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Observation 1 is inherency
Turkey Holds 90 US nuclear Devices which cannot be used anyway

Bell and Loehrke ’09  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey, chm)

Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella. So in effect, U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey are without military value or purpose. That means removing them from the country should be simple, right? Unfortunately, matters of national and international security are never that easy.

This nuclear arsenal is unnecessary
 Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs (Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, chm)
 Since the end of the Cold War, the function of nuclear weapons at NATO has steadily evolved from their use as a military tool into that of a strictly political one, from an element in any conceivable war-fighting scenario into a kind of “dormant deterrence”, to be used essentially as an insurance policy against the dangers of the future. This transition needs to be reflected in NATO’s strategy and force posture. One should remember that nuclear weapons have no role in deterring or defeating the non-state actors, which currently constitute the most urgent threats to NATO member states. Neither a Taliban fighter nor a Somali pirate is likely to be deterred by the nuclear potential of the Alliance.2 Granted, in some highly scripted “battlefield” scenarios of defending NATO countries (for example, that of an emergency strike on a buried and hardened site in enemy territory, e.g. WMD storage), military planners might recommend the use of nuclear weapons as the most efficient means of destroying a target. However, it is unlikely that such a situation would develop where there were no other options available. The political, social and environmental costs of any such nuclear strike, which might be conducted not only in the vicinity of NATO territory, but also close to some of the most important partners of the Alliance, would also probably outweigh its usefulness. In short, every use of nuclear weapons would have a strategic effect, regardless of the type of weapon used, its means of delivery, or the target.

Withdrawing our TNW’s wouldn’t negatively affect deterrence—Their very presence exacerbates conflicts

Perkovich, Vice President for Studies at the Carnegie Endowment, 2009 (George, “Extended Deterrence on the way to a nuclear free world,”, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf, DA: 7-16-10, chm)

An over-arching issue in each region is that of first-use and its relation to deterrence. In each of the regions, the sources of likely threat do not enjoy conventional (or CBW) superiority over the US. First use therefore is realistically germane only to deter nuclear threats. But breaking the taboo against using nuclear weapons could cause a major political and moral backlash that would undermine the strategic position of the U.S., including within allied societies. Using nuclear weapons in retaliation would be much more credible—though the US would still need to consider whether it would be necessary or wise to do so. It also needs to be borne in mind that there was no halcyon day of extended nuclear deterrence. There has always been a tension in it. A question often asked, for example, is: will the U.S. be willing to risk war, including nuclear war against U.S. forces or homeland, in order to defend its allies? Mutual vulnerability (deterrence) can raise such concerns, but there is no way around the uncomfortable reality that mutual vulnerability is a fact of life once a potential adversary has survivable nuclear forces. Equally, there may be a “Fear of Entrapment” where allies worry that the US will get in a fight with another state, and the allies will get caught in the middle. In addition, Americans can worry that an ally might provoke a conflict with another state, or not try hard enough to avoid one, and the US would then be trapped in a no-win position of looking like it is abandoning an ally or joining a fight it considers to be unnecessary. The underlying difficulty is that nuclear weapons are, or are perceived to be, inherently weapons of indiscriminate and disproportionate destruction. They are self-deterring for actors who depend upon public support from their own populations, their allies, and broader international society. In fact, the taboo against using nuclear weapons has become so strong that the only threat against which it is justifiable and therefore credible to use these weapons is one where the survival of the U.S. or an ally is clearly jeopardized. Yet, with the possible exception of North Korea in relation to Japan or South Korea, no state poses a realistic threat to the national survival of U.S. allies in Europe or East Asia. Overestimation of the utility of nuclear weapons is reflected in fears that extended deterrence will be lost if the U.S. (with Russia) reduces its nuclear arsenal to 1,000 weapons. But under what scenario is it conceivable that the U.S. would use 1,000 (or 100) nuclear weapons against countries posing a potential threat? There are also operational tensions in extended deterrence—within NATO, for example, members have varying views on the nuclear option and its visibility. But few are prepared to make their views known publicly. In Japan, unlike in Europe, there has long been insistence that the U.S. not base nuclear weapons there. Yet some Japanese officials also say privately to US officials that Japan wants the extended deterrent to be “visible.” The argument can nevertheless be made that visible deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on the territory of other states might actually exacerbate instability in crises. Such forward deployed weapons could provide incentives (or pressure) for an adversary to strike these weapons early in a conflict to prevent their first use. In today’s world, where the threat is low of the type of action which might warrant a nuclear response, it is unreasonable not to focus on abating underlying security dilemmas and reducing threats rather than concentrating on strengthening nuclear deterrence. For credible deterrence, the focus should be on non-nuclear capabilities. To act otherwise is to miss opportunities to improve security relationships in those regions. Such improvements are desirable in their own right and can help create conditions for progress toward a world without nuclear weapons. 
US has no intentions to remove it’s TNW’s

Pravda 10  (12.2.10.  “USA Has No Plans to Remove 200 A-Bombs from Europe” http://english.pravda.ru/world/europe/12-02-2010/112185-usa_bombs_europe-0, chm) 

The US does not intend to withdraw tactical nuclear weapons located in a number of European countries. The new nuclear doctrine spanning the next decade will most likely not touch upon this issue, reports Inside Defense.   According to the newspaper, the report on the state of nuclear weapons prepared by Obama’s administration will not discuss the issue of American tactical nuclear weapons located in Europe. This is due to the fact that officials are planning to discuss the issue of appropriateness of keeping weapons in NATO channels this year. 

Last week, Russia’s Vice Premier Sergei Ivanov stated at the security conference in Munich that Russia was expecting the US to explain the purpose of locating nuclear weapons in Europe.  Tactical nuclear weapons ( TNW) include land-based missile, anti-submarine and anti-ship missiles, nuclear mines, and air bombs. The number of both Russian and American tactical nuclear weapons is kept secret, since it is not governed by the Strategic Nuclear Weapons agreement.  Meanwhile, 200 American nuclear bombs stored in Europe are considered strategic weapons by Russia taking into account the possible speed of their delivery to the Russian border. US military doctrine does not rule out using weapons with low nuclear yield in battles. According to the report published in November 2009 in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, US still stores “approximately 200 nuclear bombs B-61” at six airbases in five countries. They include Belgium (Limburg), Germany (Rheinland-Palatinate), Italy (Friuli -Venezia Giulia, Lombardy), the Netherlands (Northern Brabant) and Turkey (Incirlik airbase).

PLAN:

 THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD  REDUCE ITS TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS ARSENAL IN TURKEY TO ZERO.

Obersavtion two is solvency 

Removing TNWs removes the primary justification for Iranian proliferation restoring Turkish diplomacy

Kibaroglu 7 - Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University

(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, http://www.mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-Bulletin-USnukesTurkey-NovDev2007.pdf, chm)

To that end, Turkish officials should seriously consider returning the U.S. tactical nuclear weapons that have been deployed in Turkey since the 1960s as part of NATO’s nuclear posture. Turkish officials still believe  these weapons have a deterrent value because the Middle East and the adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable due to the chaos in Iraq and the interminable Palestinian- Israeli conflict. Added to these concerns are the unknowns about Iran’s nuclear capabilities and intentions, as well as Russia’s negative stance regarding the implementation of the Intermediate- Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that nuclear weapons have become inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world  by terrorist organizations. The sui generis conditions of the superpower rivalry during the Cold War period cannot and therefore should not be used as a pretext for keeping the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons or developing new ones. New opportunities exist for taking region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing efforts to establish a nuclearweapon- free zone (NWZ) in the Middle East. Turkey has supported the idea of a regional NWZ since Iran and Egypt first proposed it to the United Nations in 1974. Yet, because Turkey was hosting U.S. nuclear weapons, Turkish officials did not consider becoming part of the zone. In a nod to  geopolitical realities, other countries in the region did not insist on havingTurkey on board either. However, the tide has turned since the early 1990s, and Turkey has become more entrenched in Mideast politics. Dramatic events such as the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union shifted Turkey’s attention rom its northeastern border to its southern border. Turkey started to play a more active role in the Palestinian question, thanks to its Muslim identity and its strategic relations with Israel. And since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, the situation in Iraq has become the number one issue on Turkey’s foreign policy agenda—primarily due to the uncertainty surrounding the future of northern Iraq, where the local Kurdish administration aspires to an independent state. Indeed, many analysts now see Turkey as a full-fledged regional player. Some Iranian security elite even go so far as to characterize Turkey as a “nuclear weapon state” due to the presence of U.S. weapons on its soil. This serves as yet another justification of their ambitions to develop nuclear weapons. Sending back U.S. nuclear weapons will strengthen Turkey’s position visà-vis the aspiring nuclear states in the region and will also improve the prospects of a NWZ in the Middle East. This decision would be perfectly compatible with Turkey’s long-standing efforts to stem proliferation. As a significant regional military power and a NATO member, Turkey will also send a message to Israel, Iran, and the Arab states that nuclear weapons are no longer vital for security considerations. Indeed, U.S. nuclear weapons have not been useful or instrumental in Turkey’s fight against Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) terrorism over the last quartercentury. On the contrary, these weapons have aggravated the animosity of Turkey’s neighbors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, prompting them to increase their support for the PKK. If the family of sovereign nations is lucky enough, it may not be too late to implement a number of sober- minded steps to get rid of existing nuclear weapons, wherever they may be stockpiled or deployed. A Turkish initiative could help lead the way.
Observation Three is Iran

Removing our TNWs is key to curb Iranian proliferation

Van der Zwann 9

(Bob, January 12, Nuclear Weapons In Europe: Time for Disarmament?, Bob van der Zwaan is senior scientist at the Energy research Centre of the Netherlands (ECN, Amsterdam) and Columbia University's Lenfest Center for Sustainable Energy (Earth Institute, New York). He held positions at Harvard University (BCSIA), the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam (IVM), Stanford University (CISAC), and the Institut Français des Relations Internationales (IFRI), and was trained in economics (MPhil, 1997, University of Cambridge, King’s College), physics (PhD, 1995, CERN and University of Nijmegen; MSc, 1991, University of Utrecht), and international relations (Certificate, 1994, IUHEI, University of Geneva). His current research interest covers the fields of energy policy and environmental economics, climate change, technological innovation, and science and world affairs. He is (co-)author of about 90 articles in international scientific journals, among which Climate Policy, Climatic Change, Ecological Economics, Energy, Energy Economics, The Energy Journal, Energy Policy, Environmental Science and Technology, Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, Nuclear Technology, Physics Letters B, Resource and Energy Economics, Science, Solar Energy, Survival and Zeitschrift für Physik C. He published two refereed monographs, contributed chapters to several books, and is co-editor of two peer-reviewed volumes in the field of energy and sustainable development. He is a member of the Council of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, chm)  http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/time_for_disarmament.htm, chm)

‘

The most problematic thinkable nuclear weapons threat to NATO is currently Iran, even while it is still probably years away from the development of a nuclear weapon (in the worst-case scenario that Iran is actually developing such a weapon). While it is unsure whether US nuclear weapons forward deployed in Turkey involve a certain level of deterrence and constitute strategic pressure on Iran (but will most likely not keep the latter from developing its own nuclear bomb if it so desired), their removal from Turkey could have a beneficial effect in the process of negotiating a security guarantee for the Iranian government and a conditional acceptance of its civil nuclear programme in exchange for an agreement on its presumed support for terrorist activity and its alleged attempt to develop a latent nuclear weapons capability

Only Turkey can deter Iran - sanctions and Iranian strikes are the inevitable outcome of Western diplomacy

Coughlin 1 - 11 -2010 Telegraph's Executive Foreign Director and a world-renowned expert on the Middle East and Islamic terrorism

(Con, If Iran continues to defy the West, Barack Obama will be forced to launch military action, http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/ news/concoughlin/100021911/if- iran-continues-to-defy-the- west-barack-obama- will-be- forced-to-launch-military- action, chm)

When U.S General David Petraeus, the head of Centcom, says the American military has drawn up plans to attack Iran’s nuclear programme, it suggests the international crisis over Iran’s refusal to give up its illicit nuclear activities is reaching a critical juncture.As one would expect of a polished political performer such as Gen Petraeus, he was careful to stress that the plans are nothing more than a contingency, in the event that President Barack Obama needs to give serious consideration to attacking Iran.But we should not be fooled by this. Various contigency plans to overthrow Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein were put together from early 2002, we now learn from the Chilcot inquiry into the Iraq war, even though military action wasn’t actually launched until the spring of 2003.Even though Mr Obama’s deadline for Iran to respond to his offer of direct talks to resolve the crisis expired on New Year’s Day, the U.S. and the other European powers tasked with bringing the Iranians to their senses would still like to have one last go at diplomacy, even if it means trying to tighten the sanctions at the U.N. as a means of persuading the hardline regime of Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad that they mean business.But I fear this will fail for two fundamental reasons, the first one being that I can’t see either Russia or China signing up for the kind of “crippling” sanctions that Hillary Clinton, the U.S. Secretary of State,  is demanding. Beijing and Moscow might have signed up to a U.N. -sponsored censure motion against Iran last November, but this was more to punish Iran for building a second enrichment plant at Qom without informing their Russian and Chinese sponsors than a radical change of position. China, in particular, is more interested in Iran’s oil than its nuclear programme, while the Russians have little interest in resolving a security issue that they regard as being a Western priority, rather than a Russian one.Then there is the attitude of the Iranian government itself to the issue, which has showed no sign of softening since Mr Ahmadinejad was elected to serve a second four-year term as president in controversial circumstances last summer. Since then the Iranian leader has repeatedly said that the nuclear issue is non-negotiable, and has pressed ahead with the development programme, going so far as to announce he wants to build an extra 20 uranium enrichment plants. In addition Iran has made impressive progress in developing the missile systems that could deliver nuclear warheads, which hardly suggests that Iran’s nuclear intentions are peaceful.All of which suggests to me that the Iran negotiations are not going to make any significant progress this year, and that, sooner or later, White House will be calling on Gen Petraeus to present his proposals for resolving the issue by force of arms
Nuclear Iran makes Turkish proliferation inevitable - this collapses Turkish diplomacy and makes a US-Iran war inevitable

