviets never invaded. We never used nukes. That's why nuclear doctrine is important.  The Obama administration has just issued a new one that "includes significant changes to the U.S. nuclear posture," said Defense Secretary Bob Gates. First among these involves the U.S. response to being attacked with biological or chemical weapons.  Under the old doctrine, supported by every president of both parties for decades, any aggressor ran the risk of a cataclysmic U.S. nuclear response that would leave the attacking nation a cinder and a memory.  Again: Credible? Doable? No one knows. But the threat was very effective. 

Stability/Deterrence

Proliferation leads to greater stability, deters states from going to war and prevents arms races 

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
Should the United States try to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to states that do not already have them? At first glance, this appears to be a fairly uncontroversial proposition. After all, nuclear weapons are the most horrific and destructive weapons ever invented—how could the world possibly be better off with more fingers on the nuclear trigger? Indeed, for decades, official U.S. national security policy has embraced the doctrine of universal nonproliferation codified by the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), aiming to prevent friends and enemies alike from acquiring nuclear weapons. The idea that the United States should aggressively pursue nuclear nonproliferation rests in part on a widespread belief that the spread of nuclear weapons would destabilize international relations. But this pessimistic view confronts one incontrovertible fact: nuclear weapons proliferated to thirteen states1 during the six decades since the dawn of the nuclear age, yet the world has not witnessed a single preventive or preemptive nuclear war, accidental nuclear attack, or instance of nuclear terrorism. Motivated by this striking observation, scholars known as “proliferation optimists” have suggested that nuclear proliferation may, in fact, exert a stabilizing force on international politics. They argue that nuclear states new and old will be highly motivated to avoid taking actions that might risk nuclear conflict. The core of the optimists’ position is that the cost of a nuclear war would be so grave that even the world’s most risk-prone leaders will find themselves reluctant to risk fighting one. As one prominent optimist, Kenneth N. Waltz, has argued, nuclear states quickly recognize that engaging in aggressive or risky behavior that could prompt nuclear retaliation is “obvious folly” (Sagan and Waltz 2003, 154). Because a nuclear conflict could place a state’s very survival at risk, national leaders have powerful incentives to manage their arsenals with care and caution. Moreover, according to this view, even a few nuclear weapons constitute such a powerful deterrent to aggression that they obviate the need for high levels of spending on conventional arms. According to the optimists, then, the spread of nuclear weapons is likely to deter large-scale wars, restrain conventional-arms races, and produce greater international stability 
History proves that Prolif causes stability for three reasons- frequency of wars, intensity, and conventional arms

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
Will additional nuclear proliferation stabilize world politics, or will it worsen the problem of interstate conflict? We cannot answer this question with certainty, of course, since we cannot collect data about the future. We can, however, learn from events that have already happened. Imagine that, at the advent of the nuclear age in 1945, today’s proliferation optimists and pessimists had put forth their competing predictions about the likely consequences of the spread of nuclear weapons. Whose predictions would be borne out? In this section I argue that historical data confirm the predictions of proliferation optimism, while offering little corroboration for rival perspectives. Scholars who take the view that proliferation bolsters global stability argue that the spread of nuclear weapons produces three observable effects.2 First, by deterring aggression, nuclear weapons reduce the frequency with which wars occur. Second, nuclear weapons induce caution among leaders in crises and during wartime, thereby mitigating the intensity of wars. Third, nuclear weapons defuse arms races and obviate the need for high levels of conventional arms spending. Let us now consider each claim with respect to five proliferators: China, Israel, India, South Africa, and Pakistan. These five states provide a useful laboratory for examining the behavior of proliferators because they more closely resemble the types of states most likely to proliferate today. The United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France were all major industrialized powers when they acquired nuclear weapons, but these five proliferators were weaker, poorer, and less internally stable—much as today’s proliferators are likely to be.
Conflict Reduction 

