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TNWs 1AC

Observation 1: US TNWs Will Not be Removed from Turkey

US Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Turkey are outdated and unnecessary – but will not be removed because of perceived geopolitics and fears of a rising Tehran. 

Alexandra Bell, Truman Security Fellow, and Benjamin Loehrke, Grad Student, Maryland School of Pub. Policy, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist, November 23, 2009 (http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey )

For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements.  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.  Roadblocks to removal. In 2005, when NATO's top commander at the time, Gen. James L. Jones, supported the elimination of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, he was met with fierce political resistance. (In addition to the 90 B61 bombs in Turkey, there are another 110 or so U.S. bombs located at bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands.) Four years later, some U.S. and European officials still maintain that the political value of the nuclear weapons is enough to keep them deployed across Europe. In particular, they argue that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report PDF on nuclear weapons management concurred: "As long as our allies value [the nuclear weapons'] political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability."  Those who hold this view believe that nuclear sharing is both symbolic of alliance cohesion and a demonstration of how the United States and NATO have committed to defending each other in the event of an attack. They argue that removing the weapons would dangerously undermine such cohesion and raise questions about how committed Washington is to its NATO allies.  But NATO's post-Cold War struggles with cohesion are a result of far more than disagreement over tactical nuclear deployments. NATO has given Turkey plenty of reasons to doubt its members' commitment to Ankara on several recent occasions. For example, before both Iraq wars, some NATO members hesitated to provide Turkey with air defenses or to assist it with displaced persons who had fled into its territory. Moreover, Turkey, which values NATO as a direct connection to Washington, witnessed the United States completely ignore its vehement opposition to the most recent Iraq War. Additionally, Ankara is dismayed by the reluctance of some of its NATO allies to label the Kurdistan Workers' Party, which has caused violent chaos along the Turkish border, as a terrorist organization.  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. 
US will not remove TNWs Unilaterally for fear of hindering NATO alliance.

Sprenger 2-24 2010
(Sebastian, inside Missile Defense Vol. 16 No. 7)
“Secretary of Defense…issue at the NPR.”

NATO officials apparently are willing to accept the pass they are being offered on the issue of U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in Europe after a senior Pentagon official said the U.S. government will debate the future of these weapons in the context of the alliance's new strategic concept.  Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Michèle Flournoy said earlier this month U.S. officials will not take a unilateral position on the continued need for the forward-deployed atomic bombs in the upcoming Nuclear Posture Review, but rather would seek a NATO-wide resolution of the matter.  At issue is whether Washington will keep an estimated 200 nuclear weapons on the continent. The weapons are remnants of a much bigger arsenal once designed to deter Soviet agression during the height of the Cold War. Several high-ranking European politicians have recently spoken out against the keeping of nuclear weapons in their countries.  "The strategic concept will have to mention nuclear forces one way or the other," Stéphane Abrial, NATO's supreme allied commander for transformation, told reporters Feb. 22. While meetings on the thorny issue are already going on, the matter really rests with the alliance's political -- not military -- decision-making circles, Abrial said.  Work on a new NATO strategic concept is supposed to be finished by the end of the year, when alliance leaders meet in Lisbon, Portugal.  The NPR report will be silent on the topic of America's tactical nuclear arms based in Europe, as officials plan to discuss the weapons' continued necessity through NATO channels this year, according to a senior defense official.  "The issue of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe was actually not -- is not being addressed directly [in] the NPR, because we want to do that in an alliance context," Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Michèle Flournoy said during a Feb. 2 panel discussion at the Washington office of the Council on Foreign Relations.  "And so that, we believe, should be part of the strategic-concept discussion at NATO and the follow-on discussions that come out of that. It's really not a unilateral U.S. decision. We certainly have views that we'll bring to the table. But that needs to be a NATO discussion, and we look forward to having that as part of the strategic-concept review," Flournoy said.  The NPR is slated to wrap up early next month. Work on the new NATO strategic concept will continue throughout the year. At issue is the future of an estimated 200 tactical, or "sub-strategic," U.S. atomic weapons reportedly stored at air bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey. The bombs were stationed there during the height of the Cold War to deter Soviet aggression on the continent. In the event of a nuclear war, U.S. and host-nation air crews would have delivered the bombs eastward.  European leaders have repeatedly questioned the need to keep atomic weapons on their soil following the collapse of the Soviet Union. "With some exceptions, tactical nuclear weapons were designed for outdated, large-scale war on the European continent," Carl Bildt and Radek Sikorsky, the foreign minister of Sweden and Poland, wrote in an op-ed for the International Herald Tribune earlier this month. "Such weapons are dangerous remnants of a dangerous past -- and they should not be allowed to endanger our common future," they wrote.  German foreign minister Guido Westerwelle said last fall his government's goal was a nuclear weapons-free country. Chancellor Angela Merkel later reiterated the goal but said Berlin would not act unilaterally to have the arms removed. Germany hosts an estimated 20 nuclear warheads at Buechel Air Base in the country's southwest, according to Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the Federation of American Scientists.  In the United States, President Obama has outlined an ambitious agenda to inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons and eventually eliminate them entirely. The Pentagon's Feb. 2 Quadrennial Defense Review reiterates the goal, but it also notes a "continued commitment to extend [the U.S.] nuclear deterrent" to allies and partners. Experts said the section could simply restate the U.S. policy to throw its nuclear deterrent writ large behind pledges to protect allies, not reflect a position to retain nuclear arsenals in those countries.  Greg Thielmann, a senior fellow at the Washington-based Arms Control Association who asked Flournoy about tactical nuclear weapons in Europe during the CFR panel discussion, told InsideDefense.com later he was "a little surprised" to learn the NPR would not at least express a fundamental position on the issue. But, he said, "I understand deferring to NATO."  According to Kristensen, the course outlined by Flournoy could ultimately change little, despite what he said was a growing consensus among European leaders to have the weapons removed. "If the United States looks to Europe on this, they will be greatly disappointed," he told InsideDefense.com. "Unless the U.S. has a review saying, 'We no longer want this,' the status quo remains. It's a typical problem of not taking the bull by the horns," he said.  In the case of Germany, politicians' statements contrast with formal defense policy, updated as recently as 2006. In its latest "Weissbuch," a sort of German QDR, the German defense ministry referred to NATO's 1999 strategic concept, saying Berlin would continue to honor the policy of "nuclear participation" outlined in the agreement.  "To protect peace and to prevent war or any kind of coercion, the Alliance will maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces based in Europe and kept up to date where necessary, although at a minimum sufficient level," the 1999 strategic concept reads. "Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in rendering the risks of aggression against the Alliance incalculable and unacceptable," it adds.  Baker Spring, a research fellow at the conservative Heritage Foundation in Washington, pointed to the continued presence of Russian tactical nuclear weapons on the eastern side of the former iron curtain. He said the "vast differential" in the number of U.S. and Russian arms should factor into any decisions about America's arsenal in Europe, and Moscow should be required to remove weapons as well.  Russia is believed to have several thousand tactical nuclear weapons stationed close to Europe, although experts have called their readiness into question.  Spring also pointed to NATO's consensus-based decision-making process, which could mean the alliance's new strategic concept will ultimately be as silent on the thorny issue as the NPR.

US will not remove weapons despite the fact that weapons are unnecessary and create instability.

Alexander Alexeevych Pikayev is the Head of Department for Disarmament and Conflict Resolution of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations at the Academy of Sciences, and Member of International Institute of Strategic Studies (London). 2008
(http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf)

In accordance with current estimates, American nuclear weapons in Europe consist of obsolete gravity bombs. It is not known if they are equipped with locking devices that could stop unauthorized access to them.  Possible vulnerability of these weapons to terrorists becomes even more serious, considering the activities of various extremist groups in Europe, including those connected to Al Qaeda. Great Britain posed a particular problem here as major terrorist acts in the last few years there were committed by British citizens of Muslim origin. “Internal terrorism”, based on radical Islamist ideology, has a great capacity for planning and carrying out terrorist activity to a greater extent than terrorists of foreign origin. “Internal terrorists” know their country better, know the location and vulnerability of particularly important facilities, and also have better connections which could facilitate their access to such facilities or into organisations that might attack them. The superimposition of radical Islamist ideology on “internal terrorism” is particularly important because, as opposed to traditional “internal terrorism”, it encourages its supporters to seek out the most catastrophic types of terrorist acts, including nuclear. The fact that the USA and its NATO allies are not ready to give up finally the relics of the Cold War and withdraw a few hundred obsolete warheads from Europe, which represent a certain terrorist risk, is particularly disappointing against the background of a uniquely secure environment that was created in Europe after the end of the Cold War.

]

Plan
The United States federal government will remove all Tactical Nuclear Weapons from Turkey

Adv 1: Nuclear Terrorism

US TNWs are not secure

David Wood, Distinguished Reporter on  National Defense, Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About, 2009, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is-talking-about/
All hail the U.S. and Russian negotiators who begin work this week on a new strategic nuclear weapons reduction treaty, a worthy goal. But Presidents Obama and Medvedev, who agreed on the outlines of the treaty at their Moscow summit, seem to have overlooked thousands of nasty nuclear weapons bristling right under their noses in Europe: Russian and American tactical nukes.  About 4,500 of these war-fighting weapons, mostly bombs and short-range missile warheads, are stored in Europe and in western Russia. They are not a subject of the strategic nuclear arms talks announced in Moscow. In fact, they are not part of any arms control treaty or negotiation.   The security of the facilities where they are stored, including underground U.S. bunkers across Western Europe, has come under question. The Russians have at least eight times as many of these weapons as the United States has deployed in Europe, an imbalance that a panel of senior American experts recently called "stark and worrisome.''