Sokolski and Clawson 5 - Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center and Deputy Director for Research at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and senior editor of Middle East Quarterly. (Henry and Patrick, Getting Ready for a Nuclear Iran, October, http://www. strategicstudiesinstitute. army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf , chm)
A nuclear-capable or near-nuclear Iran would pose both direct and indirect challenges to Turkish interests. In direct terms, a

functioning Iranian nuclear arsenal, coupled with Iranian short andmedium-range missiles, would pose a much more dramatic and politically salient threat to Turkish security, going well beyond the current rather amorphous sense of WMD threat. An open Iranian nuclear capability would place immediate pressure on Turkey’s slow-moving missile defense plans, and would probably compel Ankara to press for a much more direct NATO (and EU) stance regarding Article V and other commitments in Middle Eastern

contingencies. Exposure to a nuclear arsenal on Turkey’s borders would not be a new phenomenon for Turkey—Turks have lived

with the reality of Soviet and Russian nuclear power for decades — but it would immensely increase the sense of insecurity in an already

security-conscious society. In the absence of a predictable Western security guarantee, Ankara might also consider acquiring deterrent

capabilities of its own, although the prospect for this is complicated and politically risky for Turkey.Given the paucity of proximate flashpoints in Turkish-Iranian relations, the consequences of a nuclear Iran are likely to be felt more

heavily across a range of wider geopolitical interests (i.e., interests beyond the defense of Turkish territory per se). First, a nuclear Iran would acquire new strategic weight in its relations with Ankara, among others. This could greatly complicate Turkish diplomacy over Kurds, energy, and other issues that have been at the center of the bilateral agenda. In a less easily measured way, it might also affect Turkey’s relative regional standing, with implications for relations across the Middle East, the Caucasus, Central Asia, and even the

Balkans.Second, a nuclear Iran would severely complicate Turkey’s security relationships with Washington, Israel, and Europe. A new nuclear threat to Turkish territory, however theoretical, might encourage a convergence of strategic perception among those most affected by this development. In practical terms, however, Ankara will confront a series of new security dilemmas. Turkey’s sense of

regional exposure, and the need to “live” with neighbors, however unpalatable, is already a strong influence on the calculus of defense

cooperation, as seen on numerous occasions since 1990, and as shown quite clearly in 2003. The potential for nuclear retaliation on Turkish territory would revive questions of alliance vulnerability, coupling, decoupling, and “singularization” familiar from the late Cold War.

Given the near-term potential for Western and Israeli intervention in Iran, these would not be theoretical considerations

for Ankara. Indeed, the very existence of a nuclear arsenal in Iran would immediately raise the likelihood of and stakes surrounding intervention—at least until Iran acquired a sufficiently credible nuclear capability to deter a conventional first strike. At which point a very different calculus would emerge, with Turkey playing a role analogous to Germany during the Cold War. Under these

conditions, Turkish strategists would need to consider whether a nuclear confrontation between Iran and the West would likely to be fought over their heads—possible if Iran developed ballistic missiles of intercontinental range—or on Turkish territory. The prospect would surely reopen doctrinal debates about nuclear strategy within NATO, at a time when the Alliance is contemplating a formal role in

security across the “greater Middle East.”
Iran  war causes Extinction

Sokolski 03 (henry, Executive Director,  Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6175, DA: 7-16-10, chm-bfile)
If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran’s acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the npt  or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal — one that heeds North Korea’s demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors — South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington’s security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington’s worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
Observation Four is Middle east stability
Turkish diplomacy key to Middle East stability 

Leverett and Leverett 10 - 29 -09 Director of the New America Foundation's Iran Project, Professor of IR at Penn State AND CEO of Stratega (Flynn and Hillary, Serious Turkish Diplomacy, http://gei.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/what_serious_diplomacy_looks_like_in_turkey_13765, chm)

We spent several days in Turkey last week, where we heard Erdogan describe his country's "zero problems" policy vis-à-vis its neighbors. Regarding the Middle East more specifically, Erdogan's chief foreign policy adviser explained to us that Turkey's approach to the region is based on four principles: Engage all actors; respect the results of all democratic elections (including those in the Palestinian territories in 2006 and Iran in 2009); increase cultural and economic relations among countries in the region; and work with regional and international organizations to maximize possibilities for engagement.  Turkey is, of course, a member of NATO and has long had a positive economic and strategic relationship with Israel. But, working from these four principles, the Erdogan government has in recent years effected major improvements in Turkey's relations with a much wider range of Middle Eastern states, including Iran, Iraq and Syria.  This opening to the broader Middle East has been very strongly in Turkey's interest. Expanding trade and investment links to Iran, Iraq, Syria and other regional states has boosted the growth of Turkey's economy and reinforced its status as an "emerging market" of international significance. Moreover, closer ties to Middle Eastern countries, along with links to Hamas and Hezbollah, have made Ankara an increasingly important player across a wide spectrum of regional issues.  Erdogan wants to position Turkey to act as a mediator between its Muslim neighbors and the West - including the United States, which needs to move beyond nice speeches by Obama and undertake concrete diplomatic initiatives to repair its standing in the Middle East. But if Washington is too shortsighted to see the necessity of realigning its relations with key Middle Eastern actors such as Iran, the Erdogan government's opening to the broader Middle East gives Ankara a wider array of strategic options for pursuing Turkish interests -- the essence of successful diplomacy
Middle east instability causes global nuclear war
Morgan, 07 
(Stephen .,  Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, http://www.yoursdaily.com/different_views/better_another_taliban_afghanistan_than_a_taliban_nuclear_pakistan, DA: 7-16-10, chm-bfile)
However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast. Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.
A2: Da—Prolif

Turn: Withdrawal of tnws prevents allied prolif

Boese 6   (Wade, “Preventing Nuclear Disaster”, http://www.armscontrol.org/events/20060325_Boese_NuclearDisaster, is currently an editorial adviser to the Arms Control Association. He has worked with the Arms Control Association since 1997 and became research director in 2002. As research director he was specifically responsible for monitoring, reporting on, and analyzing missile proliferation, missile defenses, strategic arms control agreements and negotiations, export control regimes, the global arms trade, and conventional arms control agreements. Mr. Boese wrote regularly for Arms Control Today, prepared ACA fact sheets, and maintained contact with the press and public on these issues. His work has been published in The American Prospect Online, Jane's Intelligence Review, Defense News, The New York Times, The Baltimore Sun, The Washington Times, and Georgetown Journal of International Affairs. He also contributed a book chapter to Challenging Conventional Wisdom: Debunking the Myths and Exposing the Risks of Arms Export Reform, chm)

 Tackling Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Today, NATO continues to deploy up to 480 nuclear gravity bombs on the territories of six European countries (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, and the United Kingdom). Russia's tactical nuclear weapons are estimated to total around 3,000, but this figure could be larger. Neither of these Cold War-era leftover arsenals serves any purpose today. Yet, the dangers they pose are very real, particularly in the case of Russia where great uncertainty exists about the location, quantity, and security of these arms. It is in the world's interest to help Russia secure and eliminate these weapons, which are probably most attractive to and vulnerable to terrorist theft. But Russia refuses to engage on this issue, citing the continued deployment of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Hence, NATO's 26 members, particularly the six hosting U.S. arms, should be the focus of an intensive campaign to end the alliance's deployment of nuclear weapons. Returning these relics to the United States would not be detrimental to alliance security, but a boon because it would pave the way to begin the process of accounting for, securing, and eliminating Russia's tactical nuclear weapons. It is imperative that this effort to discontinue NATO's archaic nuclear posture be aimed at European capitals. There is minimal support in the United States for maintaining these weapons in Europe. Indeed, the Pentagon several years ago concluded that they served no military purpose. The weapons remain out of political reasons and this motivation is strongest on the European side of the Atlantic Ocean. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and Nonproliferation Stephen Rademaker have both dismissed the possibility of withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe by contending that no single European country is raising the issue. This needs to change Initiating this debate in NATO could also serve to spark a wider debate in the United States about the utility of nuclear weapons. Some, including members of Congress, are trying to get this conversation started. Representative David Hobson (R-Ohio) stated in February 2005, "I think the time is now for a thoughtful and open debate on the role of nuclear weapons in our country's national security strategy."
No link, plan won’t cause prolif

Kristensen 5

Hans M. Kristensen is an independent nuclear weapons policy analyst who has spent the last 20 years researching nuclear weapons policy and operations. He specializes in using the Freedom of Information Act to obtain declassified documents and is a consultant to the nuclear program at the Natural Resources Defense Council in Washington D.C. Kristensen is the co-author of the bimonthly NRDC Nuclear Notebook in The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists and writes the World Nuclear Forces appendix to the SIPRI Yearbook.( “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe A Review of Post-Cold War Policy, Force Levels, and War Planning”, http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro.pdf, chm)

Another claim is that U.S. nuclear bombs are needed in Europe to dissuade European countries from pursuing nuclear weapons capabilities themselves. But this is also no longer a credible argument. All NATO countries are under the umbrella of long-range U.S. and British nuclear forces, and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe make no clear difference. Moreover, in the case of South Korea and Japan, countries located in areas where tension exists – unlike in Europe – that could potentially result in the use of nuclear weapons, tactical nuclear bombs were completely withdrawn in 1991. Neither the United States nor its two allies in that region argue that it is necessary to forward deploy U.S. tactical nuclear weapons
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Turkish Diplomacy
Turkey cannot work toward non-proliferation when there are American TNW on it’s soil

Richard Weitz, PhD in Polsci from harvard  12 April 2010  ( “THE FUTURE OF NATO'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON TURKISH SOIL”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html, DA: 7-19-10, chm)

One reason why Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu decided to skip this week’s Nuclear Security Summit in Washington is that Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan made clear that he planned to raise the issue of Israel’s covert nuclear weapons program at the meeting. The Israeli government has long refused to confirm its possession of its widely suspected nuclear arsenal. One irony of this development is that Turkey itself is commonly recognized as having dozens of nuclear weapons stored on its territory. The most profitable non-proliferation tool in Turkey’s case would be to assure Turks that they will play an essential role in NATO’s security policies and that their preferences will have a major impact in shaping the alliance’s nuclear policies 

TNW in turkey complicate turkey’s ability to prevent prolif

Richard Weitz, PhD in Polsci from harvard  12 April 2010  ( “THE FUTURE OF NATO'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON TURKISH SOIL”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html, DA: 7-19-10, chm)

Second, according to public opinion polls, a majority of those surveyed in the five countries hosting U.S. TNWs would like to have the weapons removed, but in Turkey, public opposition to the continued deployment of nuclear weapons is the highest of all the host countries. In addition, Turkish legislators have complained that having U.S. TNWs on their soil weakens Turkish diplomatic efforts to oppose nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. At the same time, these high-level security decisions are often made by Turkish leaders even in the face of substantial popular opposition.  The national security establishment of Turkey is traditionally granted considerable discretion in deciding such important policies
Russian Relations?
The presence of TNW in Europe hurt US-Russia Relations

Paul Ingram is a professor of the national school of government and executive director of the British American Security information council and
Claudine Lamond is a Research Intern at British American Security Information Council, January 27, 2009 (“BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 11

Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host state, http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf, DA: 7-19-10, chm)

Yet the sustained presence of US nuclear weapons in Europe is a legacy from an outdated security agenda and

no longer serves a credible purpose within NATO’s nuclear posture. Prolonging nuclear sharing arrangements in

Europe may harm global nuclear stability, provide additional tension with Russia and end up a costly enterprise
for both the United States and host member states.
NPT Cohesion/Anti-proliferation?

TNWs hurt npt cohesion and anti-proliferation efforts

Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs
(Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, DA: 7-19-10 chm)
Many analysts argue that it is time to move from the current low profile of nuclear weapons at

NATO to their complete renunciation by the Alliance. For the critics of “nuclear” NATO, nuclear

weapons as a part of NATO strategy is a legacy of the Cold War. Not only are they unnecessary, the

critics argue, when one takes into account the lack of nuclear-armed enemies and the superior

conventional capabilities of NATO militaries, but they are also detrimental to the cohesion of the NPT

and to the efforts made to discourage other states from crossing the nuclear threshold.

A2 DA: NATO
Removing these TNWs wouldn’t hurt NATO’s deterrence

Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs
(Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, DA: 7-19-10 chm)
The attention in the intra-Alliance discussions has so far been focused on the possibility of

removing US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe and discontinuing the nuclear sharing arrangements. It is important to note that the strategic component of the nuclear deterrent would remain available to the Alliance even if a decision is made to reduce the number of US nuclear weapons in Europe to zero.
Nuclear weapons do not contribute to NATO cohesion

Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs
(Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, DA: 7-19-10 chm)
One cannot expect nuclear weapons to be a sort of magic glue holding the transatlantic alliance

together in difficult times. It would be especially naïve to think that the deployment of US nuclear

weapons in Europe would guarantee the attention and support of the United States during a crisis. As

we have learned recently in the context of the Iraq war, ups and downs in transatlantic relations are not

connected with the state of nuclear sharing. In the context of the current US administration, it seems

that a better investment in NATO’s future on the part of the Europeans might be to strengthen their

presence in Afghanistan rather than to allocate money for the replacement of the dual-capable aircraft

currently in service.