Proliferation decreases the number of wars-historically proven  

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
The optimist camp’s first and most important claim is that the presence of nuclear weapons suppresses international conflicts. Nuclear weapons, in this view, differ from conventional military tools in two central ways. First, nuclear weapons carry enormous destructive power. Whereas the targets of conventional weapons necessarily tend to be small in size (for instance, an airfield, communications center, or ammunition depot), the most powerful nuclear weapons can place entire cities at risk. The use of even a few nuclear weapons could destroy hundreds of thousands (if not millions) of human lives in a short span of time. Second, defenders have little control over the level of destruction they endure during a nuclear conflict. Without a reliable means to destroy incoming ballistic missiles or to shield cities from nuclear attack— neither of which exists today—nuclear combatants must rely on an enemy’s restraint to limit the amount of damage they suffer. These two characteristics— colossal destructive capacity and the lack of an effective defense— combine to induce caution among leaders facing the prospect of nuclear retaliation. Leaders will behave less aggressively and will more eagerly seek peaceful solutions to crises, the logic goes, since they do not want to endure even a small risk that a conventional war might become nuclear. These propositions can be evaluated empirically by comparing the rates at which proliferators have participated in interstate conflicts both before and after their acquisition of nuclear weapons. If the optimists are correct, nuclear states should experience fewer conflicts after they acquire nuclear weapons. One way to measure the turbulence of a state’s foreign affairs is to calculate its participation in militarized interstate disputes, defined here as conflicts involving at least one military fatality. Figure 1 considers five proliferators and charts how much their involvement in military conflicts changed after they became nuclear states. Israel, for instance, participated in an average of 1.21 conflicts per year as a nonnuclear state, but entered into only 0.33 conflicts per year after becoming a nuclear state in 1972, so its bar in figure 1 drops below zero to illustrate that Israel has been involved in fewer interstate conflicts since acquiring nuclear weapons. Optimists predict that states will participate in fewer conflicts after going nuclear, since they expect nuclear weapons to deter aggression and dissuade opposing leaders from escalating crises. And indeed, four of the five states examined here participated in fewer interstate conflicts, on average, once they became nuclear states. For example, Israel fought four interstate wars against its neighbors before acquiring nuclear weapons, but just two afterward. India and Pakistan have gone to war against one another four times since achieving independence, but only one of those wars occurred after the two rivals acquired nuclear weapons. Indeed, India and Pakistan saw the average incidence of militarized disputes between them decline by half (from 0.55 disputes per year to 0.27) once both states had acquired nuclear weapons. Only South Africa experienced an increase in its conflict participation rate after achieving nuclear status, although the magnitude of this change (+0.06) was the smallest of the five proliferators considered here.
Checks Conflict Escalation

Prolif stops conflict escalation-emperically proven 

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
What about conflicts which, despite the shadow of nuclear weapons, nevertheless occur? Proliferation optimists argue that even if nuclear-armed states fight one another, their wars will not be intense: leaders will prevent such conflicts from escalating to avoid the risk that nuclear weapons might be used. As Waltz writes, “Everyone knows that if force gets out of hand all the parties to a conflict face catastrophe. With conventional weapons, the crystal ball is clouded. With nuclear weapons, it is perfectly clear” (Sagan and Waltz 2003, 114). This reasoning was borne out clearly by the 1999 Kargil War between India and Pakistan—the only war ever to occur between two nuclear states. The episode is instructive because the war entailed far fewer causalities than any of the prior wars between India and Pakistan (see table 1), owing in part to the restraint of the Indian military in expelling Pakistani insurgents from the Kargil region. The Indian military could have reduced its own losses and ended the war more quickly by attacking critical communication and supply lines in Pakistani-controlled Kashmir, yet because crossing into Pakistani territory might have widened the war and risked provoking a Pakistani nuclear threat, Indian leaders instead opted for caution. It is not hard to find other military crises in which the risk of nuclear escalation induced restraint. In March 1969, Chinese forces ambushed Russian troops along the Ussuri River in northwest China, prompting a Soviet counterattack. But one important reason we do not read about the catastrophic Sino- Soviet War of 1969 is that a Soviet threat to launch preventive strikes against Chinese nuclear targets induced Chinese leaders to de-escalate the crisis. Despite having initiated the challenge, China backed down rather than risk letting events get out of hand. The Soviet Union, of course, had itself recently backed down from a crisis it precipitated when Nikita Khrushchev agreed in 1962 to remove Soviet missile bases from Cuba rather than risk a potentially nuclear conflict with the United States. These examples make clear that nuclear weapons cannot prevent all conflicts: indeed, the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Ussuri River crisis, and the Kargil War all came about because one nuclear power was bold enough to challenge another. But in a world without nuclear weapons, these clashes might have escalated to large-scale conventional wars. Instead, in each case the shadow of nuclear weapons helped to cool tempers and contain the crisis: retaliation remained limited, escalatory options were rejected, and eventually the challenger backed down.
Conventional Wars
A. History shows that proliferation stops conventional arms races 