TNWs escalate risk because they are designed for field combat  and do not need to be armed making the probability of nuclear terrorism high

Bill Keller, New York Times Magazine, May 26, 2002 [http://www.nytimes.com/2002/05/26/magazine/26NUKES.html?pagewanted=1] Nuclear Nightmares/May 26)
The image of armed terrorist commandos storming a nuclear bunker is cinematic, but it's far more plausible to think of an inside job. No observer of the unraveling Russian military has much trouble imagining that a group of military officers, disenchanted by the humiliation of serving a spent superpower, embittered by the wretched conditions in which they spend much of their military lives or merely greedy, might find a way to divert a warhead to a terrorist for the right price. (The Chechen warlord Shamil Basayev, infamous for such ruthless exploits as taking an entire hospital hostage, once hinted that he had an opportunity to buy a nuclear warhead from the stockpile.) The anecdotal evidence of desperation in the military is plentiful and disquieting. Every year the Russian press provides stories like that of the 19-year-old sailor who went on a rampage aboard an Akula-class nuclear submarine, killing eight people and threatening to blow up the boat and its nuclear reactor; or the five soldiers at Russia's nuclear-weapons test site who killed a guard, took a hostage and tried to hijack an aircraft, or the officers who reportedly stole five assault helicopters, with their weapons pods, and tried to sell them to North Korea.   The Clinton administration found the danger of disgruntled nuclear caretakers worrisome enough that it considered building better housing for some officers in the nuclear rocket corps. Congress, noting that the United States does not build housing for its own officers, rejected the idea out of hand.   If a terrorist did get his hands on a nuclear warhead, he would still face the problem of setting it off. American warheads are rigged with multiple PAL's ( ''permissive action links'') -- codes and self-disabling devices designed to frustrate an unauthorized person from triggering the explosion. General Habiger says that when he examined Russian strategic weapons he found the level of protection comparable to our own. ''You'd have to literally break the weapon apart to get into the gut,'' he told me. ''I would submit that a more likely scenario is that there'd be an attempt to get hold of a warhead and not explode the warhead but extract the plutonium or highly enriched uranium.'' In other words, it's easier to take the fuel and build an entire weapon from scratch than it is to make one of these things go off.   Then again, Habiger is not an expert in physics or weapons design. Then again, the Russians would seem to have no obvious reason for misleading him about something that important. Then again, how many times have computer hackers hacked their way into encrypted computers we were assured were impregnable? Then again, how many computer hackers does al Qaeda have? This subject drives you in circles.   The most troublesome gap in the generally reassuring assessment of Russian weapons security is those tactical nuclear warheads -- smaller, short-range weapons like torpedoes, depth charges, artillery shells, mines. Although their smaller size and greater number makes them ideal candidates for theft, they have gotten far less attention simply because, unlike all of our long-range weapons, they happen not to be the subject of any formal treaty. The first President Bush reached an informal understanding with President Gorbachev and then with President Yeltsin that both sides would gather and destroy thousands of tactical nukes. But the agreement included no inventories of the stockpiles, no outside monitoring, no verification of any kind. It was one of those trust-me deals that, in the hindsight of Sept. 11, amount to an enormous black hole in our security.   Did I say earlier there are about 15,000 Russian warheads? That number includes, alongside the scrupulously counted strategic warheads in bombers, missiles and submarines, the commonly used estimate of 8,000 tactical warheads. But that figure is at best an educated guess. Other educated guesses of the tactical nukes in Russia go as low as 4,000 and as high as 30,000. We just don't know. We don't even know if the Russians know, since they are famous for doing things off the books. ''They'll tell you they've never lost a weapon,'' said Kenneth Luongo, director of a private antiproliferation group called the Russian-American Nuclear Security Advisory Council. ''The fact is, they don't know. And when you're talking about warhead counting, you don't want to miss even one.''   And where are they? Some are stored in reinforced concrete bunkers like the one at Zhukovka. Others are deployed. (When the submarine Kursk sank with its 118 crewmen in August 2000, the Americans' immediate fear was for its nuclear armaments. The standard load out for a submarine of that class includes a couple of nuclear torpedoes and possibly some nuclear depth charges.) Still others are supposed to be in the process of being dismantled under terms of various formal and informal arms-control agreements. Some are in transit. In short, we don't really know.   The other worrying thing about tactical nukes is that their anti-use devices are believed to be less sophisticated, because the weapons were designed to be employed in the battlefield. Some of the older systems are thought to have no permissive action links at all, so that setting one off would be about as complicated as hot-wiring a car.
A nuclear terrorist attack would lead to instant devastation and a resulting nuclear retaliation that would lead to extinction.

Patrick Speice, JD Candidate Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, Negligence And Nuclear Nonproliferation: Eliminating The Current Liability Barrier To Bilateral U.S.-Russian Nonproliferation Assistance Programs” 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, February 2006 (Lexis.)
Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438]  such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." n40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. n41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. n42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. n43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. n44  Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. n45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. n46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there  [*1439]  are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, n47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. n48  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 human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. n50 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. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. n53
US Removal of TNWs would signal a change to Russia causing them to follow suit

Rolf, et al 08 
Dr. Rolf Mützenich, Patrik Vankrunklesven, Sergei Kolesnikov. 2008 (SPD Spokesperson on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament, MP Belgium, PNND Council Member, and Member of the Russian Duma, PNND Council Member) Global Security Institute “Time to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe?” <http://www.gsinstitute.org/pnnd/pubs/Tactical_nukes.pdf>

Russia has indicated some willingness to consider further reducing their tactical weapons stockpile, for example by abstaining on a 2002 resolution at the United Nations General Assembly on the issue (France, the U.K. and U.S. voted against). However, this position has hardened since 2003. The 2006 Russian White Paper on Defence makes no mention of Russian tactical weapons, but instead criticizes US deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on foreign soil (in NATO countries). It is likely that the US plans for forward deployment of Ballistic Missile Defences in former Eastern Bloc countries – the Czech Republic and Poland – have also contributed to this hardening attitude. Thus progress on Russian tactical weapons would be more likely if there are further reductions in US tactical weapons in NATO countries, a change in NATO nuclear policy, or a change in plans for deployment of BMD defences in the Czech Republic and Poland. Parliamentarians in Russia, US, NATO countries and other European countries can play a role by encouraging progress on all these fronts. This can be done through parliamentary resolutions, questions in parliament, joint parliamentary appeals and through contact with parliamentary colleagues in these countries.
Adv 2: Prolif

TNWs in Europe do not deter proliferation but weaken existing treaties and international consensus on non-proliferation
Hans M. Kristensen, Natural Resources Defense Council, U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe, Feb. 2005
http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro.pdf

At every juncture and following every reductions and modification of the posture, NATO

bureaucrats have reaffirmed the importance of maintaining U.S. nuclear weapons forward-deployed in Europe. The justifications are poorly explained and muddled, consisting of remnants of Cold War rationales about a Russian threat, vague missions such as war prevention, ambiguous suggestions like deterring proliferation of weapons mass destruction, and dubious claims about nuclear weapons providing a unique link between Europe and its North American allies. What characterizes these justifications is an infatuation with Cold War rationales and a fear of taking the next bold step to finally bring Europe out of the Cold War: At a time when NATO and the United States seek a new partnership with Russia and are concerned over the security of Russian tactical nuclear weapons, the interests of the alliance are not served by keeping hundreds of nuclear weapons forward-deployed in Europe. The presence of these weapons is a continuous irritant to normalizations and an unnecessary and counterproductive factor in Russian military planning. At a time when Europe and the United States need to build a foundation for political and military cooperation to address the challenges facing both countries and their regions, the interests of NATO are not served by suggestions that remnants of a Cold War nuclear posture is the “glue” that ensures close ties across the Atlantic. European NATO allies have plenty of burden to share on non-nuclear missions, such as force structure modernizations, peacekeeping operations, and rapid reaction forces. Those are the issues that NATO should focus on to provide the “glue” across the Atlantic since they will determine the future of the alliance, rather than clinging to outdated arrangements from a time and situation that has now passed. Besides, if the 480 nuclear weapons were removed tomorrow, NATO’s security interests would still be supported by thousands of other United States, British, and French nuclear weapons that continue to be modernized for essentially the same reasons. At a time when both Europe and the United States are engaged in high-profile diplomatic nonproliferation efforts around the world to promote and enforce non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, deploying hundreds of such weapons in non-nuclear NATO countries and training the air forces of non-nuclear NATO countries – in peacetime – to deliver these weapons in times of war is at cross purposes with an effective non-proliferation message. All of the non-nuclear NATO countries that host nuclear weapons on their territory (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey) have signed the 1970 nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) under which they pledge: "... not to receive the transfer ... of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly...."219 Likewise, as a nuclear weapons state party to the NPT, the United States has committed itself to: "... not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly...."220 U.S. forward-deployed nuclear weapons in Europe are extensively integrated into the military infrastructure of the countries that host these weapons. Nuclear cooperation agreements exist with Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Turkey to enable their national air forces to deliver U.S. nuclear bombs in times of war. The United States insists that no transfer of the nuclear bombs or control over them is intended "unless and until a decision were made to go to war, at which the [NPT] treaty would no longer be controlling."221 Therefore, the United States agues, there is no breach of the NPT. But the nuclear mission is not dormant until a decision has been made to go to war, and there is no provision that the near-universal treaty expires if one or a few of its signatory states decide to go to war. Even in peacetime, the fighter-bomber pilots of the "non-nuclear" NATO nations practice and prepare for handling and delivering the U.S. nuclear bombs. Besides, the strictly legal argument misses the point. Such peacetime operations certainly contravene both the objective and the spirit of the NPT. It endorses the concept that nonnuclear countries may adopt "surrogate" nuclear roles on behalf of nuclear powers. If China deployed nuclear weapons at North Korean air bases, equipped North Korean fighter jets with the capability to carry nuclear weapons, and trained North Korean pilots to design nuclear strike missions and deliver the weapons against targets in South Korea and Japan, the United States and NATO would raise hell – and rightly so.
Nuclear sharing destroys US negotiating leverage with Iran and Korea
Christos Katsioulis and Christoph Pilger 08 (“Nuclear Weapons in NATO’s New Strategic Concept” library.fes.de/pdf-files/id/ipa/05425.pdf)
The Commission on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD/Blix Commission) notes that over 400 US tactical nuclear weapons are deployed in Europe.2 Hans M. Kristensen, nuclear weapons expert of the Federation of American Scientists, puts the figure at around 480.3 These weapons are deployed in European NATO member states, a number of them under NATO nuclear-sharing arrangements. Under these arrangements, up to 180 of the weapons are assigned for use by non-nuclear NATO countries.4 Although these weapons remain under US custody during peacetime, they can be released to US allies for delivery in time of war. Germany, Belgium, Italy, Turkey and the Netherlands would then deliver nuclear bombs by their national air forces. US nuclear weapons in Europe have been deemed necessary not only as a nuclear deterrent to protect NATO states, but also as an important »glue« to keep together the trans-Atlantic relationship. The nuclear sharing policy was initiated in the 1950s to dissuade US allies from developing indigenous nuclear weapons programs and to persuade them that they were protected under the US nuclear umbrella. Today, NATO emphasizes the political dimension of nuclear sharing. The 1999 NATO strategic concept states 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. The Alliance will therefore maintain adequate nuclear forces in Europe.«5 The nuclear-sharing arrangements arguably violate Articles I and II of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), however. These articles establish that nuclear weapon states shall not transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly, and that non-nuclear-weapon states commit »not to receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices.6 NATO’s justification that the weapons would be activated only in time of war, at which point the NPT would no longer be legally binding, is not convincing. In a report for the Middle Powers Initiative, John Borroughs comes to the conclusion that »the NPT does not provide that it becomes ineffective in time of war« and that the United States is transferring to non-nuclear weapon states control over nuclear weapons directly or indirectly under the nuclear-sharing arrangements. Moreover, this policy contradicts the non-proliferation standards that the US and Europe are trying to apply to other countries, such as Iran and North Korea, and is therefore undermining NATO non-proliferation objectives.
Scenario 1: Korea

US use of forward tactical nukes and failure to honor the NPT strengthens North Koreas resolve to develop nuclear weapons

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific May 14, 2010 (LN)
The DPRK's withdrawal from the NPT and its accession to nukes were a legitimate and just exercise of its right to cope with the US and its followers' violation of its sovereignty.  The DPRK is technically at war with the US. Therefore, it could not but react to the US nuclear threat with nukes as the latter threatened the former with nuclear weapons after unilaterally reneging on its "assurances of non-USe of nukes".  The Obama administration in its recent "nuclear posture review" excluded the DPRK, Iran and a few other countries from the "list of those countries against which nukes would not be used". This proves that its policy is little different from the hostile policy towards the DPRK pursued by the Bush administration which had posed constant nuclear threat to the DPRK after designating it as "a target of preemptive nuclear attack".  The DPRK is, therefore, lef t with no justification to weaken its nuclear deterrent, a means for self-defence, under the situation where the US nuclear blackmail persists.  The US loudly trumpets about "nuclear non-proliferation" but it is the very country which encourages the spread of nukes in actuality.  The world is bound to head for a nuclear arms race whether it likes or not unless the US nuclear threat and blackmail are brought to an end.