Article 5 and missle defense solves for NATO looking weak 

Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs
(Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, DA: 7-19-10 chm)
The gravest danger of any move to eliminate US nuclear weapons from Europe, from the perspective of Central Europe, would be to create the impression that NATO has gone “soft” where its primary function of defending the territories of the member states is concerned. Therefore, such a move would probably need to be counteracted by a set of decisions giving credible reassurance on the value of Article 5. These should include first and foremost the affirmation of the function of the strategic nuclear forces as the supreme guarantee of security of the Allies. Moreover, practical measures can be agreed upon to strengthen the conventional defence potential of the Alliance. Finally, the role of NATO in creating a Missile Defence architecture covering all the territories of the Allies would need to be reaffirmed, thereby compounding the overall deterrence potential of the organization. On a parallel track, some of the Allies would likely expect the United States to increase its military footprint within the territory of those member states situated along the eastern border of the Alliance, though not necessarily by building major new bases or installations.
Nuclear sharing is not a cornerstone of NATO cohesion 
Paul Ingram is a professor of the national school of government and executive director of the British American Security information council and
Claudine Lamond is a Research Intern at British American Security Information Council, January 27, 2009 (“BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 11

Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host state, http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf, DA: 7-19-10, chm) 
Nuclear burden sharing is far less of a foundation stone for the NATO alliance than it was in the Cold War, and is losing public support. More than 70% of the population in nuclear weapon states and the states involved in nuclear sharing believe nuclear weapons have a negative effect on international security. 32 The removal of US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe may also find support within defense ministries, as it would also diminish the opportunity cost arising from planned modernization of storage facilities and aircraft
A takeout to a turkey cp/ a nb link for a consult NATO cp

A2 CP: Turkey?
America being pushed out of turkey would hurt NATO cohesion

Kulesa, ’09 – Polish Institute of International Affairs
(Lukasz, PISM Strategic Files #7, March, Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and nuclear). A View from Poland. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/2009npc_kulesa.pdf, DA: 7-19-10 chm)
Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly consulting its allies.
American Leadership is key to solve the nuclear issue: Turkey CP wont work 

Henry A. Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state in 1973–77, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, a research collaboration of Stanford and Harvard Universities. His previous academic experience includes professor (halftime) at Stanford from 1988 to 1993, when he was the codirector of the Center for International Security and Arms Control. He also served as a part-time lecturer in the Department of Mathematics at Santa Clara University from 1971 to 1977. Sam Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, George P. Shultz is the Thomas W. and Susan B. Ford Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He was sworn in on July 16, 1982, as the sixtieth U.S. secretary of state and served until January 20, 1989. In January 1989, he rejoined Stanford University as the Jack Steele Parker Professor of International Economics at the Graduate School of Business and as a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution et al. 1-4-2008: This statement is the product of a conference organized by George P. Shultz and Hoover senior fellow Sidney D. Drell at the Hoover Institution to reconsider the vision that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev brought to Reykjavik. In addition to Shultz and Drell, the following participants also endorse the view in this statement: Martin Anderson, Steve Andreasen, Michael Armacost, William Crowe, James Goodby, Thomas Graham Jr., Thomas Henriksen, David Holloway, Max Kampelman, Jack Matlock, John McLaughlin, Don Oberdorfer, Rozanne Ridgway, Henry Rowen, Roald Sagdeev, and Abraham Sofaer, (A World Free of Nuclear Weapons, Ending the threat of nuclear arms, http://www.hoover.org/publications/hoover-digest/article/6109, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
Nuclear weapons today present tremendous dangers but also a historic opportunity. U.S. leadership will be required to take the world to the next stage—to a solid consensus for reversing reliance on nuclear weapons globally as a vital contribution to preventing their proliferation into potentially dangerous hands, and ultimately ending them as a threat to the world
DA to turkey CP/ ADV SoPo
**US Removing TNWs key to US nonproliferation agenda

Jasbir Rakhra Research Officer, 4-10-2010 “The New START: A step forward?” d.a. 7-20-2010 http://www.ipcs.org/article/us-south-asia/the-new-start-a-step-forward-3104.html
The New START does not address the issue of an estimated 200 US tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) in Europe. New START must bring TNWs in Europe to the top of the agenda. Removing US TNWs from Europe would display imaginativeness by the United States to reach its objectives but also provide an impetus to nuclear disarmament and re-energize the nonproliferation agenda. Keeping in view the opposition of the Republicans, the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe might block the ratification of the Treaty but is necessary to ensure the Russian support. According to Obama’s Nuclear Posture Review the fate of TNWs in Europe lies in the hands of the NATO members states. A parallel arrangement between NATO and Russia on nuclear arms reduction can be enforced under the aegis of the NATO-Russia Council (NRC).
**US lack of nonproliferation credibility key to soft power
Deepti Choubey, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf
Forty years after the NPT was opened for signature, states are calling for “rekindling] a sense of common purpose in the international community.”36 Although such calls may be interpreted as a dire indication of the health of the nonproliferation regime, they also reveal that the bar for positive action has been set low. Small steps that may be low-cost for the United States will have disproportionate impact in the short run, but meaningful steps demonstrating a sustained commitment will be required in the long run. Carefully executed, the approach outlined above can yield broader strategic benefits, such as non–nuclear-weapon states placing more pressure on the Russians and Chinese to become more transparent and tempering the talking points of states like Iran, whose rhetoric has had great resonance with other non–nuclear-weapon states in recent years. An official put it best when she remarked, “It shouldn’t be so easy for a non-compliant state to take such close aim at nuclear-weapon states―this points to the health of the regime.”37 Conservatives may cast this situation as another example of the ineffectiveness of the UN process. Or it could also be evidence of the extent to which nuclear-weapon states have failed to live up to their commitments that even problematic states have grounds for pointing fingers. The United States is currently losing the soft power competition.
**We’ll preempt your alt cause arguments- reverse causal evidence that nonproliferation spills over and overwhelms those issues
Deepti Choubey, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf
A final challenge to this strategy comes from the critique that questions how the United States can get others to join its lead, given a perceived decline in U.S. leverage and legitimacy abroad. The nonproliferation regime may be a place where the United States has declined in legitimacy in recent years, but its disproportionate influence, as a nation that can do the most to change the political landscape and reclaim its leadership position, remains intact.

**Soft power vital internal link to hegemony
Nye 04 (Joseph S., Professor of International Relations at Harvard. “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Summer 2004, Political Science Quarterly, Volume 119, Issue 2; page 255, proquest, download date: 9-21-07)
In the global information age, the attractiveness of the United States will be crucial to our ability to achieve the outcomes we want. Rather than having to put together pick-up coalitions of the willing for each new game, we will benefit if we are able to attract others into institutional alliances and eschew weakening those we have already created. NATO, for example, not only aggregates the capabilities of advanced nations, but its interminable committees, procedures, and exercises also allow these nations to train together and quickly become interoperable when a crisis occurs. As for alliances, if the United States is an attractive source of security and reassurance, other countries will set their expectations in directions that are conducive to our interests. Initially, for example, the U.S.-Japan security treaty was not very popular in Japan, but polls show that over the decades, it became more attractive to the Japanese public. Once that happened, Japanese politicians began to build it into their approaches to foreign policy. The United States benefits when it is regarded as a constant and trusted source of attraction so that other countries are not obliged continually to re-examine their options in an atmosphere of uncertain coalitions. In the Japan case, broad acceptance of the United States by the Japanese public "contributed to the maintenance of US hegemony" and "served as political constraints compelling the ruling elites to continue cooperation with the United States."18 Popularity can contribute to stability. Finally, as the RAND Corporation's John Arquila and David Ronfeldt argue, power in an information age will come not only from strong defenses but also from strong sharing. A traditional realpolitik mindset makes it difficult to share with others. But in an information age, such sharing not only enhances the ability of others to cooperate with us but also increases their inclination to do so. As we share intelligence and capabilities with others, we develop common outlooks and approaches that improve our ability to deal with the new challenges. Power flows from that attraction. Dismissing the importance of attraction as merely ephemeral popularity ignores key insights from new theories of leadership as well as the new realities of the information age. We cannot afford that.
**Decline in US hegemony leads to an apolar world of plagues, economic stagnation and nuclear wars

Niall Ferguson is Herzog professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University. “A world without power,” Foreign Policy July 1, 2004

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous--roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it.  For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad.  The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the 
Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there?  For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power.  Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
A2 CA: sanctions solve Iranian Prolif
The UN sanctions have not dissuaded Iran and have angered Turkey

The Times 6-20-10  (James Bone; Hugh Tomlinson, UN tightens Iran sanctions; Tehran vows to continue uranium enrichment Nothing will change, vows Iran, lexis, chm)
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. The resolution also contains language that could trigger non-UN sanctions by major powers, including the European Union, on key "correspondent banking" and insurance services to Iran. It calls on allUNmembers "to prevent the provision of financial services ... if they have information that provides reasonable grounds to believe that such services... could contribute to Iran's proliferation-sensitive nuclear activities." The new package, however, falls short of the "crippling sanctions" threatened last year by Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State. Moscow and Beijing won a series of concessions from the United States as negotiations on the new resolution dragged on for six months after President Obama's year-end deadline for Iran to halt uranium enrichment . As well as dropping a proposal for a ban on new investment in Iran's energy sector, the United States agreed to water down the text to limit the scope of the new sanctions against the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corp and the Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines. Washington removed four Russian firms it had placed on aUS blacklist for helping to arm Iran and Syria, and rewrote the resolution to allow Moscow to go ahead with its much-delayed sale of S300 air defence missiles to Tehran. The Obama Administration also promised to try to exempt Russian and Chinese firms from future congressional sanctions on companies that do business with Iran. Mr Obama insisted, nevertheless, that "this resolution will put in place the toughest sanctions ever faced by the Iranian Government. It sends an unmistakable message about the international community's commitment to stopping the spread of nuclear weapons," he told reporters at the White House. Sir Mark Lyall-Grant, Britain's UN Ambassador, read the council a statement from the foreign ministers of the six powers, also known as the "E3+3", stressing that the resolution keeps the door open for continued engagement between the E3+3 and Iran. "We expect Iran to demonstrate a pragmatic attitude and to respond positively," the six-power statement said. Brazil and Turkey voted against the resolution in a display of annoyance that the big powers had ignored a deal they struck with Iran last month to swap low-enriched uranium for higher-grade nuclear fuel for the Tehran Research Reactor.

Addon: Nabucco

Turkish-Iran relations key to the success of Nabucco - prevents European oil dependence on Russia 
Trend Capital 11 - 4 – 09

Trend Capital is a major Azerbaijani news servicer (Turkey may help Iran join Nabucco, http://en.trend.az/capital/ pengineering/1572257.html, chm)

A gas agreement signed between Turkey and Iran may provide the Nabucco gas pipeline project with additional resources. Turkey's dream to become a European gas supplier is ultimately based on expanding energy cooperation with Iran. Considering the U.S. and EU sanctions on the country due to Tehran's nuclear program, Europe is unlikely to purchase Iranian gas directly. At this stage, it can only be supplied to Europe via re-export through Turkey. Iran, having the second largest gas reserves in the world, is a lure for the EU. However, a major problem in transforming the country into a gas exporter for the European market is the unstable political situation in the country and the nuclear issue. These questions prevent the participation of foreign investors in developing Iran's largest deposits. Nevertheless, an Iran-Turkey energy intergovernmental agreement signed in October could pave the foundation for transporting Iranian gas via the Nabucco pipeline. The agreement involves making Turkish investments in the Iranian gas projects, transporting Iranian gas to Turkey and further to Europe, and supplying Turkmen gas to Turkey via Iran. According to the an at the U.S. Energy Security Analysis company, Andrew Reed, the agreement increases the chances of Iran participating in the Nabucco gas pipeline project, as Turkey through is a participant via the Botas company.

Continued European oil dependence on Russia ensures division of European alliance, causing war and economic decline of russia

Cohen 7 - Senior Research Fellow, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies

(Ariel, Europe's Strategic Dependence on Russian Energy, November 5th, http://www.heritage.org/ Research/Europe/bg2083.cfm, chm)