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
A final question asks whether possession of nuclear weapons encourages states to restrain their spending on conventional arms and avoid arms races. Optimists argue that even a few nuclear weapons will provide adequate deterrence and security for new proliferators. As a result, those states will not need to remain as carefully attuned to the balance of forces as they would in a purely conventional world. Moreover, since nuclear weapons negate the offensive advantages of conventional forces, nonnuclear-arms racing among rivals will become both unnecessary and unlikely. Does the evidence bear out this prediction? The charts in figure 2 provide a tentative answer by tracking the proportion of gross domestic product (GDP) that China, Israel, South Africa, India, and Pakistan each devoted to military spending from 1960 to 2000. If the optimistic view is correct, then these states should exhibit general declines in military expenditures following the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Indeed, this prediction is largely vindicated: all five of these states spent a smaller share of their GDP on defense in 2000 than in the year they first acquired nuclear weapons. To be sure, military spending did not immediately decline in all cases. But the acquisition of nuclear weapons appears to be associated with long-run declines in conventional military spending. Indeed, none of these states has exhibited any inclination to participate in the sort of tit-for-tat nuclear arms competition that characterized U.S.–Soviet relations during the Cold War. Even China, the only major power in this group, has remained content for decades with the security provided by its small strategic nuclear force (Lewis 2007).
B. Conventional war are worse- weapons are lethal and frequently used
Waltz 2k [Kenneth, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, vI nl, Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winsprOOf.html.
It is conventional weapons that have proliferated. And conventional weapons are of ever–greater lethality, and, unlike nuclear weapons, are frequently used. We have had nuclear weapons since 1945, and never has a nuclear weapon been fired in anger in a world in which two or more countries had nuclear capabilities. Now that is a good and unparalleled record. Can you think of any other weapon in the history of the world with such a record? In other words, nuclear deterrence has worked. It has worked both for big nuclear powers, like the United States and the Soviet Union, and for small nuclear countries.
AT: Accidents
Leaders know the consequences of a mistake with nuclear weapons, they are not going to let accidents happen
Waltz 2k [Kenneth, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, vI nl, Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winsprOOf.html.
You’ve got to be sure that in an attack, whether with nuclear weapons or conventional weapons, you’re attacking weapons. Now, it’s hard–nuclear weapons are small–to be sure that you’re going to destroy those weapons quickly and completely. With conventional weapons you at least have the illusion of control; that is, you can defend, you can delay, and you can exact a toll from the enemy. The ultimate question is whether you are going to win or lose. If you are fighting with nuclear weapons the issue is survival, not necessarily physically, but as a political entity. Military commanders are well aware of how many things can go wrong: failed intelligence, undetected warheads in an unexpected location. If Pakistan has two dozen nuclear weapons spread around and at least four or five India does not know about, is India going to attack and risk four or five warheads blowing up Indian cities? While the attack might not destroy India, what could be at stake that would be worth that price? It’s a risk to their regime, it’s a risk to rulers, and it’s a risk to the military. You don’t get much enthusiasm out of the military for fighting wars it’s going to lose. 

AT: Near Misses

Near misses don’t count- they don’t mean anything because nothing happened and all of the data is on our side