Korean conflict would escalate to nuclear war

Associated Press, 6-14-09
(http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/31352692/)
South Korea's president ordered his top security officials Sunday to deal "resolutely and squarely" with new North Korean warnings of a nuclear war on the eve of his U.S. visit. In Washington, Vice President Joe Biden said "God only knows" what North Korea wants from the latest showdown.  President Lee Myung-bak travels to Washington on Monday for talks with President Barack Obama that are expected to focus on the North's rogue nuclear and missile programs.  The trip comes after North Korea's Foreign Ministry threatened war with any country that stops its ships on the high seas under new sanctions approved by the U.N. Security Council in response to its May 25 nuclear test.  It also vowed Saturday to "weaponize" all its plutonium and acknowledged a long-suspected uranium enrichment program for the first time. Both plutonium and uranium are key ingredients of atomic bombs.  A commentary published Saturday in the North's state-run Tongil Sinbo weekly claimed the U.S. was deploying a vast number of nuclear weapons in South Korea and Japan.  North Korea "is completely within the range of U.S. nuclear attack and the Korean peninsula is becoming an area where the chances of a nuclear war are the highest in the world," it said.

Nuclear conflict in Korea would draw in US and China sparking global nuclear conflict

Eurasia Review, U.S. Risks Military Clash With China In Yellow Sea, Friday, 16 July 2010
http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165124/us-risks-military-clash-with-china-in-yellow-sea.html
The presence of a U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier and scores of advanced American and South Korean warplanes off the coast of China in the Yellow Sea - and near Russia's shore in the Sea of Japan if the Washington is deployed there - qualitatively and precariously raises the level of brinkmanship in Northeast Asia.  The drumbeat of confrontation has been steadily increasing in volume and tempo since the sinking of a South Korean corvette, the Cheonan, on March 26 with the resultant death of 46 crew members.  An investigation into the incident was organized by the U.S. and included experts from the U.S., South Korea, Britain, Australia and Sweden, but not from China and Russia which both border the Korean Peninsula. On May 20 the five-nation team released a report blaming a North Korean torpedo for the sinking of the Cheonan. North Korea denied the accusation and neither Russia nor China, excluded from the investigation, have concurred with the U.S. accusation.  American provocations escalated dramatically at the Group of 20 (G20) summit in Toronto on June 27 when U.S. President Barack Obama (in his own words) held a "blunt" conversation with China's President Hu Jintao, accusing him and his nation of "willful blindness" in relation to North Korea's "belligerent behavior." Upbraiding his Chinese counterpart, Obama stated, "I think there's a difference between restraint and willful blindness to consistent problems." (On the same occasion Obama praised South Korea's President Lee Myung-bak for his "extraordinary restraint.")  "My hope is that president Hu will recognise as well that this is an example of Pyongyang going over the line."  President Hu and the Chinese government as a whole would be fully justified in suspecting that mounting U.S. threats are aimed not only (and perhaps not so much) against North Korea as against China itself.  Beijing is not alone in entertaining suspicions that Washington is employing the sinking of the Cheonan as the pretext for achieving broader geopolitical objectives. On July 14 Russia's Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov, in speaking of the Cheonan incident and its aftermath, pleaded: "I believe that the most important [concern] at the present time is to ease the situation, avoid agitation, escalation of emotions and start preparing conditions for the resumption of the six-party [North Korea, South Korea, China, Russia, the U.S. and Japan] talks." [4]  Portraying the UN Security Council statement on the matter last week (which was not the harsh condemnation of North Korea Washington had pushed for) as being a balanced one, he also said, “It is important that nobody tries to distort the evaluations given.”  In addition, referring to North Korea's latest reaffirmation of its willingness to jointly investigate the Cheonan's sinking with South Korea, Lavrov said: “This statement is not new. From the very beginning the DPRK confirmed it wanted to participate in the investigation.  “I hear, the sides were to agree on some format of interaction.” [5]  When on June 27 President Obama stated "our main focus right now is in the U.N. Security Council making sure that there is a crystal-clear acknowledgement that North Korea engaged in belligerent behavior that is unacceptable to the international community" [6], his characterization of the latter entity excluded not only North Korea but China and Russia as well.  The severity and urgency of mounting U.S. threats is illustrated in a recent column by Shen Dingli, executive dean of the Institute of International Studies and director of the Center for American Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai. His comments end with a frightening parallel and a dire warning:  "The US and South Korea are implementing joint military exercises this month in the Yellow Sea, with the possibility of deploying the US aircraft carrier George Washington.  "The running of such exercises so close to China's waters has left China strongly, and rightfully, dissatisfied.  "The US and South Korea may argue that the exercise is not in China's territorial waters, so China has no right to comment.  "However, even if the joint exercises are not in Chinese sovereign waters, they may take place in the waters of China's interests as the international waters [in the] Yellow Sea near China's exclusive economic zone are extremely important to China's interests.  "Given the sophisticated equipment it carries, the George Washington poses a real potential threat to Chinese territory.  "Even if the US-South Korea military exercises are outside China's territory, the striking power of the US nuclear-powered aircraft carrier also poses a serious threat to neighboring countries.  "The US and South Korea have said the military exercises are being held in order to deter North Korea because of the sinking of the South Korean Cheonan corvette and the death of 46 South Korean sailors.  "But the case for the possible North Korean sinking of the Cheonan has not been thoroughly established.  "South Korea refused to let North Korean officials present their case against the evidence for their supposed complicity in the sinking.  "When South Korea launched the so-called international survey, it refused the participation of China and other countries, which did not increase the credibility of the so-called findings.  "These exercises are needlessly provocative, and will eventually backfire on the US and South Korea.  "During the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the Soviet Union established nuclear missile bases on the island, the US objected to the close proximity of the Soviet weaponry even though they traveled only through international waters to reach Cuba, and the US set up a blockade to stop them being deployed.  "When the US ponders the idea of deploying its nuclear aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea, very close to China, shouldn't China have the same feeling as the US did when the Soviet Union deployed missiles in Cuba?  "China may not have the military strength to forcibly prevent such exercises now, but it may do so in response to such provocative actions in the future." [7]  The only surviving head of state of the nations involved in the Cuban Missile Crisis, former Cuban president Fidel Castro, has issued several warnings lately that a U.S. and allied attack on North Korea (and Iran) could result in regional conflagration and even nuclear war.  A Chinese commentary last week provided more details of the threat that a U.S. nuclear aircraft carrier off its shore will pose to the nation and also contained a blunt warning, stating "the anxiety on the Chinese side will be huge if a US aircraft carrier enters the sea connecting the Korean Peninsula and China - it would mean that major cities like Dalian, Qingdao, Tianjin and even Beijing are within US attack range.  "At this stage, China may not react through a show of force to the US fleet cruising into the international waters of the Yellow Sea. But it does not mean that the Chinese people will tolerate it. Whatever harm the US military maneuver may inflict upon the mind of the Chinese, the United States will have to pay for it, sooner or later." [8]  Washington's recent deployment of two nuclear-powered guided missile submarines to China's neighborhood - the USS Michigan to South Korea and the USS Ohio to the Philippines [9] - only add to China's concerns.
SCENARIO 2: IRAN


Iran is in the final stages of acquiring nuclear weapons

Wall Street Journal, Panetta Warns of Iran Threat, June 27, 2010 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704846004575332823388936154.html
WASHINGTON—Central Intelligence Agency Director Leon Panetta said Iran has enough fissile material for two atomic bombs, and that it could develop nuclear weapons in two years if it wanted, in the Obama administration's starkest assessment to date of Tehran's nuclear work.  The CIA chief's comments mark a further distancing of the U.S. government from a controversial 2007 National Intelligence Estimate, compiled by Washington's 16 spy agencies, that concluded Tehran had stopped developing atomic weapons in 2003.

Removing TNWs from Turkey will prevent Iranian and Middle East Proliferation

Removing tactical nukes from Turkey is key to prevent Iranian prolif
Mustaga Kibaroglu, prof of International Relations, “A Turkish nuclear turnaround”, Bulletin of Atomic Scientist. Nov/Dec 2007
http://www.mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-Bulletin-USnukesTurkey-NovDev2007.pdf

New opportunities exist for taking region-wide initiatives such as revitalizing efforts to establish a nuclear weapon- 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 having Turkey 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 from 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.  
If Iran is allowed to develop a nuclear arsenal, even a small one, it will lead to widespread middle eastern nuclear proliferation and certain nuclear war. 
Enders Wimbush, Director, Center for Future Security Strategies, Committee on House Foreign Affairs, January 31, 2007 (LN) 
 Mr. Chairman, it should surprise no one that quiet discussions have already begun in Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey and elsewhere in the Middle East about the desirability of developing national nuclear capabilities to blunt Iran's anticipated advantage and offset the perceived decline in America's protective power. I believe that this is just the beginning. Proliferation across Eurasia will be broad and swift, creating nightmarish challenges. The diffusion of nuclear know-how is on the verge of becoming impossible to impede. Just yesterday, I heard former senator Sam Nunn describe the chances of success of his Nuclear Threat Initiative, which seeks to put barriers in the pathway of proliferation, as only a three on a scale of ten, and getting worse. Non-proliferation treaties, never effective in blocking the ambitions of rogues like Iran and North Korea, will be meaningless. Intentional proliferation to state and non-state actors is virtually certain, as newly capable states seek to empower their friends and sympathizers. Iran, with its well known support of Hezbollah, is a particularly good candidate to proliferate nuclear capabilities beyond the control of any state as a way to extend the coercive reach of its own nuclear politics.  In the world of nuclear Iran, arsenals will be small, which sounds reassuring, but in fact it heightens the dangers and risk. New players, including Iran, with just a few weapons will be especially dangerous. Cold War deterrence was based on the belief that an initial strike by an attacker could not destroy all of an opponent's nuclear weapons, leaving the adversary with the capacity to strike back in a devastating retaliatory blow. Because it is likely to appear easier to destroy them in a single blow, small arsenals will increase the incentive to strike first in a crisis.  Some of the new nuclear actors will be less interested in deterrence than in using nuclear weapons to annihilate their enemies. Iran's leadership has spoken of its willingness--in their words--to "martyr" the entire Iranian nation, and it has even expressed the desirability of doing so as a way to accelerate an inevitable, apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's final worldwide triumph.  Ahmadinejad is the product of the most reactionary parts of Iran's clerical regime: the support structures in security, intelligence and paramilitary vigilante baseej forces and their hardline Islamic mentors. This group of zealots and their views are more extreme in virtually all aspects than those of the regime's house clerics. They see themselves as the true guardians of Ayatollah Khomeini's legacy, often criticizing the clerics for not being radical enough in pursuing Islamic revolution. Their ideological godfather is the ultra-conservative Ayatollah Mesba-e Yazdi--better known as "Professor Crocodile" to Iranians--whose teachings converge with the anti-Western conspiracy theories of Ahmad Fardid, a Persian follower of Nazi sympathizer Martin Heidegger. Together they espouse an ideological cocktail whose main ingredients are a pathological hatred of the West and its civilization and the inevitability of an apocalyptic collision between Islam and the West that will result in Islam's triumph worldwide.