Russia is consolidating its grip on oil and gas-the economic lifeblood of Europe. Moscow is pursuing a comprehensive strategy that could increase Europe's political and economic dependence on Russian energy. Such dependence could negatively affect transatlantic relations, common values, goals, strategic objectives, and security policies. Without a policy dialogue and coordination between Washington and European capitals, Europe's strategic drift away from the United States will continue unabated. In the meantime, European energy security policy is in disarray. Despite British Prime Minister Tony Blair's call for a common European energy policy in an October 2005 speech to the European Parliament,[1] European countries have rushed to secure their own energy interests in lieu of a more coordinated approach. In the spring and summer of 2007, Austria, Italy, and Hungary negotiated separate deals with the Russian energy giant Gazprom. These deals may undermine the EU's Nabucco project, which aims to bring Caspian gas to the heart of Europe via Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, and into Austria. On paper, the European Union is invested in energy security. At the 2007 spring summit in Brussels, EU members outlined an action plan on energy security for 2007-2009. First, to ensure security of supply, the EU needs to "diversif[y]…energy sources and transport routes, and better systems for responding to crises."[2] Second, the EU should promote international energy policy by "negotiating a new treaty framework for energy co-operation with Russia, and improving relations with energy-rich countries in Central Asia and North Africa." The EU also proclaims that it wants to improve its ability to manage supply crises, to expand the energy grid connecting European countries, and to improve the functioning of the internal energy market.[3] In practice, some European countries depend heavily on energy imports and are highly vulnerable to global energy shocks. The EU is the world's largest importer of oil and gas. It imports 82 percent of its oil and 57 percent of its gas. Imports are projected to rise to 93 percent of its oil and 84 percent of its gas over the next 25 years.[4] With Russia consolidating its control of European and Central Asian energy, and in view of Europe's dependence on the Persian Gulf, Europe desperately needs to cooperate on energy security. Europe and the U.S. should work together to mitigate the adverse effects of Europe's strategic dependence on Russia. In particular, the U.S. should: Work with key European governments to address vulnerabilities that result from overreliance on a single oligopolistic energy supplier-Russia. They should encourage development of EU-wide natural gas reserves, increase the consumption of liquefied natural gas, and expand the nuclear, coal, and renewable energy sectors. Support diversification of energy transportation routes in Eurasia, especially oil and gas pipelines that link Central Asian producers to European markets, bypassing Russia. Continue efforts to bring Russia into full compliance with the Energy Charter to increase predictability and transparency in energy markets. Energy Dependence on Russia Europe is hungry for energy. In 2006, the 25 EU members consumed 1,722.8 million tons of oil equivalent (mtoe). Nearly two-thirds came from hydrocarbons: 706.3 million tons of oil (14.9 million barrels per day) and 420.6 mtoe (476.4 billion cubic meters) of natural gas. The remaining 34.6 percent came from coal, nuclear, and renewable sources.[5] EU energy security already depends heavily on Russia. The EU imports almost half of its natural gas and 30 percent of its oil from Russia.[6] Eastern Europe consumes even higher percentages of Russian gas. Table 1 shows the major European recipients of Russian natural gas exports, ranked from most dependent to least dependent. In 2006, oil imports from Russia and Central Asia reached 5.9 million barrels per day (290.8 million tons). Russia also supplied some 132 billion cubic meters (bcm) of natural gas.[7] Rising demand indicates that Europe's dependence on Russian energy will continue to grow. Russia has the largest proven natural gas reserves (1,688 trillion cubic feet) and the seventh-largest proven oil reserves (60.0 billion to 74.4 billion barrels) in the world,[8] and large areas of eastern Siberia and the Arctic are still unexplored. Total Russian net oil exports reached 7 million barrels per day in 2006.[9] Chart 1 and Chart 2 show the current and projected increased levels of Russian oil and gas exports. Russian Energy Strategy and Tactics Russia's energy strategy seeks to make Europe increasingly dependent on Russian oil and gas. The Kremlin has advanced this strategy through a series of policies. It creates dependency by locking in demand with energy importers, consolidating the supply of oil and gas by signing long-term contracts with Central Asian energy producers, and securing control of strategic energy infrastructure in Europe and Eurasia. This includes extending the Gazprom monopoly and attempting to create an OPEC-style gas cartel.[10] At the August 2007 summit of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the presidents of Kazakhstan and Russia called for establishment of an "Asian energy club" to expand energy ties among the member states, including creation of a unified energy infrastructure to serve as the basis for a common energy market.[11] Locking in Demand. Russia is attempting to lock in demand by signing long-term bilateral and multilateral contracts with European countries. Moscow prefers to deal with the EU member states separately rather than as a group so that Russia can price-discriminate among its customers, charging each country as close to its full paying potential as possible. Gazprom has negotiated long-term supply contracts with most Western European countries, including France, Germany, Italy, and Austria. Russia has contracted for portions of Central and Eastern European demand that are much greater than that of Western Europe. Newer EU members, such as Slovakia, Bulgaria, and the Czech Republic, are almost entirely dependent on Russian gas. These developments have dire implications for European energy security. First, Europe should expect higher prices in the coming decades, especially because its supply is becoming concentrated in Russian hands. Moscow has already demonstrated its willingness to raise oil and gas prices and to use energy as a foreign policy tool, as recent incidents in the Baltic States, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia have clearly shown. Second, Europe should expect increasing disruptions of its energy supply. The long and intense cold wave in 2006 increased Russian demand for gas and strained Gazprom's delivery capability.[52] Another cold wave could knock refineries and pipelines off-line. Such disruptions would impose economic costs and could cost lives. In the future, because of insufficient production, Russia may be unable to satisfy Europe's growing demand for gas. Output from Gazprom's three giant fields in West Siberia, which account for three-quarters of its production, is declining by 6 percent to 7 percent per year, and the output from a gas field brought on-line in 2001 has already peaked.[53] Gazprom has decided to develop a field on the Yamal peninsula, but it will take years for that field to start producing. Gazprom has been reluctant to invest in new fields. Many hopes are connected to exploration of the Shtokman gas field, which is over 550 kilometers offshore in the Barents Sea and under 300 meters of water.[54] After many delays, Gazprom reconsidered its decision to "go it alone" and on July 13, 2007, signed a framework agreement with France's Total for the first phase of Shtokman development. However, under the agreement, Gazprom retains full ownership rights to the gas through its subsidiary Sevmorneftegaz.[55] Gazprom's choice of a partner was politically motivated, and it took a phone conversation between French President Nicolas Sarkozy and Russian President Putin to clinch the deal. Total is cash rich but has no experience working in Arctic conditions.[56] The chances that this joint venture will succeed are unclear. In late October 2007, recognizing that it cannot launch Shtokman even with Total, Gazprom sold another 24 percent of the project to StatoilHydro, a Norwegian state-controlled company, which reportedly will pay $800 million for its stake.[57] Meanwhile, Russia's own demand for gas is growing by over 2 percent per year. Comparing Russia's uncertain supply with Europe's growing demand, a senior European Commission official estimated that the EU's annual energy needs will increase by 200 million metric tons of gas by 2020, while Russia envisions expanding its gas exports by just 50 million metric tons.[58] In this scenario, even Russia may be unable to meet European demand.[59]

A2 DA: Obama Good
Plan is a win—No risk of political backlash

Kitfield 8 - James

(11-18, National Journal, “Obama will have opening on arms initiative, expert says”, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20081118_9029.php, DA: 7-19-10. Chm)
NJ: Do you agree with experts who argue that Obama could build positive momentum by taking U.S. nuclear weapons off of "hair trigger" alert, making an accidental launch less likely? Cirincione: Yes. I think there is a high probability that early on an Obama administration will move to reduce the number of our nuclear weapons deployed overseas, and to take them off of hair-trigger alert status. The question is whether the United States should do that as part of broader arms control talks with the Russians, or whether it should do it unilaterally with the understanding that the Russians would follow suit. That's the way that George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev reduced deployed nuclear arsenals in 1991. Either way, Barack Obama has been very clear almost from the beginning of his campaign that taking nuclear weapons off of hair-trigger alert was near the top of his list of things to do in this area. The others are deep reductions in nuclear arsenals, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and signing a treaty limiting fissile material. NJ: And you don't think such an ambitious arms control agenda risks significant political blowback? Cirincione: Barack Obama can make real transformational changes that will represent a net plus for the United States both internationally and domestically, changes that actually save money and make the country more secure. So I think you would see the opposite of blowback.
Moderates like the plan

Kitfield 8 - James

(11-18, National Journal, “Obama will have opening on arms initiative, expert says”, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20081118_9029.php, DA: 7-19-10. Chm)
NJ: You say there is a broad consensus, but aren't there still strong opponents in Congress for ratifying the CTBT and reducing our nuclear arsenal dramatically? Cirincione: There is a core of between 20 to 25 percent of congressional Republicans on the very right who will go nuts over anything [Barack] Obama does to address our nuclear posture. The good news is there is somewhere between 75 to 80 percent of those in Congress who will support each of the steps I just outlined, including a significant number of more moderate Republicans. Remember, as a presidential candidate Senator John McCain also supported many of these same steps
Plan builds PC 
Singer 3-9-9
(Jonathan, By Expending Capital, Obama Grows his Capital, http://mydd.com/2009/3/3/by-expending-capital-obama-grows-his-capital, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq
Chuck win: this card lists 21 cites
CA: Nuclear Brink
The world is moving towards the brink of a dangerous nuclear era—every step back counts

Henry A. Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state in 1973–77, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, a research collaboration of Stanford and Harvard Universities. His previous academic experience includes professor (halftime) at Stanford from 1988 to 1993, when he was the codirector of the Center for International Security and Arms Control. He also served as a part-time lecturer in the Department of Mathematics at Santa Clara University from 1971 to 1977. Sam Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, George P. Shultz is the Thomas W. and Susan B. Ford Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He was sworn in on July 16, 1982, as the sixtieth U.S. secretary of state and served until January 20, 1989. In January 1989, he rejoined Stanford University as the Jack Steele Parker Professor of International Economics at the Graduate School of Business and as a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution et al. 1-4-2008: This statement is the product of a conference organized by George P. Shultz and Hoover senior fellow Sidney D. Drell at the Hoover Institution to reconsider the vision that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev brought to Reykjavik. In addition to Shultz and Drell, the following participants also endorse the view in this statement: Martin Anderson, Steve Andreasen, Michael Armacost, William Crowe, James Goodby, Thomas Graham Jr., Thomas Henriksen, David Holloway, Max Kampelman, Jack Matlock, John McLaughlin, Don Oberdorfer, Rozanne Ridgway, Henry Rowen, Roald Sagdeev, and Abraham Sofaer, (A World Free of Nuclear Weapons, Ending the threat of nuclear arms, http://www.hoover.org/publications/hoover-digest/article/6109, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
Nuclear weapons were essential to maintaining international security during the Cold War because they were a means of deterrence. The end of the Cold War made the doctrine of mutual Soviet-American deterrence obsolete. Deterrence continues to be a relevant consideration for many states with regard to threats from other states. But reliance on nuclear weapons for this purpose is becoming increasingly hazardous and decreasingly effective.

North Korea’s recent nuclear test and Iran’s refusal to stop its program to enrich uranium—potentially to weapons grade—highlight the fact that the world is now on the precipice of a new and dangerous nuclear era. Most alarming, the likelihood that nonstate terrorists will get their hands on nuclear weaponry is increasing. In today’s war waged on world order by terrorists, nuclear weapons are the ultimate means of mass devastation. And nonstate terrorist groups with nuclear weapons are conceptually outside the bounds of a deterrent strategy and present difficult new security challenges

CA: Nuclear Deterrence doesn’t work
Nuclear deterrence doesn’t work, action is needed to avoid nuclear disaster

Henry A. Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state in 1973–77, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, a research collaboration of Stanford and Harvard Universities. His previous academic experience includes professor (halftime) at Stanford from 1988 to 1993, when he was the codirector of the Center for International Security and Arms Control. He also served as a part-time lecturer in the Department of Mathematics at Santa Clara University from 1971 to 1977. Sam Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, George P. Shultz is the Thomas W. and Susan B. Ford Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He was sworn in on July 16, 1982, as the sixtieth U.S. secretary of state and served until January 20, 1989. In January 1989, he rejoined Stanford University as the Jack Steele Parker Professor of International Economics at the Graduate School of Business and as a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution et al. 1-4-2008: This statement is the product of a conference organized by George P. Shultz and Hoover senior fellow Sidney D. Drell at the Hoover Institution to reconsider the vision that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev brought to Reykjavik. In addition to Shultz and Drell, the following participants also endorse the view in this statement: Martin Anderson, Steve Andreasen, Michael Armacost, William Crowe, James Goodby, Thomas Graham Jr., Thomas Henriksen, David Holloway, Max Kampelman, Jack Matlock, John McLaughlin, Don Oberdorfer, Rozanne Ridgway, Henry Rowen, Roald Sagdeev, and Abraham Sofaer, (A World Free of Nuclear Weapons, Ending the threat of nuclear arms, http://www.hoover.org/publications/hoover-digest/article/6109, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
Deterrence continues to be a relevant consideration for many states with regard to threats from other states. But reliance on nuclear weapons for this purpose is becoming increasingly hazardous and decreasingly effective. 

Apart from the terrorist threat, unless urgent new actions are taken, the United States soon will be compelled to enter a new nuclear era that will be more precarious, psychologically disorienting, and economically costly than Cold War deterrence. It is far from certain that we can successfully replicate the old Soviet-American “mutually assured destruction” with an increasing number of potential nuclear enemies worldwide without dramatically increasing the risk that nuclear weapons will be used. New nuclear states do not have the benefit of years of step-by-step safeguards put in effect during the Cold War to prevent nuclear accidents, misjudgments, or unauthorized launches. The United States and the Soviet Union learned from mistakes that were less than fatal. Both countries were diligent to ensure that no nuclear weapon was used during the Cold War by design or by accident. Will new nuclear nations and the world be as fortunate in the next 50 years as we were during the Cold War?

CA: Nuclear war causes extinction
Nuclear War causes extinction 
Henry A. Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state in 1973–77, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, a research collaboration of Stanford and Harvard Universities. His previous academic experience includes professor (halftime) at Stanford from 1988 to 1993, when he was the codirector of the Center for International Security and Arms Control. He also served as a part-time lecturer in the Department of Mathematics at Santa Clara University from 1971 to 1977. Sam Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, George P. Shultz is the Thomas W. and Susan B. Ford Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He was sworn in on July 16, 1982, as the sixtieth U.S. secretary of state and served until January 20, 1989. In January 1989, he rejoined Stanford University as the Jack Steele Parker Professor of International Economics at the Graduate School of Business and as a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution et al. 1-4-2008: This statement is the product of a conference organized by George P. Shultz and Hoover senior fellow Sidney D. Drell at the Hoover Institution to reconsider the vision that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev brought to Reykjavik. In addition to Shultz and Drell, the following participants also endorse the view in this statement: Martin Anderson, Steve Andreasen, Michael Armacost, William Crowe, James Goodby, Thomas Graham Jr., Thomas Henriksen, David Holloway, Max Kampelman, Jack Matlock, John McLaughlin, Don Oberdorfer, Rozanne Ridgway, Henry Rowen, Roald Sagdeev, and Abraham Sofaer, (A World Free of Nuclear Weapons, Ending the threat of nuclear arms, http://www.hoover.org/publications/hoover-digest/article/6109, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
Rajiv Gandhi, addressing the U.N. General Assembly on June 9, 1988, appealed: “Nuclear war will not mean the death of a hundred million people. Or even a thousand million. It will mean the extinction of four thousand million: the end of life as we know it on our planet earth. We come to the United Nations to seek your support. We seek your support to put a stop to this madness.”
CA: First step toward nuke free world
Removal of forward deployed nuclear weapons is one of the first steps to a nuclear free world

Henry A. Kissinger, chairman of Kissinger Associates, was secretary of state in 1973–77, William J. Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, is the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering and the Institute for International Studies, where he is codirector of the Preventive Defense Project, a research collaboration of Stanford and Harvard Universities. His previous academic experience includes professor (halftime) at Stanford from 1988 to 1993, when he was the codirector of the Center for International Security and Arms Control. He also served as a part-time lecturer in the Department of Mathematics at Santa Clara University from 1971 to 1977. Sam Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, George P. Shultz is the Thomas W. and Susan B. Ford Distinguished Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He was sworn in on July 16, 1982, as the sixtieth U.S. secretary of state and served until January 20, 1989. In January 1989, he rejoined Stanford University as the Jack Steele Parker Professor of International Economics at the Graduate School of Business and as a distinguished fellow at the Hoover Institution et al. 1-4-2008: This statement is the product of a conference organized by George P. Shultz and Hoover senior fellow Sidney D. Drell at the Hoover Institution to reconsider the vision that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev brought to Reykjavik. In addition to Shultz and Drell, the following participants also endorse the view in this statement: Martin Anderson, Steve Andreasen, Michael Armacost, William Crowe, James Goodby, Thomas Graham Jr., Thomas Henriksen, David Holloway, Max Kampelman, Jack Matlock, John McLaughlin, Don Oberdorfer, Rozanne Ridgway, Henry Rowen, Roald Sagdeev, and Abraham Sofaer, (A World Free of Nuclear Weapons, Ending the threat of nuclear arms, http://www.hoover.org/publications/hoover-digest/article/6109, DA: 7-19-10, chm)
The program on which agreements should be sought would constitute a series of agreed-on and urgent steps that would lay the groundwork for a world free of the nuclear threat. Such steps would include:

•Changing the Cold War posture of deployed nuclear weapons to increase warning time and thereby reduce the danger of an accidental or unauthorized use of a nuclear weapon.

•Continuing to reduce substantially the size of nuclear forces in all states that possess them.