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
The evidence in the previous section tells against the view that the spread of nuclear weapons engenders instability. Yet proliferation pessimists nonetheless point to a very large body of empirical support for their arguments. Through years of painstaking archival research, scholars such as Bruce G. Blair (1994), Peter D. Feaver (1997), and especially Scott D. Sagan (1993) have amassed an extraordinary collection of “near-catastrophes”—incidents that almost resulted in nuclear accidents or outright nuclear war—that occurred in the United States, China, India, Pakistan, and elsewhere during the Cold War and afterward. Sagan and Josh Weddle, for instance, write of military officers who sought to provoke war with aspiring nuclear rivals, organizational missteps that inadvertently left nuclear forces vulnerable to attack, and blunders that nearly led to accidental nuclear detonations or launches.3 While doubtless worrisome, nuclear near-misses are insufficient to corroborate proliferation pessimism because they provide no information about the risk of actual accidents. Consider the following analogy. Imagine that an insurance company official is assigned to evaluate the accident risk for cars that use a particular brand of tires. After interviewing customers who have used these tires for many years, she writes a report concluding that clients using the tires in the future will suffer a high risk of accidents. She bases her conclusion on reports that customers’ cars sometimes skidded while taking tight turns or when stopping rapidly, although none of the customers in her study ever experienced an actual crash. Would the researcher’s conclusion be a reasonable inference from her data? It would not. The reason is that in the researcher’s sample, experiencing skidding—that is, a “near-accident”—was not in fact associated with a higher likelihood of an actual accident. Cars that skidded had exactly the same likelihood (zero) of being involved in a crash as those that did not skid. Without having studied any actual crashes, the researcher can draw no inferences about the relationship between skidding and accidents. It may seem like common sense to assume that skidding cars have a greater likelihood of crashing, but intuition is no substitute for empirical data. Indeed, just the opposite might be true: perhaps skidding provides such a jolt to drivers that they become more cautious and attuned to road conditions as a result of the skid, thereby making a subsequent crash less likely. So it is with the study of nuclear proliferation. Since none of the close calls in the sample collected by proliferation pessimists led to an actual nuclear detonation, it is inappropriate to infer that close calls raise the likelihood of nuclear accidents.4 The only conclusion supported by such data is that states possessing nuclear weapons have a greater likelihood of near-misses than nonnuclear states. But near-misses, while dramatic and unnerving, are ultimately of little consequence if they never escalate to outright catastrophes. 
AT: Pre-emptive Strikes
There are too many considerations for pre-emptive strikes for them to be executed frequently or irrationally
Waltz 2k [Kenneth, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, vI nl, Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winsprOOf.html.
Proximity also does not mean vulnerability. Every country has enough space to move its weapons around; in order for me to believe that your force is vulnerable and consider a preemptive attack, I have to convince myself that I know exactly how many deliverable nuclear weapons you have. So if I think you have twelve weapons, I’ve got to know you don’t have a couple more. I’ve got to be sure that’s the number. And if I persuade myself that you have twelve and no more, I have to know where they are, and I have to be sure that you do not move them by the time I decide to attack. It’s estimated by Herbert York, former director of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories, that a country making a relatively crude nuclear warhead would be able to make one weighing less than a ton–small enough to place in a van and move around.
AT: Irrational Leaders

Leaders are irrational- they don’t risk their regimes or their country

Waltz 2k [Kenneth, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, vI nl, Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winsprOOf.html.

We have this peculiar notion about the irrationality of rogue states. When he was Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin said these rogue leaders might be undeterrable. Others contend that some states may undertake courses of action even if they know that catastrophe may result. But who would do that? Not Saddam Hussein. Not Kim Il Sung when he was ruler of North Korea. What is a key characteristic of all those rulers? They are survivors, as they struggle to live in a harsh environment–both internally, with the constant danger of assassination, and externally, as they’re surrounded by enemies. And they survive for decades until they are carried out in a box. Are they irrational? Their behavior is ugly and nasty to be sure, but irrational? How could they survive? If they were not deterrable, how would they ever have survived? They don’t run the kind of risks that would put their regime into question. Kim Il Sung wanted to pass his reign onto his son, Kim Jong Il. They obviously love to rule, but they’ve got to have a country. They’re not going to risk the existence of their country.  For example, Saddam Hussein was deterred during the Persian Gulf War. He did not arm the SCUD missiles with lethal warheads and shoot them at Israel. They were nuisance attacks. Why? Because he didn’t want us to pound him more heavily than he was being pounded. The allies, led by the United States, could have substantially destroyed that country without ever using nuclear weapons, and he knew it. Sure he was deterred. So how can we say irrational or undeterrable? But we do say it. 

AT: Nuclear terrorism 

Deterrence can still deter nuclear terrorism by stopping states from giving them the bomb 