Removing TNWs from Turkey is absolutely critical to US Anti-proliferation stance

Lamond & Ingram 9 (Claudine and Ingram, BASIC [http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf] Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states/ January 23)

There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency. There have been public expressions of resentment towards the US military presence in Turkey ever since the lead up to the US war with Iraq. The United States insisted on the government allowing American troops to use Turkey as a staging post, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion. Limited permission was granted after heavy debates and delay in the Turkish parliament. Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for tactical nuclear weapons. The risk, of course, is that stationing tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US tactical nuclear weapons on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey’s legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.22 
Adv 3: Brinksmanship

The existence of TNWs in Eastern Europe creates oppositional attitude between the US and Russia raising the specter of Nuclear War

Alexander Alexeevych Pikayev is the Head of Department for Disarmament and Conflict Resolution of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations at the Academy of Sciences, and Member of International Institute of Strategic Studies (London). 2008
(http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf)

Since the end of the Cold War, holdings of TNW in the NWS have been reduced unilaterally, rather than via arms control treaties. Significant reductions were made under the unilateral 1991 and 1992 US and Russian ‘Presidential Nuclear Initiatives’ (PNI), though full implementation of these proved difficult and costly. US abrogation of the ABM Treaty and the collapse of the 13 steps plan adopted by the 2000 NPT RevCon, made further implementation of the PNI all but impossible. TNW are nonetheless still subject to certain arms control regimes which limit their horizontal, and to a lesser extent vertical, proliferation. The most important is the NPT which bans all parties, apart from the NWS, from acquiring nuclear weapons, including TNW. But a range of other multilateral treaties prohibits the stationing of any nuclear weapons, including TNW, on the seabed, in Antarctica, in space and on the Moon and other planets. This is also the effect of the various treaties creating regional nuclear weapon-free zones around the world. Vertical proliferation of TNW is limited by various treaties relating to nuclear testing. The voluntary moratorium on testing before the CTBT comes into force in particular has severely restricted those countries most interested in modernising their TNW arsenals. Another serious barrier to TNW would be negotiation of an FMCT, but this has been stalled for over a decade. The question of TNW remains particularly important in Europe. The eastward expansion of NATO has not, apparently, been accompanied by any eastward movement of TNW. But US plans to station missile defense systems near Russia’s borders have aroused serious concerns in Moscow, and raised the spectre of a new nuclear stand-off in Europe in coming years.
TNWs are uniquely prone to accidental launch. Despite a number of reduction initiatives, there is no likelihood that US-Russian Reductions will occur.

Miles Pomper, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Willilam Potter and Nikolai Sokov , Reducing Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, vol. 52, no. 1, February–March 2010, pp. 75–96

http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a919036790~db=all~jumptype=rss
US and Russian leaders have indicated that the next round of US–Russian strategic arms negotiations, after a START follow-on treaty is agreed and ratified, is likely to tackle non-strategic, or ‘tactical’, nuclear weapons. Control of such weapons has remained elusive, despite the fact that they are particularly attractive to terrorists and present a greater risk than strategic weapons of early or accidental use. In 1991, US President George H.W. Bush and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev made parallel, but unilateral, pledges – collectively known as the presidential nuclear initiatives – to reduce the numbers of their tactical nuclear weapons and store the larger part of their arsenals in central storage (which was not defined). Washington, however, did not accept a Soviet proposal made that autumn to negotiate a legally binding, verifiable treaty. The two countries have made much progress towards meeting their initiative commitments, but there have been no further serious negotiations on the issue despite many rounds of strategic arms reduction talks. The intention of US and Russian officials to finally tackle the issue of tactical nuclear weapons is welcome, yet linking the two classes of nuclear weapons at an early stage in the next round of post-START negotiations might result in more problems than it can solve.
US and Russia believe TNWs key to threat projection – critical to allies believing in our deterrent ability.

David Wood, Columnist for Politics Daily, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About,” 7/8 ‘09 

( http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is- talking-about/ )

In the shifting geopolitics of post-Cold War Europe, tactical nuclear weapons play an increasingly important role in Russian military doctrine, a brute reminder of Russian power against the growing influence of the West along its borders. For instance, the Russians are working to fit tactical nuclear warheads onto submarine-launched cruise missiles, a weapon that "will play a key role'' in Russian strategy, according to Vice Adm. Oleg Bursev of the Russian General Staff. "Their range and precision are gradually increasing,'' he said this spring.  On the U.S. side, the arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe serves as a powerful symbol of America's guarantee of protection to its European allies, including former Soviet satellites such as Poland and the Czech Republic. Small wonder, given the military and political clout of these armaments, that the summit agreement to reduce nuclear weapons never mentioned tactical nukes.  "I'm not surprised -- tactical nuclear weapons is a much tougher issue,'' said Hans Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project at the nonpartisan Federation of American Scientists.  Strategic nuclear weapons are the big, obvious ones, the warheads mounted inside the nose cones of intercontinental ballistic missiles blasted from underground silos or submarines. They also include the heavy thermonuclear bombs carried by long-range bombers. These strategic weapons, hundreds of times more powerful than the 1945 Hiroshima bomb, are too terrible ever to be used. They are not for war-fighting; they are for deterrence. The United States has missiles humming away in their silos, pointed at Russia (and elsewhere), so that the Russians wouldn't dare shoot. And Medvedev has his missiles pointed at us. This, say nuclear strategists, makes us safe.

US insistence on housing TNWs on Russia’s borders is escalating potential risk of nuclear standoff within the decade – unilateral removal of TNWs would result in Russia following suit – de-escalating nuclear risk.

Alexander Alexeevych Pikayev is the Head of Department for Disarmament and Conflict Resolution of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations at the Academy of Sciences, and Member of International Institute of Strategic Studies (London). 2008
(http://www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.pdf)

Thus, the absence of legally-binding agreements on TNW in Europe, alongside erosion of other international legal regimes for arms limitation, has brought about a real danger of the revival of a nuclear standoff on the European continent as early as the beginning of the next decade. Such developments can be forestalled not only by political dialogue about missile defense, but also thorough control over tactical nuclear weapons. In the middle of the 1990’s, the USA made it known that, under certain conditions, it was ready to accept legal obligations regarding non-deployment of nuclear weapons on the territory of new NATO member countries, if Russia agreed to some limitations in turn.  In 1997, in the Helsinki Declaration of the results of the Russian-American summit, the parties managed to place on record a provision regarding the start of consultations on limiting tactical nuclear weapons. However, later disagreements over the ABM Treaty did not allow Russia and the USA to make progress in this area.  In addition to the Founding Act, deployment of nuclear weapons by the USA in Central and Eastern Europe is made difficult by the PNI and the INF Treaty. In accordance with Article VI of the NPT, all nuclear states must, in a spirit of goodwill, conduct negotiations on nuclear disarmament. Tactical weapons are no exception. Russia, in principle, has declared its readiness to continue dialogue with interested countries for further nuclear disarmament, not exluding limits to TNW.  However, as the initial precondition for the start of negotiations on TNW, Moscow presumes that other countries too would follow the example of the Russian Federation and would not deploy their nuclear weapons outside their natural territory.  Under discussion are around 400 American gravity nuclear bombs stored in six European countries, five of which are non-nuclear-armed members of the NPT.
US predelegation of TNWs creates a hair-trigger posture making miscalculation or unauthorized use likely.

Nikolai Sokov, senior associate at Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Winter 1997 (Nonproliferation Review, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol04/42/sokov42.pdf)

TNW promote a hair-trigger posture, making accidental nuclear war more likely. Effective deterrence hinges on an ability and willingness to use nuclear weapons or, at least, upon the perception of the other side that nuclear weapons would be used in case of attack. This principle applies differently to strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons. Strategic weapons are much less vulnerable and thus are suitable for a second strike: the deterring side has the luxury of waiting some time after the aggression takes place, determining the goals of the attacker and the scale of hostilities, and only then retaliating. By contrast, because TNW are deployed close to the potential front line, they are highly vulnerable and not as reliably controlled.45 To convince the other side of readiness and ability to use these weapons, the deterring side must deploy TNW in the field in a ready-for-combat mode (or, at least, to have a proven, demonstrated capability to deploy them with troops in a crisis period). It must also predelegate the authority to use TNW to field commanders. No matter how limited hostile action is, TNW have to be used quickly, or they might be lost to a first strike by the other side. Deployment of TNW, therefore, results in a hair-trigger posture, under which a mistake or an over-reaction by a local commander might start a nuclear war in a situation where a limited response or even diplomatic efforts could have saved the day. Even worse, the deployment of TNW to combat units in a time of crisis represents, by itself, a move that could be easily misread by the other side. Instead of deterring an attack, TNW could provoke it. But even that does not represent the complete list of dangerous possibilities: the vulnerability of TNW might make a preemptive strike an attractive option under the “use them or lose them” principle.

New START doesn’t solve for accidental launch – mutual fear will lead to miscalculation resulting in nuclear war killing 100’s of millions within an hour

The Gazette (Montreal), Duck and cover or a world without nukes?, July 4, 2009
Still, Blair and many others say the need for the U.S. and Russia to show leadership is even more pressing, to remove not only the ever-present Cold War possibility of a world-ending nuclear accident, but the 21st-century threat of nukes falling into terrorist hands.  Much has been made of the need to press the "reset" button on the strained relations of late between the White House and the Kremlin. Medvedev struck a conciliatory note this week when he called for a new era in relations with Washington, based on a "purely pragmatic" agenda.  Thomas Graham, a retired U.S. diplomat and Clinton-era arms-control ambassador, said Russian and U.S. co-operation on arms control, including a new START treaty, would pay dividends in a much broader sense.  "For too long in this post-Cold War world, the two former Cold War adversaries have remained in a semi-hostile relationship," Graham said.  "There could be a serious threat of broader nuclear-weapon proliferation. Many people are concerned about the Iranian nuclear program. ... This administration, I believe, correctly understands that we cannot effectively deal with either of those issues, and many others as well, without close co-operation with the Russian Federation." Officials from both countries are already hammering out the details of an agreement that would replace the START 1 treaty, which expires Dec. 5.  Though the Moscow-Washington relationship is tangled in a web of tension over the U.S. missile-defence-shield plans for Europe, and NATO's eastward expansion, positive signals emerged from the Kremlin yesterday on one front: Medvedev's spokesman said he and Obama would sign a side deal that would allow the U.S. military transit of goods through Russian territory to Afghanistan.  The main goal would be a new START framework that would essentially see both sides slashing their nuclear-warhead stockpiles by one-quarter, down to about 1,500 warheads each.  Despite the spread of nuclear-weapons arsenals to such countries as China, Pakistan, India and elsewhere, nine out of every 10 nuclear bombs on the planet are under the control of the White House and the Kremlin.  Lilia Shevtsova, of the Moscow office of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, suggests that a renewed version of START will not necessarily make the world a safer place.  "When you start counting nukes, you start talking disarmament and verification procedure. It's a sign not of mutual trust - it's rather a sign of lack, an absence of mutual trust," Shevtsova said.  Charles Ferguson, a senior fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations, says if Russia and the U.S. were to go so far as to cut their arsenals down to 1,000 each, other nuclear countries could begin to compete with them.  For Blair, it's well past the time to abandon long-held suspicions and animosities.  After walking his Ottawa luncheon crowd through his Paris doomsday vision, Blair piles on more scenarios.  If there were an accidental launch of weapons that triggered all-out nuclear war between Russia and the U.S., 119 million people in each country would die in the initial exchange.  That would include 15 million around the Kremlin in Moscow.  A city like Chicago or Ottawa would be gone within the hour.  "We've pushed our luck as far as we can; now we need a policy. So to put it bluntly, there are two paths that stretch before us: We either bury our weapons or we're buried by them," Blair said.  "In a Global Zero world, there will still be terrorists and still be criminals, but they'll not get their hands on nuclear materials.  "We'll always have Paris in our future, Ottawa in our future. Right now, we cannot say that."