•Eliminating short-range nuclear weapons designed to be forward-deployed.

•Initiating a bipartisan process with the Senate, including understandings to increase confidence and provide for periodic review, to achieve ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, taking advantage of recent technical advances and working to secure ratification by other key states.

•Providing the highest possible standards of security for all stocks of weapons, weapons-usable plutonium, and highly enriched uranium everywhere in the world.

•Getting control of the uranium enrichment process, combined with the guarantee that uranium for nuclear power reactors could be obtained at a reasonable price, first from the Nuclear Suppliers Group and then from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) or other controlled international reserves. It will also be necessary to deal with proliferation issues presented by spent fuel from reactors producing electricity.

•Halting the production of fissile material for weapons globally, phasing out the use of highly enriched uranium in civil commerce, and removing weapons-usable uranium from research facilities around the world and rendering the materials safe.

•Redoubling our efforts to resolve regional confrontations and conflicts that give rise to new nuclear powers. Achieving the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons will also require effective measures to impede or counter any nuclear-related conduct that is potentially threatening to the security of any state or peoples.

Reassertion of the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons and practical measures toward achieving that goal would be, and would be perceived as, a bold initiative consistent with America’s moral heritage. The effort could have a profoundly positive impact on the security of future generations. Without the bold vision, the actions will not be perceived as fair or urgent. Without the actions, the vision will not be perceived as realistic or possible
A2 CA: Alt causes to middle east instability—PKK

A. their Vela evidence says nothing about middle east instability

B. Extend our 1ac leveret and leveret 09 card that says that even if the pkk caused instabilility, turkey would check it.. 

A2 CA: Turkish Prolif

No Turkish prolif without nuclear Iran – they support withdrawal of TNW’s and believe that conventional forces will suffice for deterrence

Jeffrey Lewis (Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation) Tuesday December 8, 2009 Official: Ankara Doesn't Need NATO Nukes http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/2561/official-ankara-would-not-insist-on-nato-nukes, chm) 

I attended an interesting meeting today that Flynt Leverett hosted with two high-powered Turkish officials from the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP) — Ibrahim Kalin, chief foreign policy adviser to the Prime Minister, and a Suat Kiniklioglu, a Turkish MP who serves as deputy chairman of foreign affairs for the party. It was a very interesting meeting with two very sharp guys. And it was, with a few exceptions, on the record. The most interesting part, to me, concerned the role of nuclear weapons in Turkish security. Kalin reiterated that “Turkey wants a nuclear-free Middle East, and this applies to Iran as well as other countries suspected of having nuclear bombs.” This is a very sensible position, but — since the two powers in “the region” that have nuclear weapons are Israel and NATO — it also provided an opening to ask about where Ankara was on those U.S. nuclear weapons believed to be stationed at Incirlik Airbase in Turkey. (For a nice background on the current debate, see: Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke, The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey, November 23, 2009.) I asked about the few hundred nuclear weapons that the United States forward-deploys in five NATO member-states. (I carefully avoided specifying Turkey as one of the five.) I noted that US Air Forces-Europe (USAFE) would love to bring those weapons home, but that in Washington the conventional wisdom is that they must remain forward-deployed to assure Turkey.  So, I asked, does Ankara’s commitment to a nuclear weapon-free Middle East mean that the Turkish Government would support withdrawal of the weapons now or possible under some future agreement? Kalin answered the question. He began, as he should, with all the standard things: That it was up to the United States, that this is a conversation that should occur within NATO, Turkey’s commitment to a nuclear-weapon free region was a serious proposal, etc. Then he said something remarkable: As for his own personal opinion, Kalin said, Turkey “would not insist” that NATO retain forward-deployed nuclear weapons. Conventional forces are sufficient, he added, to meet Turkish security needs. Kiniklioglu didn’t flinch. That’s pretty remarkable. Normally, when asked about forward-deployed nuclear weapons, a foreign officials will assess the condition of his shoeshine and then mumble something into his tie. A little data point for the next time someone asserts that we can’t withdraw tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, lest the Turks build nuclear weapons
Turkey would only proliferate if their relations with the us are bad—Obama solves

Bell and Loehrke ’09  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey, chm)
A prescription for withdrawal. Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns.

The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there
And—allowing turkey to  deter iran solves

Bell and Loehrke ’09  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey, chm)
More largely, if the United States and European Union task Turkey with a bigger role in the diplomatic back-and-forth with Iran, it would help convince Ankara (and others) of Turkey's value to NATO and have the additional benefit of pulling Ankara into a closer relationship with Washington and Brussels. As a result, Turkey would obtain a stronger footing in alliance politics, contain its chief security concerns, and foster the necessary conditions for the removal of tactical U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkish soil.
A2 da: prolif

Turn: Withdrawal of tnws prevents allied prolif

Boese 6   (Wade, “Preventing Nuclear Disaster”, http://www.armscontrol.org/events/20060325_Boese_NuclearDisaster, is currently an editorial adviser to the Arms Control Association. He has worked with the Arms Control Association since 1997 and became research director in 2002. As research director he was specifically responsible for monitoring, reporting on, and analyzing missile proliferation, missile defenses, strategic arms control agreements and negotiations, export control regimes, the global arms trade, and conventional arms control agreements. Mr. Boese wrote regularly for Arms Control Today, prepared ACA fact sheets, and maintained contact with the press and public on these issues. His work has been published in The American Prospect Online, Jane's Intelligence Review, Defense News, The New York Times, The Baltimore Sun, The Washington Times, and Georgetown Journal of International Affairs. He also contributed a book chapter to Challenging Conventional Wisdom: Debunking the Myths and Exposing the Risks of Arms Export Reform, chm)

 Tackling Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Today, NATO continues to deploy up to 480 nuclear gravity bombs on the territories of six European countries (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, and the United Kingdom). Russia's tactical nuclear weapons are estimated to total around 3,000, but this figure could be larger. Neither of these Cold War-era leftover arsenals serves any purpose today. Yet, the dangers they pose are very real, particularly in the case of Russia where great uncertainty exists about the location, quantity, and security of these arms. It is in the world's interest to help Russia secure and eliminate these weapons, which are probably most attractive to and vulnerable to terrorist theft. But Russia refuses to engage on this issue, citing the continued deployment of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Hence, NATO's 26 members, particularly the six hosting U.S. arms, should be the focus of an intensive campaign to end the alliance's deployment of nuclear weapons. Returning these relics to the United States would not be detrimental to alliance security, but a boon because it would pave the way to begin the process of accounting for, securing, and eliminating Russia's tactical nuclear weapons. It is imperative that this effort to discontinue NATO's archaic nuclear posture be aimed at European capitals. There is minimal support in the United States for maintaining these weapons in Europe. Indeed, the Pentagon several years ago concluded that they served no military purpose. The weapons remain out of political reasons and this motivation is strongest on the European side of the Atlantic Ocean. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and Nonproliferation Stephen Rademaker have both dismissed the possibility of withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe by contending that no single European country is raising the issue. This needs to change Initiating this debate in NATO could also serve to spark a wider debate in the United States about the utility of nuclear weapons. Some, including members of Congress, are trying to get this conversation started. Representative David Hobson (R-Ohio) stated in February 2005, "I think the time is now for a thoughtful and open debate on the role of nuclear weapons in our country's national security strategy."
No link, plan won’t cause prolif

Kristensen 5

Hans M. Kristensen is an independent nuclear weapons policy analyst who has spent the last 20 years researching nuclear weapons policy and operations. He specializes in using the Freedom of Information Act to obtain declassified documents and is a consultant to the nuclear program at the Natural Resources Defense Council in Washington D.C. Kristensen is the co-author of the bimonthly NRDC Nuclear Notebook in The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists and writes the World Nuclear Forces appendix to the SIPRI Yearbook.( “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe A Review of Post-Cold War Policy, Force Levels, and War Planning”, http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro.pdf, chm)

Another claim is that U.S. nuclear bombs are needed in Europe to dissuade European countries from pursuing nuclear weapons capabilities themselves. But this is also no longer a credible argument. All NATO countries are under the umbrella of long-range U.S. and British nuclear forces, and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe make no clear difference. Moreover, in the case of South Korea and Japan, countries located in areas where tension exists – unlike in Europe – that could potentially result in the use of nuclear weapons, tactical nuclear bombs were completely withdrawn in 1991. Neither the United States nor its two allies in that region argue that it is necessary to forward deploy U.S. tactical nuclear weapons

TNW have nothing to do with the NATO or trans atlantic alliance cohesion
Polser 4 - Air Force Major, Master's in National Security Affairs from the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School (Brian, Theater Nuclear Weapons in Europe, http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA427697&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, chm)

Proponents of basing U.S. TNWs in Europe argue that the policy must be continued in order to maintain the transatlantic link between the United States and Europe. NATO’s Strategic Concepts, as well as subsequent NPG communiqués, repeatedly state that “Nuclear forces based in Europe and committed to NATO provide an essential political and military link between the European and the North American members of the Alliance.”116 As earlier chapters demonstrate, this rationale emerged during the Cold War and remains an integral aspect of NATO nuclear strategy today. However, other analysts doubt that TNWs deployed in Europe are responsible for maintaining the  56 transatlantic link, claiming that economic and political ties bind the United States and Europe. Moreover, the fact that new Alliance members receive the benefits of nuclear protection by joining NATO and participating in the Nuclear Planning Group demonstrates that allowing TNWs on a particular country’s soil is not a requirement a priori for extended deterrence. Finally, U.S. conventional forces based in Europe symbolize American commitment to European security and link the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent to the protection of Europe. This discussion demonstrates the irrelevance of TNWs based in Europe vis-à-vis the transatlantic link. 1. Economic and Political Ties that Bind  The United States has a vested interest in European security—this is nothing new. The post-war reconstruction of Europe began in 1948 with the Marshall Plan, focusing on economic and political stability and prosperity as a precursor for security. In the great ideological struggle between East and West, the United States and Europe were inextricably tied by their shared beliefs in liberal democracy and capitalism. These beliefs were codified in the articles of the North Atlantic Treaty, along with the promise of collective defense found in Article Five. As the strategic environment developed, European civilization itself depended on the United States as the ultimate guarantor of security. Under the situation of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD), the survival of Europe hinged on linking European security to the U.S. strategic nuclear response. U.S. theater nuclear weapons based in Europe provided this transatlantic link. 

The old logic dictating that the transatlantic link must be maintained through U.S. TNWs stationed in Europe is exactly that—old logic. Europe is no longer threatened by a massive Soviet invasion and the potential destruction of the continent by full-scale nuclear war. Europe today faces threats to its economic and political stability and prosperity posed by WMD proliferation and terrorism. Casualties from such an attack would be severe, to be sure, but would fall far short of annihilation of both European and American civilization. The transatlantic link exists today not because of the approximately 150 U.S. gravity   57 As General Clark points out, bombs remaining in Europe117, but rather due to the fifty-plus years of economic and political interaction between Europe and the United States. According to former Supreme Allied Commander Europe General Wesley Clark, Europe and the United States remain linked by an “enormous degree of economic interdependence” which is complemented and reinforced “by political, cultural, and diplomatic ties of long standing.”118 The figures speak volumes. U.S. trade with Europe, amounting to over $250 billion annually, produces over three million domestic jobs. U.S. companies employ three million people in Europe. One in 12 factory workers in the United States is employed by a European Union (EU) firm operating in this country, of which there are some 4,000. Half of the world’s goods are produced by the United States and the EU. Ninety percent of humanitarian aid dispensed throughout the world comes from the United States and the EU. Companies from the EU form the largest investment block in 41 US states. Fifty-six percent of US foreign investment occurs in Europe. Europe buys 30 percent of U.S. exports. We should note too the large oil and gas reserves in the North Sea and particularly in the Caspian basin that provide a strategic hedge against disruption of supplies from the Middle East.119 This vast level of economic interdependence is supplemented by deep political integration as well. As William Wallace asserts, “transatlantic relations are embedded in a dense network of multilateral links, including annual meetings of the Group of Eight major industrialized nations, semiannual consultations among top officials, and shared membership in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).”120 At the highest levels of state, the bond between the United States and Europe reaches beyond the military dimension.  58 At the 2002 NATO Summit in Prague, President Bush articulated the point:  We are committed to work toward world peace, and we're committed to a close and permanent partnership with the nations of Europe. The Atlantic Alliance is America's most important global relationship. We're tied to Europe by history; we are tied to Europe by the wars of liberty we have fought and won together. We're joined by broad ties of trade. And America is bound to Europe by the deepest convictions of our common culture -- our belief in the dignity of every life, and our belief in the power of conscience to move history.121 This vision of the transatlantic relationship suggests an extensive confluence of interests today which render the symbolic basing of a few hundred TNWs in Europe irrelevant.

ADV Russia
Russia will reciprocate withdrawal- and even if they don’t the plan’s signal still spills over for transparency
cooperation solving security risks

Polser 4 - Air Force Major, Master's in National Security Affairs from the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School (Brian, Theater Nuclear Weapons in Europe, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA427697&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, chm)

U.S. theater nuclear weapons in Europe have also long been a source of friction in the NATO-Russia security relationship, and they continue to pose difficulties today. Both NATO and Russian officials tout partnership and cooperation as the foundation of their post-Cold War security relationship, yet the continued deployment of U.S. theater nuclear weapons in Europe serves as a roadblock to cooperation. Given the state of its conventional forces, Russia values the deterrent effect of its TNW arsenal much the same as NATO did during the Cold War. NATO enlargement only accentuates such Russian insecurities. By emphasizing the utility of these weapons, and maintaining a strategy of forward basing them in Europe, NATO perpetuates an immediate deterrence situation where one does not exist. Removing these weapons could be a first step toward persuading Russia that its TNWs are equally irrelevant and create the possibility for genuine arms control for theater nuclear weapons. Opening the door to cooperation with Russia by removing U.S. theater nuclear weapons from Europe could have spillover effects in the area of nonproliferation as well, in the form of increased transparency and improved security of the Russian TNW arsenal. With respect to the NATO-Russian security relationship, maintaining the deployment of U.S. TNWs in Europe is a counterproductive strategy.