Talmadge 7 [Caitlin Talmadge, Spring 2007 “Deterring a Nuclear 9/11”, The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/07spring/docs/07spring_talmadge.pdf
Because terrorists lack return addresses, analysts have dismissed even more firmly the possibility of deterrence by punishment, or the threat to impose un​bearable costs on those who would do the United States harm. This disheart​ening conclusion stems from a failure to appreciate the many steps terrorists must take before committing an actual attack. Many of these steps depend on assistance from people and organizations that may not be as impervious to deterrence by punishment as individual terrorists are. If the United States can l Caitlin Talmadge THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY ■ SPRING 2007 24  broaden the range of actors it seeks to deter and convince these other actors that cooperating with terrorists is not in their interests, it may be able to re​duce the likelihood of a terrorist attack substantially.13 Nowhere is this approach more plausible than in the case of nuclear terror​ism.14 Unlike other forms of terrorism in which terrorists are more or less self-sufficient, it is virtually impossible for terrorists to create their own nuclear material, regardless of which ingredient they use. Producing plutonium requires sophisticated, expensive reactors, as well as reprocessing facili​ties. Enriching uranium to a weapons-grade lev​el can be done through several techniques; all require relatively large buildings and advanced technologies.15 Both paths to nuclear material require a sizable and scientifically knowledge​able labor force, significant industrial resources, and time. Weapons design and delivery pose additional obstacles. States such as Argentina, Iran, Iraq, and Libya have tried to produce nuclear weapons and failed. Aum Shinrikyo, one of the best-funded terrorists groups in history and instigator of the 1995 sarin gas attacks in Tokyo, was also unable to create its own nuclear material and had to attempt to buy it from Russia.16 As such, it is extremely likely that states or substate military organizations would have to be involved in the tacit or overt provision of nuclear material to terrorists. A state could directly and deliberately transfer a weapon or materi​als to terrorists. It could refuse to halt or punish those in the military or sci​entific community who sell material or weapons to terrorists. It could willfully neglect nuclear security or choose not to alert the international community to suspected thefts of material or weapons. It could turn a blind eye to terrorist activities occurring on its territory. In all of these cases, the United States does have a target against which it can direct threats of retaliation: the governments or military and scientific establishments that actively or passively assist aspiring nuclear terrorists. Even if the United States cannot deter individual terrorists, it can create strong incentives for these other actors to block terrorist acquisition of the ingredi​ents required for a nuclear attack. They have addresses, lives, and property that the United States can hold hostage to their wholehearted cooperation. As Paul Davis and Brian Jenkins of RAND have argued, “The United States could announce credibly that … it would punish not only active supporters, but even those states and factions that merely tolerate the terrorists or indi​rectly facilitate their acquisition of [weapons of mass destruction (WMD)]. The purpose would be to so alarm heads of state and heads of substate organi​ It is virtually impossible for terrorists to create their own nuclear material.THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY ■ SPRING 2007 Deterring a Nuclear 9/11 l 25  zations that they would work actively to get rid of elements that might bring destruction down upon them.”17
AT: Small Chance Enough 

There are two problems with their argument-can’t prove that nuclear launch would happen and they ignore that prolif will stop more wars than it will cause 

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
A common response to this criticism holds that even a tiny risk of nuclear catastrophe is sufficient to justify a policy of universal nonproliferation. This is a staggering burden of proof, and it is flawed for two reasons. One reason is that scholars have not actually demonstrated that the risk of nuclear accidents or inadvertent nuclear war in a proliferated world is greater than zero. Of course, the absence of nuclear catastrophe in the past does not assure its absence in the future. But theories ultimately aim to predict real-world outcomes, and despite unearthing a valuable trove of nuclear near-misses, the theory of proliferation pessimism has not succeeded in accomplishing this task. To be sure, existing research has shown that the theory’s predicted causal mechanisms—that is, organizational biases and mishaps—have appeared in organizations that handle nuclear weapons, but these mechanisms, thankfully, have never produced the theory’s predicted outcomes. Safeguards and cooler heads have always prevailed—albeit sometimes at the last minute. Second, the appropriate question is not whether the spread of nuclear weapons would result in any nuclear disasters, but whether a world with proliferation would on balance be more peaceful and more stable than a world without it. In other words, we must ask: will the gains outweigh the costs? Even if one of the terrible events feared by proliferation pessimists does occur at some point in the future (as indeed it may), this outcome will not necessarily imply that the costs of proliferation outweigh the benefits. If the spread of nuclear weapons also would prevent numerous conventional wars, then it may be entirely reasonable to conclude that the net overall benefit justifies a more relaxed nonproliferation policy. In deciding whether nuclear proliferation would be stabilizing or destabilizing for international politics, it is not enough to merely point out that risks exist—one must weigh those risks against potential rewards.
AT: Not Enough Data

There is more than enough data to prove our arguments 

Sechser 9 [Todd S. Sechser, Assistant Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, “The Stabilizing Effects of Nuclear Proliferation”, Controversies in Globalization: Contending Approaches to International Relations, CQ Press, 2009, http://faculty.virginia.edu/tsechser/Sechser-Haas-2009.pdf
A final objection to this critique holds that the nuclear age has not yet provided enough data to test theories of proliferation. In other words, it is simply too early to evaluate the theories’ predictions (see Sagan 1993, 12). This argument is unpersuasive. The nuclear age is now more than sixty years old, and more than a dozen nations have possessed nuclear weapons at one time or another. If we imagine that every operational nuclear warhead in existence provides, say, one “disaster opportunity” per year, then since 1945 there have been nearly two million opportunities for an accidental explosion, preemptive nuclear strike, nuclear terrorist attack, or preventive war against an emerging proliferator. At the very least, the fact that none of these scenarios has yet occurred should suggest that the risk is low enough to warrant a plausible cost benefit case against universal nonproliferation. 
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