US Removal of TNWs would force Russia to address its TNWs and begin reduction. There is a critical window for Russian cooperation – we must act.

Miles A. Pomper, Nikolai Sokov, and William C. Potter | 4 December 2009
Bulletin of the atomic sciences

Pomper is a senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Monterey Institute of International Studies and the former editor of Arms Control Today. He is the author of The Russian Nuclear Industry: Status and Prospects, published in January by the Centre for International Governance Innovation.
For many years Moscow's position on nonstrategic nuclear weapons has been inflexible and stagnant. And its agreement to begin negotiations on them has been linked to U.S. acceptance of the idea that nuclear weapons should only be based in national territories--i.e., the withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe. Effectively, Russia is betting that NATO, which is the custodian of the U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in Europe, will refuse to accept that principle, and therefore, it will not have to take meaningful measures to address its own nonstrategic weapons.  Calling Moscow's bluff could be the key to meaningful progress. If U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Europe, it would be hard for Russia to continue stonewalling. While such a step is bound to generate controversy in the United States and NATO, especially in Eastern Europe, it is likely to have little impact on U.S. and alliance security, despite assertions to the contrary. There is little evidence, for example, that Washington would resort to nuclear weapons use, much less nuclear weapons of a tactical variety, if an attack were to occur. Furthermore, nonstrategic nuclear weapons are no longer frontline weapons. In fact, they currently can reach only a few targets in Russia and relocation further east would violate the 1997 NATO-Russia Charter.  More importantly, the presence (or absence) of a limited number of U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe can hardly influence the Russian perception of the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence. And if need be, Washington has many other tools of reassurance it can employ--e.g., new missile defenses and extended air patrols, not to mention its vast strategic nuclear arsenal. Ultimately, the question is about the political will of U.S. leaders, not about specific assets.  Lastly, the window of opportunity for using nonstrategic weapons in Europe as a lever to induce change in the Russian position is narrow. The dual-capable aircraft that are intended to deliver nonstrategic nuclear weapons are nearing the end of their lifetime. If these systems are allowed to expire, NATO would lose the lever; if they are replaced at high cost, then trading them away would be politically complicated, at best.  To utilize this opportunity, Washington could put forward a statement on its own, or on behalf of NATO, in conjunction with unilateral nonstrategic weapon withdrawal in which it would disclose basic information about its total nonstrategic stockpiles (including those on U.S. territory) and invite Russia to respond in kind. Moscow also could be encouraged to respond by redeploying its nonstrategic nuclear weapons to bases that are geographically further removed from Europe.  There is no guarantee, of course, that unilateral withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe would lead Russia to change its position. It would, however, make it more politically costly, if not impossible, for Moscow to continue to stall. If implemented against the background of positive movement in other areas such as strategic arms reduction, this tactic has a good chance of succeeding. After all, something must be done--and soon. The continuing stalemate over nonstrategic nuclear weapons is unacceptable and represents a needless threat to transatlantic security and President Barack Obama's vision of a nuclear-weapon-free world.
 Observation 2: Solvency

US removal of TNWs critical to the NPT and to reduce the likelihood of nuclear terrorism and accidental launch
Christos Katsioulis and Christoph Pilger 08 (“Nuclear Weapons in NATO’s New Strategic Concept” library.fes.de/pdf-files/id/ipa/05425.pdf)
Furthermore, the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons unnecessarily continues a nuclear deterrence relationship with Russia in Europe, giving it an excuse and incentive to keep its own tactical weapons deployed in western Russia. Due to the limited range of tactical weapons and the fact that weapons based in the United States can cover all of the potential targets covered by the bombs in Europe, there is no military need for the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. In a report on nuclear weapons proliferation in 2004 the Science and Technology Committee of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly comes to the corresponding conclusion that these weapons do not add substantially to the security of Europe.«8 Quite the contrary, the deployment of tactical weapons in Europe might even increase insecurity. Tactical weapons pose the most danger of potential theft by terrorists, or use by accident, miscalculation or design. The WMD Commission notes that tactical weapons »would be easier [than strategic weapons] for outsiders to use, such as a terrorist group,« and that »[t]here is a risk of theft or diversion during transport or storage in the field.«9 Today, the United States is the only nuclear power that continues to deploy nuclear weapons outside its own territory: the 480 tactical weapons in Europe. A »zero option of tactical nuclear weapons«10 in Europe would therefore be an essential improvement for European security and the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, not only enhancing security but also alleviating the budgets of the states concerned. The United States and NATO should then use the political leverage from such a move to engage Russia to drastically reduce its arsenal of non-strategic nuclear weapons. The NATO Parliamentary Assembly’s Science and Technology Committee, in the statement mentioned above, advises NATO to come up with »a proposal on a phased and verifiable withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe.«11 With the withdrawal of these weapons, the practical aspect of NATO nuclear sharing, which violates the NPT, would become obsolete. A new strategic concept for NATO, codifying a road-map towards the zero-option, could be the catalyst to a more effective and credible NATO disarmament policy.
AFF Extensions
INH – Russia W/N Eliminate TNWs in SQ

Russia Has a Nuclear Advantage
Moscow Times 6/27 (Stephen G. Rademaker, 6/27/10, " The Kremlin's Nuclear Trump Card ", http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/the-kremlins-nuclear-trump-card/409166.html)
A recurring theme in the U.S. Senate's hearings on the New START treaty has been the disappointment expressed by many senators over the treaty's failure to limit Russia's tactical nuclear warheads. Supporters of New START respond that the treaty's exclusive focus on strategic nuclear warheads follows the pattern of all previous U.S.-Russian arms control agreements. But the critics are rightly concerned that the number of strategic warheads has fallen so low that the United States can no longer ignore Russia's overwhelming advantage in tactical warheads.

Strategic nuclear weapons are intended to win wars by targeting major cities, military bases and other “strategic” targets. Tactical weapons, by contrast, are designed for use on the battlefield. In practical terms, strategic nuclear weapons target the Russian and U.S. heartlands, while tactical nuclear weapons were designed for use in combat in Central Europe.

During the Cold War, the United States and Russia deployed large numbers of both strategic and tactical nuclear weapons. But U.S.-Russian arms control had always focused on strategic weapons on the theory that tactical weapons were irrelevant to keeping the nuclear peace as long as both sides deployed vastly larger numbers of strategic weapons. Events on the battlefield were thought to be of little consequence if Washington and Moscow were at risk of destruction by strategic weapons.
But what was true at the height of the Cold War when both sides possessed tens of thousands of strategic nuclear warheads has become increasingly less true as both sides have reduced their strategic forces. During the administration of former U.S. President George W. Bush, the agreed ceiling on deployed strategic weapons was reduced from 6,000 to 2,200 on each side. The New START drops the ceiling even further to 1,550.

Regrettably, these deep reductions in strategic weapons have not been matched by Russian reductions in tactical weapons. By most estimates, the United States today deploys just between 200 and 300 tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, compared to Russia's arsenal of between 2,000 and 3,000.  

The Obama administration has argued to the Senate that Russia's 10:1 advantage in tactical weapons is militarily insignificant today and will remain insignificant even if U.S. strategic forces are cut to roughly half the size of Russia's tactical forces as required by New START. But obviously there comes a point at which strategic nuclear reductions will be so deep — and Russia's advantage in tactical weapons so large — that the disparity can no longer be ignored.

Russia’s reason for having so many TNWs is simply because we have so many. We remove ours, they remove theirs. 

Anne Penketh, Washington Program Director of the British American Security Information Council (Basic) April 4, 2010 

But these weapons are worthless as a bargaining chip as Russia must have discounted them long ago in its strategic planning. Russian military experts point out that the reason Russia keeps such an overwhelming superiority in tactical nuclear weapons is to balance the US superiority in conventional weapons. Not to mention its strategic concerns about China.
Turkey K to Russian Counter-balancing

US missile sale to Turkey driven by rivalry with Russia

Deniz Zeyrek, staff writer, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, September 15, 2009
 “The United States Stepped in With Patriots When Turkey Began Negotiating MissilesWith Russia" LexisNexis

The request by the Defence Security and Cooperation Agency [DSCA], a unit of the US Defence Department, for approval by Congress for the sale of missiles to Turkey has exposed the missile rivalry between the United States and Russia over Turkey. Commentators note that this surprise move by the United States comes soon after Turkey ap-peared to be leaning towards acquiring long-range missiles from Russia. Two days ago, the DSCA offically applied for approval by the US Congress for the sale of long-range air defence and antimissile missile systems to Turkey. In announcing the request to the world, the DSCA said that the programme cost would be around $7.8 billion if Turkey purchases all options. The DSCA wants the programme to proceed within the framework of defence sales to NATO countries. The sale will not face any hurdles if the US Senate does not raise any objections within two weeks. The package is comprised of 13 fire units, 72 PAC-3 (Patriot) missiles made by Lockheed Martin and Raytheon, various other types of missiles, and other associated systems. Noting that Turkey and the United States are partners in the maintenance of peace and stability in the region, the DSCA statement says: "It is in the national interests of the United States to help our NATO ally to acquire a powerful self-defence capability, within the framework of building an acceptable military balance in the region. The proposed sale is consistent with these goals. Turkey will use the PAC-3 missiles to improve its missile defence capability, to bolster the security and defence of its homeland, and to deter regional threats. Turkey has not purchased PAC-3 missiles in the past but will be able to make effective use of them." Diplomatic sources have attributed this surprise foray by the United States to the growing missile threat from Iran and Russia's efforts to gain the upper hand in the technical infrastructure of air defence systems in the region. According to information from the same sources, Turkey was leaning towards acquiring Russian missiles to meet its missile needs as part of its air defence programmes. Turkey initially wanted to buy S-300 missiles, but when Russia told it that it was stopping the production of S-300's because it was gearing up to produce the new generation S-400 missiles, Turkey began to be seriously interested in the S-400. The Defence Industry Undersecretariat had already begun to discuss with the Russians details such as joint production and technology transfers. The two countries earlier attracted attention by the steps they took in the energy field. The United States was perturbed by news that the two countries were on the threshold of signing an agreement on missiles. The close ties between Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan led to speculation that Turkey was set to buy the S-400s. Iran, the Greek Cypriot sector, and Greece (because of the Greek Cypriots) earlier became customers of Russian missiles. The inclusion of Turkey in Russia's customer list would put the United States in a most difficult position in view of its preparations to build a missile shield in Turkey. Former US Ambassador to Turkey Ross Wilson said recently at Defence Industry Executive Committee meetings [as published]: "Turkey is interested in Patriot and S-400 systems for its missile procurements. We are encouraging Turkey on this issue." Turkey wants to create a serious air defence shield with its Air Defence Systems Project. Turkey will be able to make a direct purchase without a bidding process in this project, which has slowed down because the economic crisis.
Moral Imperative
We have a moral imperative to abolish nuclear weapons