Spills over to non-proliferation and complete withdraw

 Duarte, 09 High representative for disarmament affairs, UN (December 15 2009, , http://www.un.org/disarmament/HomePage/HR/docs/2009/2009Dec15AbuDhabiNPT.pdf, chm)

In contrast, the deliberations within the various sessions of the NPT Preparatory Committees and Review Conferences have for decades stressed the need for balance in the efforts to pursue the treaty’s three great goals. States parties have wisely recognized how concrete steps forward in disarmament can have spill-over effects that benefit prospects for achieving non-proliferation and ensuring peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Both in numerous UN General Assembly resolutions and in the Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference, the world community has identified certain specific standards that disarmament agreements should satisfy. These standards are not at all what one would regard as “preconditions” for disarmament, but are better viewed as criteria that can enhance confidence that disarmament is in fact occurring, and is being undertaken responsibly.

**Removing TNWs key to Russia relations

Beach, 2009 [Hugh, The end of Nuclear Sharing, US Nuclear Weapons in Europe, December, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a918528756&fulltext=713240928]

It seems that the continued presence of American TNW in Europe and Turkey is due more to institutional paralysis than to logic: the desire to demonstrate America's continued commitment to European security and some vague concept of risk and burden sharing among NATO Allies. To repeat, according to the current NATO Strategic Concept, 'Nuclear forces based in Europe and committed to NATO provide an essential political and military link between the European and the North American members of the Alliance'. It would be more rational to argue that Europe and the US share a common interest in reducing the thousands of tactical nuclear warheads in Europe left over from the Cold War, nearly all of which are Russian. As long ago as 1997 in Helsinki, Russia and the US mooted further measures to reduce tactical nuclear systems, but nothing has come of it. Nor does it seem that they are to be included in the current negotiations to create a successor treaty to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). If the five non-nuclear members of NATO who currently participate in the tactical nuclear role were ready to give this up it could open the way to repatriating all the remaining American TNW. This would meet Russia's longstanding wish to rid European territory of nuclear weapons within range of its territory. It could thus act as an important confidence building measure, as part of 'resetting' relations between the US and Russia and give substance to the recognition of Russia as a strategic partner rather than adversary.

**Removal key to Russian recip and relations

Kristensen Director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists ’05 (Hans, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” Natural Resources Defense Council, 2005)

U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe undercut efforts to reduce global nuclear threat  Not only are U.S. and European rationales for forward-deploying U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe thin, but the presence of the weapons in Europe could affect the delicate relationship with other nuclear powers. Stationing U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe undercuts efforts to improve relations with Russia and gives the Russian military an excuse to maintain its own non-strategic nuclear weapons. Equally troublesome is the fact that NATO has earmarked nearly a third of the forward deployed weapons in Europe for use by the air forces of non-nuclear NATO countries, a violation of Non-Proliferation Treaty’s (NPT) main objective. Some claim that there is no NPT violation because the weapons remain under U.S. custody until the U.S. president authorizes their use for war, at which time the treaty would no longer be in effect. But all preparation for the use of the weapons takes place now in peacetime. Equipping nonnuclear countries with the means to conduct preparations for nuclear warfare expresses a double standard that conflicts with U.S. and European nuclear nonproliferation objectives to persuade countries such as Iran and North Korea from developing nuclear weapons.  What should be done about U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe?  To end Cold War nuclear planning in Europe, the United States should immediately withdraw the remaining nuclear weapons from Europe. Doing so would complete the withdrawal that began in 1991, free up resources in the U.S. Air Force and European air forces for real-world non-nuclear missions, and enable NATO to focus on the nonnuclear security priorities that matter. In addition, NATO should end the practice of assigning nuclear strike missions to nonnuclear member countries. This should involve the removal of all mechanical and electronic equipment on host nation aircraft intended for the delivery of nuclear weapons, and the denuclearization of facilities on national air bases intended for storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons. Doing so would end NATO’s nuclear double standard and strengthen the stand of the United States and Europe in persuading other countries from developing nuclear weapons. Finally, the United States and Europe should use the political leverage that would come from these initiatives to engage Russia to drastically reduce their large inventory of nonstrategic nuclear weapons. At the same time, NATO should use the removal of nuclear weapons from Greece, Italy, and Turkey to invigorate efforts toward a nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East. Such initiatives would provide real benefits to NATO security.
**The plan is key to a nuclear cooperation

van der Zwaan 2009 (Energy research Centre of the Netherlands, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 9’ [1/12, Bob van der Zwaan, Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Time for Disarmament? An International Workshop of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs Nobel Peace Prize 1995 Antwerp, Belgium, 21-23 November 2008 Report (d.d. 12 January 2009)

In the late 1950s the US began deploying its nuclear weapons in several West-European countries to convince them that they did not need themselves to develop these weapons. The nuclear umbrella provided by their powerful ally would instead protect them. Except France and the UK, all these countries became member of the NPT as non-nuclear weapon country and have at present no wish to build nuclear weapons domestically. In the absence of such desire, one of the original reasons to forward deploy US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has disappeared. Unsurprisingly, several other non-nuclear weapon states have expressed their discontent with the presence of US nuclear weapons on the territory of several European NATO countries and argue that this practice is in conflict with the spirit of the NPT. The NPT commits non-nuclear weapons states not to acquire or possess nuclear weapons. Nuclear sharing once was considered a privilege by several NATO members, given it implied automatic and exclusive access to its Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). Today, however, the NPG is open to all NATO members, which takes away a motivation for hosting nuclear weapons. Doing so at present no longer provides insight in information that other NATO members do not have. Continuing the practice of forward deploying US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe may increase the risk that other nuclear weapon states are tempted to deploy similarly their nuclear weapons in ‘third’ countries. These could not only involve the other four official nuclear weapon states – China, France, Russia and the UK – but potentially also the three de facto ones – India, Israel and Pakistan. In order to avoid such an undesirable scenario, the US has another reason for withdrawing its tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. Entirely eliminating forward deployed tactical nuclear weapons, and doing so publicly by the US, may also constitute a motivation for Russia to undertake a similar, if not as drastic, step regarding its own arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons.

**Nuclear cooperation is specifically needed to ensure nuclear safety

ACGNC, American Council on Global Nuclear Competitiveness, December 2006, http://www.nuclearcompetitiveness.org/images/Council_123_White_Paper-Final.doc.

Based on this and other success stories, it is clear that civilian nuclear cooperation between the U.S. and Russia can pay dividends for both countries.  For this reason the Council supports completion of an agreement for civilian nuclear cooperation.   An added benefit of greater civilian nuclear cooperation between the U.S. and Russia could be the promotion of greater transparency among Russian nuclear energy firms.  Russian uranium enrichment, recycling, reactor design, and other civilian nuclear activities are still housed within a larger, government-owned nuclear complex and are intertwined with the Russian nuclear weapons program.  Much as our work with Russia on nuclear safety and nonproliferation has aided Russia’s efforts to improve their performance across the board in those areas, a goal of the civilian nuclear cooperation should be to promote the development of a more open and transparent Russian commercial nuclear industry.

**Unsafe nuclear material in Russia will result in global nuclear war

Patrick Spiece (Associate @ Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, Washington, D.C.) WILLIAM & MARY LAW REVIEW, Feb 2006, LexisNexis)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate humanand economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United Statesto discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in theUnited Statesand escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)
Adv Nuclear Taboo
TNWs Blur the line between nuclear and conventional—making them the only scenario for breaking the nuclear taboo and nuclear escalation
Rajaraman 2 –Professor of Theoretical Physics, JNU
(R, Apr 22, “Ban battlefield nuclear weapons”, http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2002/04/22/stories/2002042200431000.htm, DA: 7-20-10, chm)
But there are very sound reasons for vigilantly opposing these battlefield nuclear weapons which pose a grave danger of a different sort, no matter how low their yield. That danger stems from opening, after a very long gap, the nuclear Pandora's box. It should be remembered that subsequent to the two atom bombs dropped on Japan in rapid succession at the end of World War II, there has been no known incidence of nuclear weapon usage except for tests. This despite the fact that the nuclear arsenals have grown from a handful of weapons in the hands of the Americans to tens of thousands of far more powerful bombs spread among a half a dozen countries. It is not as if there has been a shortage of major conflicts involving countries possessing nuclear weapons. We have had, among others, the Korean War, the Vietnam war, the Soviet war in Afghanistan, the Iraqi war, the Sino-Soviet border skirmishes and most pertinently for us, the Kargil conflict. Some of these were long drawn out wars with heavy casualties. The U.S. in Vietnam and the Soviets in Afghanistan had to bear the ignominy of losing the wars to smaller and technologically less developed antagonists. One might have imagined that under such severe circumstances nations would employ all available weapons in their power to turn defeat into victory. Yet, none of these countries used a nuclear bomb even once. 

There were a variety of different reasons behind each of these examples of abstinence from using nuclear weapons. But one major common factor contributing to all of them has been an ingrained terror of nuclear devastation. The well documented images of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the awesome photographs of giant mushroom clouds emerging from nuclear tests in the Pacific and the numerous movies based on nuclear Armageddon scenarios have all contributed to building up a deep rooted fear of nuclear weapons. This is not limited just to the abhorrence felt by anti-nuclear activists. It permeates to one extent or another the psyche of all but the most pathological of fanatics. It colours the calculations, even if not decisively, of the most hardened of military strategists. The unacceptability of nuclear devastation is the backbone of all deterrence strategies. There is not just a fear of being attacked oneself, but also a strong mental barrier against actually initiating nuclear attacks on enemy populations, no matter how much they may be contemplated in war games and strategies. As a result a taboo has tacitly evolved over the decades preventing nations, at least so far, from actually pressing the nuclear button even in the face of serious military crises. 

It is this taboo which will be broken if battlefield nuclear weapons, however small, begin to be used. Once the line dividing nuclear weapons and conventional bombs is crossed, it will become acceptable to use "baby nukes" and the radiation deaths that go with it. A gradual erosion of the feeling of abhorrence against nuclear weapons is bound to occur. The use of a sub-kiloton artillery shell in battle by one country will elicit a similar response with possibly a heavier yield weapon, if not in the same war, somewhere else. The ante will keep going up till eventually the use of bigger multi-kiloton and megaton weapons would be contemplated more seriously as realistic military alternatives. The single largest universal deterrent against nuclear holocaust will be lost forever.

Withdrawal solves the thinkability of tactical use—making nuclear war irrelevant


Schwartz Derber and 90 - Professor of Sociology, Boston College and Doctoral Student in Sociology
(Charles and William, The Nuclear Seduction, p 39-40, http://publishing.cdlib.org/ucpressebooks/view?docId=ft1n39n7wg&chunk.id=d0e796&toc.depth=1&toc.id=d0e796&brand=ucpress, DA: 7-20-10, chm)


The only technical factors that can greatly alter credibility and the firebreak are those that are responsible for the doomsday machine: (1) the fragility of nuclear command and control and (2) the presence of nuclear weapons at the front lines in Europe, Korea, and the Middle East, at sea, and elsewhere. As we have seen, not much can be done about the fragility of command and control. As Ball's painstaking study concludes, "Command-and-control systems are inherently relatively vulnerable…. The allocation of further resources to improving the survivability and endurance of the strategic command-and-control capabilities cannot substantially alter this situation…. The capability to exercise strict control and co-ordination would inevitably be lost relatively early in a nuclear exchange." In Europe, another group of experts adds that "conditions … are not congenial to major improvements in C3 I."[23] And whatever can be done has less to do with the race to build or control weapons—the focus of the nuclear debate—than with the organization of the command system. For example, NATO presumably could make it much more difficult for field commanders to obtain the authority and technical ability needed to detonate nuclear warheads in the event of a war in Europe. Much more can be done about the way nuclear weapons systems are scattered around the globe. Although modest changes would not make much difference, radical changes could. If NATO units guarding the central European front did not have nuclear weapons, then their involvement in conventional battles could not erupt spontaneously into nuclear war. If American aircraft carriers were not dual-capable, or if they were not sent into war zones, their commanders could not ignite a cataclysm. A thorough removal of tactical nuclear weapons from flash points for conventional war could significantly widen the nuclear firebreak, though possibly at the expense of credibility. Ironically, this one aspect of superpower arms control that bears directly on the risk of global holocaust has received almost no attention during the public debate in the United States.
A2 t: Presence
A. We meet: Permanentaly stationed forces are included in presence

Richard J. Samuels, Ford International Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for International Studies, 2006, "Forward Basing." Encyclopedia of U.S. National Security, p.370

There are five primary categories of U.S. military presence abroad. These include U.S. forces permanently stationed overseas; U.S. forces deployed abroad on a rotational basis; U.S. forces deployed temporarily for exercises, combined training, or military-to-military interactions; programs such as defense cooperation, security assistance, and international arms cooperation; and regional academic centers that provide training in Western concepts of civilian control of the military, conflict resolution, and sound defense-resource management for foreign military and civilian officials.
B. Counter Interpretation: Nukes are included in the military presence

A.
Higgin 5 - the organizer of the anti-nuclear Lakenheath Action Group

(Davida, US Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe; Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament; http://www.cnduk.org/pages/binfo/nato2005.pdf. chm)

The most serious danger of TNW is that they are now incorporated into the military planning of the

nuclear weapon states and NATO. In the US Nuclear Posture Review of 2002 and NATO’s flexible

response and first-use policies, they play a very proactive role, and the US, Russia and almost certainly the

UK are planning new or successor types of TNW. Although seen as ‘usable nukes’, they not only cause huge

damage themselves, but could also lead to a nuclear conflict of unimaginable proportions.
Carly’s cards

***AFF***

Iran Prolif(Turkish Prolif

Bell and Loehrke ’09, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Bell is the project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow. Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)
Then there is the issue of Tehran's nuclear program, which seriously complicates any discussion of the United States removing its tactical nuclear weapons from Turkey. An Iranian nuclear capability could spark an arms race in the Middle East and bring about a "proliferation cascade," which could cause Turkey to reconsider its nuclear options--especially if the United States pulls its nuclear weapons from Incirlik. When asked directly about its response to an Iranian nuclear weapon, a high-ranking Foreign Ministry official said that Turkey would immediately arm itself with a bomb. This isn't Ankara's official policy, but it seems to indicate a general feeling among its leaders. Whether Turkey is primarily concerned about security or prestige, the bottom line is that it would not sit idly by as Iran established a regional hegemony. A prescription for withdrawal. Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. 
Russia Adv Cards

Beach, 2009 [Hugh, The end of Nuclear Sharing, US Nuclear Weapons in Europe, December, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a918528756&fulltext=713240928]

It seems that the continued presence of American TNW in Europe and Turkey is due more to institutional paralysis than to logic: the desire to demonstrate America's continued commitment to European security and some vague concept of risk and burden sharing among NATO Allies. To repeat, according to the current NATO Strategic Concept, 'Nuclear forces based in Europe and committed to NATO provide an essential political and military link between the European and the North American members of the Alliance'. It would be more rational to argue that Europe and the US share a common interest in reducing the thousands of tactical nuclear warheads in Europe left over from the Cold War, nearly all of which are Russian. As long ago as 1997 in Helsinki, Russia and the US mooted further measures to reduce tactical nuclear systems, but nothing has come of it. Nor does it seem that they are to be included in the current negotiations to create a successor treaty to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). If the five non-nuclear members of NATO who currently participate in the tactical nuclear role were ready to give this up it could open the way to repatriating all the remaining American TNW. This would meet Russia's longstanding wish to rid European territory of nuclear weapons within range of its territory. It could thus act as an important confidence building measure, as part of 'resetting' relations between the US and Russia and give substance to the recognition of Russia as a strategic partner rather than adversary.

**Removal key to Russian recip and relations

Kristensen Director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists ’05 (Hans, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” Natural Resources Defense Council, 2005)

U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe undercut efforts to reduce global nuclear threat  Not only are U.S. and European rationales for forward-deploying U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe thin, but the presence of the weapons in Europe could affect the delicate relationship with other nuclear powers. Stationing U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe undercuts efforts to improve relations with Russia and gives the Russian military an excuse to maintain its own non-strategic nuclear weapons. Equally troublesome is the fact that NATO has earmarked nearly a third of the forward deployed weapons in Europe for use by the air forces of non-nuclear NATO countries, a violation of Non-Proliferation Treaty’s (NPT) main objective. Some claim that there is no NPT violation because the weapons remain under U.S. custody until the U.S. president authorizes their use for war, at which time the treaty would no longer be in effect. But all preparation for the use of the weapons takes place now in peacetime. Equipping nonnuclear countries with the means to conduct preparations for nuclear warfare expresses a double standard that conflicts with U.S. and European nuclear nonproliferation objectives to persuade countries such as Iran and North Korea from developing nuclear weapons.  What should be done about U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe?  To end Cold War nuclear planning in Europe, the United States should immediately withdraw the remaining nuclear weapons from Europe. Doing so would complete the withdrawal that began in 1991, free up resources in the U.S. Air Force and European air forces for real-world non-nuclear missions, and enable NATO to focus on the nonnuclear security priorities that matter. In addition, NATO should end the practice of assigning nuclear strike missions to nonnuclear member countries. This should involve the removal of all mechanical and electronic equipment on host nation aircraft intended for the delivery of nuclear weapons, and the denuclearization of facilities on national air bases intended for storage and maintenance of nuclear weapons. Doing so would end NATO’s nuclear double standard and strengthen the stand of the United States and Europe in persuading other countries from developing nuclear weapons. Finally, the United States and Europe should use the political leverage that would come from these initiatives to engage Russia to drastically reduce their large inventory of nonstrategic nuclear weapons. At the same time, NATO should use the removal of nuclear weapons from Greece, Italy, and Turkey to invigorate efforts toward a nuclear weapons free zone in the Middle East. Such initiatives would provide real benefits to NATO security.
van der Zwaan 2009 (Energy research Centre of the Netherlands, Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 9’ [1/12, Bob van der Zwaan, Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Time for Disarmament? An International Workshop of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs Nobel Peace Prize 1995 Antwerp, Belgium, 21-23 November 2008 Report (d.d. 12 January 2009)

In the late 1950s the US began deploying its nuclear weapons in several West-European countries to convince them that they did not need themselves to develop these weapons. The nuclear umbrella provided by their powerful ally would instead protect them. Except France and the UK, all these countries became member of the NPT as non-nuclear weapon country and have at present no wish to build nuclear weapons domestically. In the absence of such desire, one of the original reasons to forward deploy US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has disappeared. Unsurprisingly, several other non-nuclear weapon states have expressed their discontent with the presence of US nuclear weapons on the territory of several European NATO countries and argue that this practice is in conflict with the spirit of the NPT. The NPT commits non-nuclear weapons states not to acquire or possess nuclear weapons. Nuclear sharing once was considered a privilege by several NATO members, given it implied automatic and exclusive access to its Nuclear Planning Group (NPG). Today, however, the NPG is open to all NATO members, which takes away a motivation for hosting nuclear weapons. Doing so at present no longer provides insight in information that other NATO members do not have. Continuing the practice of forward deploying US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe may increase the risk that other nuclear weapon states are tempted to deploy similarly their nuclear weapons in ‘third’ countries. These could not only involve the other four official nuclear weapon states – China, France, Russia and the UK – but potentially also the three de facto ones – India, Israel and Pakistan. In order to avoid such an undesirable scenario, the US has another reason for withdrawing its tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. Entirely eliminating forward deployed tactical nuclear weapons, and doing so publicly by the US, may also constitute a motivation for Russia to undertake a similar, if not as drastic, step regarding its own arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons.

Nuclear cooperation is specifically needed to ensure nuclear safety

ACGNC, American Council on Global Nuclear Competitiveness, December 2006, http://www.nuclearcompetitiveness.org/images/Council_123_White_Paper-Final.doc.

Based on this and other success stories, it is clear that civilian nuclear cooperation between the U.S. and Russia can pay dividends for both countries.  For this reason the Council supports completion of an agreement for civilian nuclear cooperation.   An added benefit of greater civilian nuclear cooperation between the U.S. and Russia could be the promotion of greater transparency among Russian nuclear energy firms.  Russian uranium enrichment, recycling, reactor design, and other civilian nuclear activities are still housed within a larger, government-owned nuclear complex and are intertwined with the Russian nuclear weapons program.  Much as our work with Russia on nuclear safety and nonproliferation has aided Russia’s efforts to improve their performance across the board in those areas, a goal of the civilian nuclear cooperation should be to promote the development of a more open and transparent Russian commercial nuclear industry.

Unsafe nuclear material in Russia will result in global nuclear war

Patrick Spiece (Associate @ Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, Washington, D.C.) WILLIAM & MARY LAW REVIEW, Feb 2006, LexisNexis)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate humanand economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United Statesto discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in theUnited Statesand escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)
Reactor meltdowns obliterate the planet 

Wasserman ’02 (Harvey, Senior Editor – Free Press, Earth Island Journal, Spring, www.earthisland.org/eijournal/new_articles.cfm?articleID=457&journalID=63)
The intense radioactive heat within today's operating reactors is the hottest anywhere on the planet. Because Indian Point has operated so long, its accumulated radioactive burden far exceeds that of Chernobyl. The safety systems are extremely complex and virtually indefensible. One or more could be wiped out with a small aircraft, ground-based weapons, truck bombs or even chemical/biological assaults aimed at the work force. A terrorist assault at Indian Point could yield three infernal fireballs of molten radioactive lava burning through the earth and into the aquifer and the river. Striking water, they would blast gigantic billows of horribly radioactive steam into the atmosphere. Thousands of square miles would be saturated with the most lethal clouds ever created, depositing relentless genetic poisons that would kill forever. Infants and small children would quickly die en masse. Pregnant women would spontaneously abort or give birth to horribly deformed offspring. Ghastly sores, rashes, ulcerations and burns would afflict the skin of millions. Heart attacks, stroke and multiple organ failure would kill thousands on the spot. Emphysema, hair loss, nausea, inability to eat or drink or swallow, diarrhea and incontinence, sterility and impotence, asthma and blindness would afflict hundreds of thousands, if not millions. Then comes the wave of cancers, leukemias, lymphomas, tumors and hellish diseases for which new names will have to be invented. Evacuation would be impossible, but thousands would die trying. Attempts to quench the fires would be futile. More than 800,000 Soviet draftees forced through Chernobyl's seething remains in a futile attempt to clean it up are still dying from their exposure. At Indian Point, the molten cores would burn uncontrolled for days, weeks and years. Who would volunteer for such an American task force? The immediate damage from an Indian Point attack (or a domestic accident) would render all five boroughs of New York City an apocalyptic wasteland. As at Three Mile Island, where thousands of farm and wild animals died in heaps, natural ecosystems would be permanently and irrevocably destroyed. Spiritually, psychologically, financially and ecologically, our nation would never recover. This is what we missed by a mere 40 miles on September 11. Now that we are at war, this is what could be happening as you read this. There are 103 of these potential Bombs of the Apocalypse operating in the US. They generate a mere 8 percent of our total energy. Since its deregulation crisis, California cut its electric consumption by some 15 percent. Within a year, the US could cheaply replace virtually all the reactors with increased efficiency. Yet, as the terror escalates, Congress is fast-tracking the extension of the Price-Anderson Act, a form of legal immunity that protects reactor operators from liability in case of a meltdown or terrorist attack.  Do we take this war seriously? Are we committed to the survival of our nation?  If so, the ticking reactor bombs that could obliterate the very core of our life and of all future generations must be shut down.  

Heg/SP/Non-prolif Cred?

Removing TNWs key to US nonproliferation agenda

Jasbir Rakhra Research Officer, 4-10-2010 “The New START: A step forward?” d.a. 7-20-2010 http://www.ipcs.org/article/us-south-asia/the-new-start-a-step-forward-3104.html
The New START does not address the issue of an estimated 200 US tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) in Europe. New START must bring TNWs in Europe to the top of the agenda. Removing US TNWs from Europe would display imaginativeness by the United States to reach its objectives but also provide an impetus to nuclear disarmament and re-energize the nonproliferation agenda. Keeping in view the opposition of the Republicans, the removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe might block the ratification of the Treaty but is necessary to ensure the Russian support. According to Obama’s Nuclear Posture Review the fate of TNWs in Europe lies in the hands of the NATO members states. A parallel arrangement between NATO and Russia on nuclear arms reduction can be enforced under the aegis of the NATO-Russia Council (NRC).
US lack of nonproliferation credibility key to soft power
Deepti Choubey, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf
Forty years after the NPT was opened for signature, states are calling for “rekindling] a sense of common purpose in the international community.”36 Although such calls may be interpreted as a dire indication of the health of the nonproliferation regime, they also reveal that the bar for positive action has been set low. Small steps that may be low-cost for the United States will have disproportionate impact in the short run, but meaningful steps demonstrating a sustained commitment will be required in the long run. Carefully executed, the approach outlined above can yield broader strategic benefits, such as non–nuclear-weapon states placing more pressure on the Russians and Chinese to become more transparent and tempering the talking points of states like Iran, whose rhetoric has had great resonance with other non–nuclear-weapon states in recent years. An official put it best when she remarked, “It shouldn’t be so easy for a non-compliant state to take such close aim at nuclear-weapon states―this points to the health of the regime.”37 Conservatives may cast this situation as another example of the ineffectiveness of the UN process. Or it could also be evidence of the extent to which nuclear-weapon states have failed to live up to their commitments that even problematic states have grounds for pointing fingers. The United States is currently losing the soft power competition.
We’ll preempt your alt cause arguments- reverse causal evidence that nonproliferation spills over and overwhelms those issues
Deepti Choubey, Deputy director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment, former director of the Peace and Security Initiative (PSI) for the Ploughshares Fund, Master of International Affairs, with a focus on South Asia security policy, from Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, 2008 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/new_nuclear_bargains.pdf
A final challenge to this strategy comes from the critique that questions how the United States can get others to join its lead, given a perceived decline in U.S. leverage and legitimacy abroad. The nonproliferation regime may be a place where the United States has declined in legitimacy in recent years, but its disproportionate influence, as a nation that can do the most to change the political landscape and reclaim its leadership position, remains intact.

Soft power vital internal link to hegemony
Nye 04 (Joseph S., Professor of International Relations at Harvard. “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Summer 2004, Political Science Quarterly, Volume 119, Issue 2; page 255, proquest, download date: 9-21-07)
In the global information age, the attractiveness of the United States will be crucial to our ability to achieve the outcomes we want. Rather than having to put together pick-up coalitions of the willing for each new game, we will benefit if we are able to attract others into institutional alliances and eschew weakening those we have already created. NATO, for example, not only aggregates the capabilities of advanced nations, but its interminable committees, procedures, and exercises also allow these nations to train together and quickly become interoperable when a crisis occurs. As for alliances, if the United States is an attractive source of security and reassurance, other countries will set their expectations in directions that are conducive to our interests. Initially, for example, the U.S.-Japan security treaty was not very popular in Japan, but polls show that over the decades, it became more attractive to the Japanese public. Once that happened, Japanese politicians began to build it into their approaches to foreign policy. The United States benefits when it is regarded as a constant and trusted source of attraction so that other countries are not obliged continually to re-examine their options in an atmosphere of uncertain coalitions. In the Japan case, broad acceptance of the United States by the Japanese public "contributed to the maintenance of US hegemony" and "served as political constraints compelling the ruling elites to continue cooperation with the United States."18 Popularity can contribute to stability. Finally, as the RAND Corporation's John Arquila and David Ronfeldt argue, power in an information age will come not only from strong defenses but also from strong sharing. A traditional realpolitik mindset makes it difficult to share with others. But in an information age, such sharing not only enhances the ability of others to cooperate with us but also increases their inclination to do so. As we share intelligence and capabilities with others, we develop common outlooks and approaches that improve our ability to deal with the new challenges. Power flows from that attraction. Dismissing the importance of attraction as merely ephemeral popularity ignores key insights from new theories of leadership as well as the new realities of the information age. We cannot afford that.
Decline in US hegemony leads to an apolar world of plagues, economic stagnation and nuclear wars

Niall Ferguson is Herzog professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University. “A world without power,” Foreign Policy July 1, 2004

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous--roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it.  For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad.  The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the 
Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there?  For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power.  Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder. 
AT: Military Link on Politics

Military supports the plan- saves money
Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram – BASIC- British American Security Information Council, 1-15-2009 “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states” d.a. 7-19-2010 http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm
Nuclear burden sharing is far less of a foundation stone for the NATO alliance than it was in the Cold War, and is losing public support. More than 70% of the population in nuclear weapon states and the states involved in nuclear sharing believe nuclear weapons have a negative effect on international security.[32] The removal of US TNWs from Europe may also find support within defense ministries, as it would also diminish the opportunity cost arising from planned modernization of storage facilities and aircraft.
Organizational restructuring means no lobby within military for nuclear weapons