SCHELL, HAROLD WILLENS PEACE FELLOW AT THE NATION INSTITUTE, 2003  [JONATHAN, “NO MORE UNTO THE 
BREACH, PART TWO, THE UNCONQUERABLE WORLD,” HARPER’S MAGAZINE, APRIL, P. 50-51, * = FOOTNOTE] 
An agreement to abolish nuclear arms and all other weapons of mass destruction is the sine qua non of any sane international system in the twenty-first century, and the necessary condition for the construction of a cooperative world. Any other attempted settlement of the issue of weapons of mass destruction will clash with plans to halt or reverse proliferation, with other efforts to bring peace, with common sense, and with elementary decency. No reliable policy can be founded upon the permanent institutionalization of a capacity and an intention to kill tens of millions of innocent people. No humane international order can depend upon a threat to extinguish humanity. Abolition alone provides a sound basis for the continued deepening and spread of liberal democracy, whose founding principles are violated and affronted by the maintenance of nuclear terror. And a clear commitment to abolition, by ending the nuclear double standard, alone can create a basis for stopping nuclear proliferation and making effective the existing bans on other weapons of mass destruction. The logic of abolition is the real alternative to the logic of empire. But, my critics will ask, won't the abolition of nuclear' weapons undo one of the very building blocks of peace that I have named? If the ever-present danger of nuclear annihilation has paralyzed great-power war, won't great-power war spring to life once nuclear weapons are removed from the picture? The answer to the question lies at the very root of the nuclear predicament. It is a profound misunderstanding of the nuclear age to suppose that its basic features emanate from nuclear hardware. They do not. They emanate, as we have seen, from the scientific knowledge that underlies the hardware. The number of nuclear warheads in the world can fall and the number of fingers on the nuclear button can decrease, even to zero, without subtracting a single digit from the physical equations on which the bomb is based. The spread of this knowledge throughout the world guarantees that the war system can never operate on a global basis as it did before. The persistence of the knowledge and the capacity to rebuild nuclear arsenals, or produce other weapons of mass destruction, will stand in the way. Let us imagine that nuclear weapons have been abolished by treaty, and that a nation then violates it by secretly or openly building a nuclear arsenal and threatening to use it to bully the world. As soon as the threat has been made, scores of other nations, all nuclear capable, would be free to build, and threaten the use of, their own nuclear arsenals in response, in effect deterring the violator. Not global hot war but a reignition of cold war would result and reestablish a crude system of mutual assured destruction. Wider war would be deterred, just as it is in our world of large nuclear arsenals. The important point, as always in matters of deterrence, is not that the threatened nations would necessarily rearm (though this "scenario" has a credibility that many existing ones lack) but that any government would know in advance that such a response was available, and would have every reason to desist from its reckless scheme in the first place. The threat would not constitute nuclear deterrence in the classic sense of threatening instant nuclear retaliation, yet it would still be a kind of deterrence. Abolition, when seen in this cold light, cannot mean a return to the pre-nuclear age, whether one might wish for such a development or not, nor can it rule out once and for all a resurgence of nuclear armaments in some future dark age, whose coming no one can preclude. It does, however, mean that a return to the global adapt-or-die war system is impossible. Abolition, in view of these circumstances, which as far as we know are unchangeable, would be nothing more or less than an indispensable though insufficient recognition by the human species of the terrible, mortal predicament it has got itself into and a concrete expression of its resolve to find some relief. Abolition should not be undersold, but it should not be oversold either. *  * My critics may also wonder whether such "weaponless deterrence" is an improvement, either militarily or morally, over the present system of armed deterrence. The simple answer is that in a world in which nuclear know-how is inexpugnable, the step of physically eliminating nuclear weapons would create a threshold that would be difficult to recross in the other direction- just as today the threshold between conventional and nuclear war is difficult to cross. Even after such abolition, a critical decision would remain to be made: whether or not to continue to rely as a matter of policy on nuclear rearmament in the event that the abolition treaty is violated. The nuts and bolts of any abolition agreement would be highly detailed arrangements suppressing certain technologies-all, of course, inspected to the hilt. The agreement would specify exactly which nuclear-bomb materials are permitted, in what quantities, and where. There assuredly would be an enforcement provision in the treaty, specifying what it is that the menaced nations of the world are entitled or obliged to do in the event of the treaty's violation. If nuclear rearmament is specified as a response, and technical arrangements suitable for it are provided, then, to an extent, the world would still be relying on nuclear terror to counter nuclear terror. If, on the other hand, nuclear arms are banned absolutely by the treaty, and nuclear rearmament is forbidden even in the face of the treaty's violation, whose remedy is sought by other means, then the world would formally and finally have renounced all, dependence on nuclear terror for its safety. This is not the place, however, even to attempt to summarize the cases for and against the abolition of nuclear weapons, which I have discussed at great length elsewhere. 
Inherency Extensions
US posture with TNWs is obsolete and will contribute to proliferation nightmare and  conflict.

Lamond & Ingram 9 (Claudine and Ingram, BASIC [http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf] Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states/ January 23)
NATO’s member states have reached an impasse on the future of nuclear sharing in Europe, and currently

appear to be operating on the assumption of business as usual through fear of change. While there would be

mainstream support on both sides of the Atlantic for the practice to end, governments are reluctant to take

action that may appear to challenge the relevance or the future of the NATO Alliance. Even under an Obama

Administration, the United States may be reluctant to remove forward-based tactical nuclear weapons from

Europe for as long as allied governments wish them to remain, in order to be seen as fulfilling commitments to

NATO collective security.1 Likewise, European host states will be reluctant to suggest that the United States

remove them if the removal were interpreted to be anti-American or reflect a reduced commitment to NATO.

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.

Increasing pressure from parliamentarians, pressure groups, budgets and public opinion from within host

member states may yet provide an important catalyst for the US and NATO members to discuss the future of US

nuclear sharing in Europe. The likely review of NATO’s Strategic Concept starting in 2009 represents an

opportunity for the Alliance to reconsider its dependency on nuclear sharing and come up with alternative, more

valuable measures that demonstrate commitment.
Cost of keeping TNWs is significantly higher than benefits – they are an unneeded vestige of the Cold War.

Hans Kristensen, Federation of American Scientists Nuclear Information Project Director, June 08
(Federation of American Scientists, former Natural Resources Defense Council Nuclear Program consultant, former Nautilus Institute Nuclear Strategy Project director, former Danish Ministry of defense special adviser, former Greenpeace International Nuclear Information Unit senior researcher, Federation of American Scientists, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Withdrawn From the United Kingdom”, http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2008/06/us-nuclear-weapons-withdrawn-from-the-united-kingdom.php)

By keeping the withdrawals secret, NATO and the United States have missed huge opportunities to engage Russia directly and positively about reductions to their non-strategic nuclear weapons, and to improve their own nuclear image in the world in general.  The news about the withdrawal from Lakenheath comes at an inconvenient time for those who advocate continuing deployment of U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe. By following on the heels of the withdrawal from Ramstein Air Base in 2004-2005 and Greece in 2001, the Lakenheath withdrawal raises the obvious question at the remaining nuclear sites: If they can withdraw, why can’t we?  What is at stake is not whether NATO should be protected with nuclear weapons, but why it is still necessary to deploy tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Japan and South Korea are also covered by the U.S. nuclear umbrella, but without tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Asia. The benefits from withdrawing the remaining non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe far outweigh the costs, risks and political objectives of keeping them there. The only question is: who will make the first move?  
Terrorism Ext

Turkey Key

Al Qaeda’s presence in Turkey is expanding 

Cakir 08 (Rusen Cakir is a senior correspondent for the Turkish daily Vatan and has contributed to various other media outlets, such as Milliyet and CNN Turk. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/JA17Ak01.html)   

Even though al-Qaeda has so far never staged an attack on Turkish soil using non-Turkish operatives, the al-Saqa incident shows that it would be possible. Moreover, the 2003 Istanbul bombings demonstrate that the network has the capacity to recruit militants within Turkey, primarily due to the growth of radical Islam there since the 1980s. Over the years, many Turkish youth have volunteered to fight with Islamist groups in areas such as Afghanistan, Bosnia, Chechnya, Kashmir and Ogaden [2]; in so doing, some have developed a close relationship with al-Qaeda.   Following the US occupation of Iraq, there was a steady outflow of Turkish volunteers ready to fight in the Iraqi insurgency. Newspapers often report stories of Turkish nationals who die in suicide attacks or in armed combat. For instance, Habib Akdas - the ringleader of the Istanbul bombings - was reportedly killed in a US bombardment of al-Anbar province in September 2004.   Similarly, it is claimed that Gurcan Bac, another leading member of al-Qaeda, died in a clash in Fallujah in 2005. Lastly, a US Army spokesperson announced the deaths of Mehmet Yulmaz and Mehmet Resit Isik in Iraq's Hawiya region in June 2007. The spokesperson stated that these individuals helped foreign activists enter Iraq through Turkey. Yulmaz, also known as "Halid al-Turki," was a top leader of the organization while Isik was his deputy.   Another report revealed that two Turkish al-Qaeda militants, Sadettin Akdas - the brother of Habib Akdas, who is suspected of plotting the Istanbul bombings - and Burhan Kus, escaped from the Abu Ghraib prison in April 2007.   In the wake of the Istanbul bombings, groups linked to or inspired by al-Qaeda have been the target of greater scrutiny by intelligence organizations. However, as is the case in many parts of the world, it is much harder to trace small groups that have no direct link to al-Qaeda than larger, better organized movements. For example, on March 9, 2004, two Islamist youths - Nihat Dogruel and Engin Vural - independently sought to bomb 40 Masons congregating in the Masonic Lodge in Istanbul's Kartal district; Masons are considered to be pro-Zionist by many Turkish Islamists. Security prevented the two from deploying the bomb properly and, as a result, only Dogruel and a waiter were killed, while Vural was wounded and arrested. The activists had no direct connection with al-Qaeda, but were clearly inspired by the network.   Far from being professional militants, Turks influenced by al-Qaeda are generally ordinary citizens. One of the suspects arrested in Aksaray was a high school English teacher, and the other four were also employed and socially integrated individuals. It might also be worth noting that one of these bombers - Ilyas Kuncak - had grandchildren. Al-Qaeda-style militancy in Turkey continues to attract individuals outside the usual profile of young, single, unemployed/underemployed youths.      
 
 

Turkey Has  TNWs

Turkey now hosts 90 TNW’s 
ALEXANDRA BELL AND BENJAMIN LOEHRKE | 23 NOVEMBER 2009 (http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)

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. 
Turkey Leaking Info to Terrorists

Turkey is leaking information and know-how, making it a likely staging ground for terrorist theft or acquisition.