Ritchie, ’08 (Nick, Oxford Research Group, “US Nuclear Weapons Policy After the Cold War”)

This reflects some of the propositions of theories of bureaucratic politics and organizational behavior.  Smith, for example, argues that military organizations develop a core cultural essence around their central defining operational mission sets and seek to marginalize or even expel peripheral mission sets that are believed to reduce resources and attention on core missions.  Halperin and Clapp maintain that organizations struggle hardest for those capabilities viewed as intrinsic to its essence, and resist efforts to take away functions deemed vital to its essence.  Conversely organizations are often indifferent to functions not seen as part of their essence.  The core nuclear mission and new initiatives established in the 2001 NPR have not been a primary mission and lack advocacy from a powerful organization within the armed services or within the Office of the Secretary of Defense.  Budgetary and resource allocation issues have also been influential.  The only organization for whom nuclear weapons are part of its core essence is NNSA.  It is perhaps for this reason that one interviewee commented that Linton Brooks, then head of NNSA, was ssen as the primary advocate of nuclearweapons policy issues rather than a DOD or military official. Institutional deemphasis of nuclear weapons Post Cold War relegation of nuclear weapons policy down the Pentagon’s hierarchy of priorities is seen most clearly in the organizational downgrading of the nuclear mission.  In the early 1990s consideration was given to disbanding the Defense Nuclear Agency that was responsible for characterizing the impact of nuclear weapons effects and nuclear stockpile management, amongst other nuclear weapons functions.  The Agency was reorganized and retitled the Defense Special Weapons Agency in 1996.  In 1998 the new Defense Threat Reduction Agency was established which amalgamated DSWA, the Cooperative Threat Reduction programme, the On Site Inspection Agency and Defense Technology Security Administration.  The nuclear weapons mission was only one of four core missions for the new agency, whose primary focus was on deterring, reducing and countering WMD. Within the OSD the position of Deputy Assitant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms  Control Policy with responsibilities for nuclear weapons policy has evolved to reflect the steady deemphasis of nuclear weapons.  Under George H.W. Bush the position was responsible for formulation of DOD policy with respect to strategic offensive forces, targeting and arms control and theatre nuclear forces and arms control.  Under George W. Bush the position evolved into Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces Policy with responsibility for conventional strategic forces, ballistic missile defence and the use of space systems for military purposes as well as nuclear weapons.  In addition, for much of Clinton’s second term the position of Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Chemical and Biological Defense Programs was left vacant.  The ATSD(NCB) was the principal staff assistant and adviser to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense for all matters concerning nuclear weapons policy and staff director of the Nuclear Weapons Council.  Leaving the position unfilled left no single point of contact in DOD on nuclear weapons issues. Under George W. Bush STRATCOM has also expanded its portfolio of missions beyond nuclear weapons to six primary mission areas, only one of which is nuclear deterrence.  This dilution of the military’s focus on nuclear weapons meant that STRATCOM could no longer be counted on as a firm advocate on nuclear weapons issues.  Where STRATCOM was once totally oriented towards nuclear operations, nuclear deterrence and war-fighting, these missions now fall under the Global Strike and Integration Joint Functional Component Command along with conventional global strike capabilities.  JFCCGSI is one of five JFCCs through which STRATCOM exercises command authority.   As a result of these changes a number of reports and interviewees contend that there is no organizational focal point for nuclear weapons policy.  In 1998 Joseph and Lehman argued that the reorganization of the Defense Department in the late 1990s left it unclear which if any organization is the focal point for nuclear issues.  In 2001 Woolf reported the views of Clintons critics that there is little senior level involvement in DOD in planning for nuclear forces and no center of expertise for nuclear policy issues.  That same year the new Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld stated that there was now little interest in nuclear weapons in the military: ‘there’s…really not any lobby for nuclear weapons.  Our military has never really been terribly interested in them…strategic nuclear weapons have been kind of an orphan in the defense establishment in the United States.’  A senior DOE official involved in nuclear weapons policy for many years argued that there was now no natural home for nuclear weapons policy in DOD.  Another senior official involved in nuclear weapons policy in the George W. Bush administration stated that there was no clear centre for nuclear weapons policy issues within the OSD and described the nuclear policy operation as being in ‘bad shape.’ 
Military lobbies and interest groups don’t care about nuclear weapons

Ritchie, ’08 (Nick, Oxford Research Group, “US Nuclear Weapons Policy After the Cold War”)

Nuclear weapons have since become progressively drowned out in terms of money and the volume of debate compared to the massive lobbies and interest groups around other key defence capabilities.  In fact resource competition within DOD has had a decisive effect on the direction of nuclear weapons policy since the Joint Staff has been reluctant to spend money on items not regarded as particularly useful, such as nuclear weapons.  

The post-Cold War senior military leadership has had far less interaction with nuclear weapons compared to their Cold War predecessors and less interest in nuclear roles and requirements.  An interviewee who has been heavily involved in nuclear weapons policy argued that there were now no advocates in the military for nuclear weapons because they are not a priority, they are not big ticket items and there is a strong institutional bias amongst senior military leaders against them.  With fewer and fewer incentives to pursue a nuclear career in the armed services and no single dedicated nuclear career track, nuclear missions became secondary missions for most personnel assigned to them.  As Joseph and Lehman argued in 1998, career military personnel today generally view the nuclear career fields as being out of the mainstream and having uncertain futures.  Deputy Secretary of Defense John Hamre also stated that in the last five to eight years, there’s been just a significant reduction in interest of our best and brightest in this career field.  One of the key findings of a 2001 SAIC report for DODs Defense Threat Reducation Agency was that there was a perceived lack of senior DOD leadership attention to things nuclear.

AT: Deterrence DA

No link to deterrence- doesn’t deter Russia and other weapons fillin
Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram – BASIC- British American Security Information Council, 1-15-2009 “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states” d.a. 7-19-2010 http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm
Nuclear weapons are irrelevant to the majority of security threats considered within NATO, particularly now that it is universally recognized that the Soviet/Russian threat from a supposedly superior conventional capability is manifestly absent today. Even if European states still feel the need for an explicit US nuclear umbrella, TNWs would not be the method of choice for US military planners. Funds allocated to storing, maintaining and protecting nuclear weapon facilities could be better spent focusing on current non-traditional threats.
AT: Turkish Prolif DA

No Turkish prolif- not in their security interest, want disarmament, outdated
Kimball, Arms Control Association President, March 2010 [Daryl, "Eliminate NATO's Nuclear Relics," http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_03/Focus, 3/10] da 7-19-2010

Still, there are some who still believe in the 1960s-era notion that forward-deployed U.S. nuclear weapons reduce the incentive for allies such as Turkey to acquire their own nuclear weapons capability. In reality, U.S. and NATO security commitments make the presence of these weapons irrelevant to Turkey’s defense, and a Turkish nuclear weapons program would reduce not increase that nation’s security. Furthermore, Ankara’s leaders government is on record in support of “the inclusion of all non-strategic nuclear weapons” in the disarmament process “with a view to their reduction and elimination.”

AT: Russia Deterrence DA

No DA- Russia not a threat, conventional weapons solve, TNWs not useful
Johan Bergenäs research associate with the Henry L. Stimson Center in Washington  and Miles Pomper  Senior Research Associate at the CNS Washington, 4-5-2010 da 7-19-2010 http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/apr/05/cold-war-thinking-nuclear 

In addition, arguments for keeping these US gravity bombs in Europe have continued to lose relevance and strength since the end of cold war. During the superpower struggle, US tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) served to assure European allies that the United States would come to their defence in the event of a ground invasion by the Soviet Union.  TNWs also served as an effective tripwire to ward off that threat. No such threat exists today, and irrespective of tactical weapons deployment, Europe remains under the US strategic nuclear weapons umbrella. Tactical weapons are severely constrained as useful military weapons as they must be delivered by aircraft vulnerable to air defences and are based too far from Russia to offer real military utility in the highly unlikely event of a conventional clash with Russia. Moreover, conventional forces, missile defence and political mechanisms could serve as additional deterrents to any perceived threats against all US allies, including Iran.
AT: NATO DA

No offense- NATO is reducing its reliance on nuclear weapons in the squo

NATO Press Release 1/24/2008 (“NATO's Nuclear Forces in the New Security Environment” http://www.nato.int/issues/nuclear/sec-environment.html)
The Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (START) reduced the deployed strategic weapons of the United States and Russia from well over 10,000 to less than 6,000 weapons for each country. Under the U.S.-Russia Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions, signed on 24 May 2002, the United States will reduce and limit its operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1,700 – 2,200 by 31 December 2012. The Treaty obligates Russia to make comparable reductions. As part of the Moscow Treaty, the U.S. and Russia also agreed that the START Treaty will remain in force in accordance with its terms. Both the U.S. and Russia have ratified the Moscow Treaty and it entered into force on 1 June 2003.  Allies fully support START and the Moscow Treaty. They are convinced that both treaties help to establish more favourable conditions for actively promoting security and cooperation, and enhancing international stability.  In its 1998 Strategic Defence Review, the United Kingdom decided to reduce its independent nuclear forces by one third; it operates only one nuclear weapon system (submarine-based Trident missiles) and maintains fewer than 200 operationally available Trident warheads.

Impact inevitable- Continued economic decline will crush NATO

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

First, we must tackle immediate economic challenges while positioning our economies for the future. Few issues are likely to shape European-American relations over the next few years as the global economic crisis. This epochal event has erased any doubt about how interconnected the transatlantic economy has become. The deeper and more prolonged the economic recession of 2009, the greater the risks of inward, insular policies on both sides of the Atlantic. Our common challenge is to show our citizens and millions around the world that it is possible to reap globalization’s benefits while making its costs bearable to those most directly affected, without succumbing to protectionist temptations. This requires more than large dollops of fiscal and monetary stimuli. Bolder thinking and action are needed. 

The Tech-Gap between the US and NATO is growing, continued growth will collapse US-NATO Defense collaboration

Stevens, CEO of Lockheed Martin, 7/15/2008 (Robert J., “The Current State of Transatlantic Defense Industrial Relations” Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly, Proquest)

But the trends on today's horizon are not all positive. Most worrying is the continued gap in resources devoted to defense investment between the United States and our NATO allies. At a time when the demands for real capabilities are increasing, when NATO forces are deployed on operational missions around the world and the need to sustain and support those deployed forces is constant, the amount of resources devoted to obtaining capabilities is declining in real terms. Six countries provide 80% of Europe's defense spending. Very few European members of NATO meet the nominal requirement of spending 2% of GDP on defense. Growth in defense spending does not match the growth in the overall economy, and I believe the amount of spending devoted to investment, rather than to personnel and infrastructure, remains inadequate.  In contrast, in the United States, spending continues at rates approaching 4% of GDP, devoting twice as much as the Europeans to procurement and approximately six times as much to defense R&D. US spending, being concentrated in one market, has the additional benefit of being more efficient than European spending which is more diffused across multiple countries and interests.  This is, as you know, an often-cited, long-discussed, recurring theme of concern. I'm sure I've heard it placed at the forefront of discussions for well more than a decade. But there is a new implication: the cumulative effect of this differential, repeated year after year, is creating a capabilities gap across the Atlantic that threatens to become unbridgeable. Without investment, business cannot maintain and advance state-of-the-art tools, processes and systems. We cannot create new and exciting emergent technologies and applications. And we cannot hire, retain, and develop the best and brightest talent in our workforce.  With insufficient resources, if there is not a common body of technological knowledge and practice among us, if there is a continuing disparity among the community of industrial partners such that one continues to advance and one does not, there can be no meaningful collaboration. If that were to occur, the prospect for a viable transatlantic defense industrial base would be lost.  There is no substitute for real expenditures on tangible programs if the health of European industry is to be improved and if further transatlantic cooperation is to be possible. The very best way for European governments to protect European industry is to invest in it. 

NATO will be irrelevant to the 21st century – lack of capacity to solve new problems

Hockernos, editor of the global edition of Internationale Politik and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, 4/2/2009(Paul, “To Be or NATO Be” Foreign Policy in Focus http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6009
Is NATO is up to the job of keeping the peace in the North Atlantic area, its original raison d'etre? Today, the threats to European security are strikingly different from those of the Cold War years. They include ethnic conflict on Europe's frontiers, mass migration and refugee flows, nuclear proliferation, and transnational terrorism. Particularly in Europe, many experts see security challenges in global warming, international trafficking, resource scarcity, and failing states. A recent EU study concluded that increased tensions over falling water supplies in the Middle East will affect the continent's energy security and economic interests. Likewise, global warming will exacerbate poverty and spur mass migration from Africa.  Neither NATO's instruments nor its framework are right for these kinds of problems. The Bush administration saw NATO's role exclusively as part of the war on terrorism, so its overall inadequacies did not attract much attention. The August 2008 conflict in Georgia, however, underscored that there are still threats to Europe's security within and on its borders that the continent's powers will have to address with instruments other than pure force.
NATO cohesion low – Afghanistan proves

Hockernos, editor of the global edition of Internationale Politik and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, 4/2/2009(Paul, “To Be or NATO Be” Foreign Policy in Focus http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6009
And since the mandate of the umbrella organization is no longer restricted to Europe or collective security, there is talk of opening up membership to the likes of Israel, Australia, and Japan. Those that opt not to be on board for a given mission are simply left behind. As van Ham argues: "NATO offers the United States the useful stamp of multilateral legitimacy without really imposing too many limits on America's foreign policy." Even when the major European countries participate in a NATO mission, this new kind of coalition is devoid of the unity and coherence that the old NATO had. Indeed, differences within the coalition on the ground in Afghanistan are so great that U.S., German, and Dutch units pursue different strategies in their respective sectors. This is a far cry for the "all for one and one for all" ethos that originally united the Atlantic alliance.
**=carly’s card

http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf
http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html 


Withdrawal solves the thinkability of tactical use
Derber and Schwartz 90 - Professor of Sociology, Boston College and Doctoral Student in Sociology
(Charles and William, The Nuclear Seduction, p 39-40)

The only technical factors that… the public debate in the United States

Bad addons for later

Ilaw: http://www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/international/press/reports/securing-our-safety.pdf
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