JINSA – is a national organization based in Washington D.C http://www.rightsidenews.com/2010062210703/global-terrorism/suppose-turkey-transfers-us-technology-and-tactics-to-iran-and-syria.html (:“, 22 June 17 27 2010
As a member of NATO, Turkey has access to a wide array of American technology that, if compromised, could spell real danger for U.S. operations in the Middle East and Persian Gulf, and threaten allies that rely on American equipment and training. Turkey's increasingly close relations with Hamas, Hezbollah, Syria, Iran and, recently, Russia, should cause the United States to monitor Turkey closely with an eye toward the damage that could be done to American interests.  Unfortunately, the U.S. has shown no interest in the radical reorientation going on inside of Turkey. The widespread arrest of past and present Turkish military figures along with a large number of others has not sparked even a comment from the State Department or Pentagon, and nor from the White House. The participation of the Turkish government with the IHH in the Gaza flotilla - and the corresponding inflammatory rhetoric that has emanated from the Turkish government - received even less attention. The result is that the Turkish government thinks it has a free hand with Israel, as well as with Iran - although it is peeved the U.S. did not back the Turkish-Brazilian deal for a portion of Iran's nuclear materials.  A particular worry is the Turkish intelligence services, to which Prime Minister Erdogan has appointed two radical Muslim civilians to key positions: Hakan Fidan as head of Milli Istihbarat Teskilati (MIT), Turkey's foreign intelligence service; and Muammer Güler as Undersecretary for Public Order and Security, which heads Turkey's counterterrorism service. The intelligence services are playing a key role in separating the Turkish military from Israel and in the removal of those they see as a threat to the current government.  The big risk is that the intelligence services, conflating their very strong hatred of Israel with their support of Israel's - and America's - enemies, will grab equipment and information from the Turkish military and share it with those enemies.   No one can competently say what Turkey is discussing - or sharing - with Hamas and Hezbollah, or with Iran and Syria. Until the Gaza flotilla, Israel did not collect intelligence on Turkey, and it is unlikely the U.S. has paid much attention.  Turkey has the third largest air force in NATO (some 930 aircraft) after the U.S. and the UK. Of these, 230 are F-16's (Blocks 20, 40 and 50) and Turkey is a Level 3 partner in the forthcoming Joint Strike Fighter. Like the U.S., Turkey has KC-135 refueling tankers, meaning that the Turkish Air Force can operate just about anywhere on a sustained basis (or could provide refueling to Iranian F-14's or Syrian Sukhois and MiGs). Turkey also has four AWACS aircraft that can be used to direct air battles - their own or those of their new allies. This is a particular risk to the U.S. because it exposes all U.S. assets in the Gulf area to Turkish real-time surveillance, and it could give to the Iranians and Syrians a strong ability to actively target U.S. bases and operations, as well as U.S. air, naval and land assets in the region. Turkey also has a relatively strong Navy with a number of German-designed diesel electric submarines, modern torpedoes, and surface ships equipped with missiles and gun systems. Its navy is probably not capable of challenging the U.S., but Turkey could transfer sensitive systems to America's adversaries. Among the systems in Turkish hands that could pose serious threats are the U.S. Harpoon missile, the Norwegian Penguin, the Exocet from France, Sea Skua from BAE systems, Hellfire II from the U.S. and others.   Turkey has a strong amphibious capability with an assortment of landing craft, mobile armor systems, self-propelled guns, anti-tank systems and a range of equipment that, if in Iranian or Syrian hands, could spell real trouble. For example, Turkey has more than 850 Stinger missiles (now locally built). These missiles are the same ones the Mujahedeen used to great effect against Russian helicopter gunships. Also in the Turkish army are tens of thousands of LAW antitank rockets, TOW antitank missiles and the very effective Russian Kornet antitank missile. Any of these systems, but particularly the TOW missiles, if transferred would significantly strengthen the Iranians and Syrians.  There are countermeasures systems, night vision equipment, communications gear, command and control and capabilities from other countries, such as advanced Israeli drones, that in the hands of either the Iranians or Syrians, could tip the balance in the region and directly harm U.S. operations and leverage while also posing a serious operational threat.  At this time, the U.S. has not taken any steps to moderate the flow of technology, equipment, systems and supplies to Turkey. In fact, the reverse is true as the Obama Administration has been building its "pro-Muslim" foreign policy in large part around Turkey. And it is true that in some areas, most particularly in Afghanistan, the Turks are making a contribution. Turkey has a small contingent responsible for security around Kabul, and also assists in training the Afghan Army and police forces. But even this positive is a red flag, because Turkey's close relationship to Iran could pose a serious risk if Ankara and Tehran expand their relationship to cover the evolving situation in Afghanistan and connected with it, Islamic ideological collaboration.  Turkey is a powerful country for many reasons - its NATO membership, its heavy investment in the military, its historical position in the region and its strong alliance with the United States. That the United States is standing by and waiting for the next example of Turkey's turn away from the West to happen is narrow-minded and reckless.
Theft Extensions
US TNW’s in are undersecured and can be easily stolen- 

Sokov 02 (Dr. Nikolai Sokov, Senior Research Associate CNS NIS Nonproliferation Program Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) Monterey Institute of International Studies May 2002 http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_10a.html)

Though TNWs constitute a large percentage of the arsenals of the nuclear weapon states, TNWs are the least-regulated category of nuclear weapons covered in arms control agreements. They are only subject to an informal regime created by unilateral, parallel declarations made by George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev in the fall of 1991. But the informal nature of the 1991 regime has resulted in considerable uncertainty with regard to implementation, as well as considerable disparity in numbers  In some respects, TNWs are more dangerous than strategic weapons. Their small size, vulnerability to theft, and perceived usability make the existence of TNWs in national arsenals a risk to global security. And the new perception of the usability of nuclear weapons in both Russia and the United States, albeit for different reasons, could create a dangerous precedent for other countries.
TNW removal solves terrorism

Kimball, Executive Director Arms Control Association, 2009
(Daryl, “Change U.S. Nuclear Policy?”, Arms Control Association, September, ProQuest, Date accessed: June 25, 2010, MM)

As an eminent National Academy of Sciences panel concluded more than a decade ago, "[T]he only remaining, defensible function of U.S. nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War era is 'core deterrence': using the threat of retaliation to deter other countries that possess nuclear weapons from using them to attack or coerce the United States or its allies." Without significant reductions in the role and number of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons and without U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the United States' ability to harness the international support necessary to prevent nuclear terrorism and strengthen the beleaguered nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) will be greatly diminished. A core deterrence approach would also reinforce existing U.S. negative security assurances vis-à-vis non-nuclear-weapon states and support our positive security assurances to allies in the event of nuclear attack on them, which would further strengthen support for the NPT.

US must reduce TNWs to prevent nuclear terrorism

Kibaroglu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, 2007
(Mustaga, A Turkish Nuclear Turnaround, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, November/December, Ebsco, 6/26/10, SLE)

<The probability that states or terrorist groups will detonate elaborate or crude nuclear devices increases with the spread of the materials and technology used in the manufacture of these weapons. Before it is too late, every nation must start thinking about effective ways to get rid of their existing nuclear arsenals. 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 Treaty. 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.> 

TNW’s in Europe aren’t secure and are easily stolen

Andreasen, Former  Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council,08
(Steve, Star Tribune, June 26, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/21828734. html?page=1&c=y, accessed 5/25/10, DM)

That U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have not been under the most stringent lock and key could and should spark a long-overdue discussion within NATO regarding the role of short-range, or "tactical," nuclear weapons in European security -- and whether the benefits of continuing these nuclear deployments outweigh the risks.  For much of the Cold War, the United States deployed thousands of tactical nuclear weapons on the territory of its European NATO allies. The purpose of these deployments was to underscore the political link between America and Europe and provide a military capability to deter and if necessary defeat Soviet tank armies poised to invade NATO through Germany.  The Red Army -- one of the most formidable in history -- withdrew from Eastern Europe and returned to Russia shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Seventeen years later, the military rationale for the estimated 150 to 240 U.S. nuclear weapons that remain in Europe is difficult to discern. Does NATO fear that the Russian Army today -- a shell of its former self -- might intervene in new NATO-member states as the alliance expands eastward, and that nuclear weapons are necessary to manage that threat? Or does NATO believe that hundreds of American nuclear weapons deployed across Europe are necessary to deter or defeat the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran?  Both of these scenarios seem a bit far-fetched, especially given that any residual military-deterrence mission for nuclear weapons vis-à-vis Russia or Iran could be dealt with by U.S. and British strategic nuclear forces on submarines patrolling at sea. As to the argument that U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe today are the political glue that holds NATO together -- it increasingly sounds like a historical shibboleth repeated by nuclear bureaucrats rather than a true assessment of the political and security bonds that continue to hold NATO together as an alliance of like-minded states.  One of the most important security threats relevant to those bonds is the threat of nuclear terrorism. The presence of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has little if any relevance to dealing with this problem -- terrorists are unlikely to be deterred by the threat of nuclear retaliation. More likely, the continued existence of tactical nuclear weapons exacerbates the terrorist threat, as these weapons are smaller and more portable and thus are inviting targets for theft -- especially if the bases storing these weapons are not adequately secured.

Nuclear Terrorism Impacts
Nuclear Terrorism escalates into war and the impact extinction Corsi ‘05

(Jermome, Corsi - PhD from Harvard - D/L 7,11,09 http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.) 

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.  The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese.   Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge. None of these scenarios bodes anything but more disaster. The point is simple: America cannot tolerate the risk that some insane group of radical Islamic terrorists might want to buy their way into heaven by exploding a nuclear device in the heart of New York City. The consequences are too devastating to imagine, let alone experience. As a nation we must realize that this type of attack can happen. It may only be a matter of time, unless we act right now. We must not permit the mad mullahs to have a nuclear capability they can turn clandestinely into a nuclear weapon to use in attacking America. That we might believe we can solve the problem diplomatically is exactly the conclusion the mullahs are praying we will come to. 
Once terrorists have a nuclear weapon, stopping attacks will be impossible.
Jon B Wolfsal 2005 (Jon B. Wolfsthal is Deputy Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the co-author of Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security; http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60452/jon-b-wolfsthal/the-next-nuclear-wave)

Not since the early days of the Cold War have proliferation experts and the general public been so attuned to the threat of nuclear weapons--and with good reason. There are more than 28,000 nuclear devices in existence today, more and more countries are acquiring the means to produce them, and there is mounting evidence that al Qaeda has every intention of using a nuclear weapon if only it can get its hands on one. Simply recognizing these dangers, however, is not a strategy for confronting them; workable remedies are sorely needed. Nuclear threats fall into two basic categories. In the short term, nuclear terrorism poses the most acute risk. Once al Qaeda or another group possesses a weapon, deterring or preventing an attack will be all but impossible. Luck, as much as money and hard work, has helped prevent such an attack to date. A second, more complex danger stems from the proliferation of nuclear capabilities to governments. In the long term, the wider state acquisition of nuclear weapons dramatically increases the odds that one might be used, intentionally or not. This concern applies not only to so-called rogue regimes, but to key U.S. allies as well. Given the global insecurity of much weapons material, state proliferation also contributes to the risk of a nightmarish nuclear terrorism scenario.
Unless we reduce the number of nuclear weapons, terrorists will steal or purchase them
Jon B Wolfsal 2005 (Jon B. Wolfsthal is Deputy Director for Non-Proliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the co-author of Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security; http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60452/jon-b-wolfsthal/the-next-nuclear-wave)


More than 60 percent of Americans say they are are more worried about a nuclear attack than they were ten years ago. They would no doubt be distressed to learn, as Allison compellingly relates in Nuclear Terrorism, that Osama bin Laden is not alone in shopping around for a nuclear bomb. Numerous other subnational groups, from Hezbollah and Jemaah Islamiyah to Chechen separatists and rogue Pakistani elements, have the motive, the ambition, and potentially the means to go nuclear. But nuclear weapons do not grow on trees, and terrorist groups cannot at the moment produce highly enriched uranium or plutonium--the key ingredients in a nuclear device--which can come only from the existing military or civilian stocks of nations. The bad news, as Allison lays out in great detail, is that the world is losing the race to secure its nuclear material. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has documented close to two dozen cases of nuclear smuggling, raising the terrifying question of what might have gone unnoticed. Although some of his examples are less substantiated than others, Allison provides ample evidence that terrorists have opportunity to buy or steal either a nuclear device or the material to build one. Interspersed with graphic images of recent terrorist attacks in Russia, reports of such opportunities do more than enough to communicate the gravity of the threat.
Nuclear terrorism is an existential threat-leads to intercontinental war with Russia and China

Robert Ayson, July 7th 2010, “ After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects”, Center for Strategic Studies, Victoria University, “

http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/484356_918013288_923238837.pdf 


A Catalytic Response: Dragging in the Major Nuclear Powers A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Downloaded By: [Michigan State University] At: 13:38 14 July 2010 584 R. Ayson Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important . . . some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension inWashington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soilmight also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response.

Brinksmanship Extension
Russian Nukes On Early Warning

Russian TNWs on hair-trigger alert – leading to miscalculated first strike
Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)

When the perceived vulnerability of Russia’s nuclear forces and command and control infrastructure is combined with the short warning times provided by Russia’s inadequate early-warning system, another route to accidental nuclear use comes into play: the high probability that Russia has adopted a deterrence doctrine reliant upon launch on tactical warning or launch under attack. In other words, the Russians are most likely posturing their nuclear forces in a way that allows for a quick launch, one that occurs before any U.S. nuclear weapons land on Russian territory or just after the first one arrives. Russia’s concern is that its forces will be destroyed by weapons launched from Trident submarines close to its coast if it waits for the arrival of U.S. warheads to verify an actual nuclear attack. If Russia has adopted a launch-on-warning or launch-under-attack strategy, it needs to posture its forces to execute a retaliatory strike within 10 to 15 minutes after detecting an attack, which is just enough time to launch before the first Trident submarine missiles would strike their targets. Russia could also posture its forces to launch within 25 to 30 minutes, which is roughly the time that would elapse between its satellite early-warning system’s initial detection of ICBMs launched from the United States and the impact of the ICBMborne weapons. According to one report, the Russians have adopted just such a strategy, one that permits them to launch their strategic missiles within 12 minutes of an attack’s first detection by Russia’s early-warning system.28 This kind of rapid response allows very little time to verify that early-warning information is correct. It has also been reported that to counter the risk that its command and control system might be destroyed before it could launch its forces 
Russian Nukes at Risk of Miscalc

Russian Nukes Susceptible to Accidental or Unauthorized Launch
Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)

Russia’s current economic conditions have caused much concern about the security and control of Russian nuclear forces in that they could increase the chances of accidental or unauthorized launch. There are two main dangers. The first is that the security around nuclear facilities and forces will be compromised. For example, a local Russian military commander may become so upset about his troops’ poor living conditions that, in protest, he takes control of the nuclear forces he commands—i.e., becomes a rogue commander. Another possibility is that there will be a breakdown of security around nuclear forces, weapons areas, storage areas, or development facilities that will allow terrorists to gain control of nuclear materials or weapons. The poor pay and living conditions of Russian nuclear scientists and soldiers may make them susceptible to bribery and other means of persuasion available to terrorist organizations. The second main danger is that a breakdown of the command and control process will occur. During the Cold War, Russia and the United States had very effective command and control systems. Russia continues to possess a robust battle management system with numerous backup channels and a variety of redundant means for transmitting launch authorization orders to nuclear forces. However, in a crisis with very short decision times, this system could break down. 
Location Makes Turkey a Natural Target
Turkey nuclear sharing increases chances of nuclear attacks on NATO bases and kills Turkey diplomacy

Almond and Ingram ‘09

(Claudine and Paul, Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states, 1-23)

Turkey’s location has added an element of both risk and opportunity to NATO nuclear sharing. Turkey’s close proximity to states deemed potentially hostile, such as Iran and Syria, make Turkey a preferred NATO base for TNWs. The risk, of course, is that stationing TNWs in Turkey might provoke a pre-emptive strike upon NATO bases. Turkish parliamentarians have expressed to NATO the difficulty of explaining the continued presence of US TNWs on Turkish territory to Muslim and Arab neighbors. There is a fear that they undermine Turkey’s clear diplomatic objectives to act as a mediator within the region. Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey’s legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support.22
Turkey K to Prolif
Ending nuclear sharing with Turkey is key to stopping prolif

Claudine Lamond and Paul Ingram 23 January 2009 Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf p.4
Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in promoting non-proliferation. Ending nuclear sharing and fully complying with the NPT would act as a powerful example to neighboring states and strengthen Turkey’s legitimacy. Moreover, efforts by the Turkish government to play a leading role in the elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction would receive overwhelming public support. 

Withdrawal of TNW’s from Turkey key to stem Mideast proliferation

Mustafa, 2007, http://www.mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-Bulletin-USnukesTurkey-NovDev2007.pdf, 6/26/10, JX Turkey)

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.
Prolif Extensions
Iranian nuclear prolif would set off an arms race resulting in global nuclear war

Kurtz 6 (Stanley, adjunct fellow @ the Hudson Institute, August 28, pg. http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=OWU4MDMwNmU5MTI5NGYzN2FmODg5NmYyMWQ4YjM3OTU=)

Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence?  A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict.  More Terror We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike.  Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model.  Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan.  And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. If conventional wars break out in a nuclearized Middle East, it may be very difficult to stop them from escalating into nuclear confrontations.  Duck! What would life be like in such a world? Rosen argues that we must lose no time in constructing a specialized radar and satellite warning network trained on the Middle East. Without knowing who’s sending missiles against us, we cannot strike back or deter. Rosen also argues that even a somewhat leaky anti-missile defense system is going to be a must. A star-wars-type missile-defense system may have seemed powerless against the massive might of the old Soviet nuclear force. But against a growing nuclear power with a small arsenal, or against Islamic radicals who manage to commandeer an isolated nuclear-armed missile, an anti-missile defense could make a real difference.  This leads us to what may be Rosen’s most striking recommendation. “Duck and cover” is back! In a post-proliferation world, we are going to be raising another generation of children (probably several generations of children) marked by nerve-wracking “retention drills.” And get ready...the fallout shelter is coming back, too. Given the Soviets’ overwhelmingly large nuclear arsenal — capable of turning the entire United States to dust in the event of a major nuclear exchange — fallout shelters came to seem like a joke. But when dealing with a possible strike from a single weapon, or at most a mere handful of weapons, the logic of the fallout shelter is compelling. We’re going to need to be able to evacuate our cities in the event of a direct attack, or to avoid radiation plumes from cities that have already been struck. Tens or hundreds of thousands of lives could be saved by such measures.  But what about the problem of retaliation? Is there a middle way between the seemingly intolerable option of doing nothing to respond to a nuclear strike on New York or Washington, and indiscriminate nuclear retaliation against a country that may not even have attacked us? Rosen says the answer is a massive conventional campaign to take over and transform the countries that have struck us. That may seem intolerable now, but the public will demand no less in the wake of a nuclear attack on American soil.
TNWs Violate NPT

Nuclear sharing violates NPT making it irrelevant

Eben Harrell, Time, What to Do About Europe's Secret Nukes, Jan. 04, 2010
http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1943799,00.html#ixzz0u2oGU35o
Is Italy capable of delivering a thermonuclear strike? Could the Belgians and the Dutch drop hydrogen bombs on enemy targets? And what about Germany — a country where fear of atomkraft is so great that the last government opposed all civilian nuclear power? Germany's air force couldn't possibly be training to deliver bombs 13 times more powerful than the one that destroyed Hiroshima, could it?  It is Europe's dirty secret that the list of nuclear-capable countries extends beyond those that have built their own weapons — Britain, France and Russia. The truth is that Belgium, Germany, Italy and the Netherlands store nuclear bombs on their air-force bases and have planes capable of delivering them. There are an estimated 200 B-61 thermonuclear-gravity bombs scattered across these four countries. Under a NATO agreement struck during the Cold War, the bombs, which are owned by the U.S., can be transferred to the control of a host nation's air force in time of conflict. Twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Dutch, Belgian, Italian and German pilots remain ready to engage in nuclear war. (See pictures of the worst nuclear disasters of all time.)  These weapons are more than a historical oddity. They are a violation of the spirit of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) — the 1968 agreement governing nuclear weapons that provides a legal restraint to the nuclear ambitions of rogue states. Because "nuclear burden-sharing," as the dispersion of B-61s in Europe is called, was set up before the NPT came into force, it is technically legal. But as signatories to the NPT, the four European countries and the U.S. have pledged "not to receive the transfer ... of nuclear weapons or control over such weapons directly, or indirectly." That, of course, is precisely what the long-standing NATO arrangement entails.  While burden-sharing was tolerated during the Cold War, it has become an irritant at NPT review conferences, where some countries have used it as an example of the U.S.'s failure to take serious steps toward nuclear disarmament — part of its obligation under the treaty. Last year a U.S. Air Force report found that the European bases storing the weapons were failing to meet security requirements to safeguard the weapons. These revelations cemented the unpopularity of the agreement. Belgium's Parliament had already unanimously requested that NATO withdraw the weapons, while a 2006 poll found that almost 70% of people in the four countries want the U.S. nukes withdrawn. In October, German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle declared that Barack Obama's speech in Prague in April, in which the U.S. President called for countries to renew the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons, had "opened the door" to a nuke-free Europe.
US Refocusing to Southern/Eastern Europe

US is refocusing TNWs from northern Europe to Turkey

Kristensen 07 (Hans, Federation of American Scientists [http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/07/united_states_removes_nuclear.php]
For now, the withdrawal from Ramstein Air Base shifts the geographic focus of NATO’s nuclear posture to the south. Before the withdrawal, a clear majority of NATO’s nuclear weapons were deployed in Northern and Central Europe. After the withdrawal, however, more than half (51%) of the weapons are deployed in Southern Europe along the Eastern parts of the Mediterranean Sea in Italy and Turkey.

The geographic shift has implications for international security issues that NATO countries are actively involved in, such as the attempts to create a Mediterranean Nuclear Weapons Free Zone, and the efforts to persuade countries like Iran not to develop nuclear weapons. The new southern focus of NATO’s nuclear posture will make it harder to persuade other countries in the region to show constraint.


Russia W/N Reduce TNWs

Despite US/Russian agreement, Nuclear weapons still pose huge threat

Anne Penketh, Washington Program Director of the British American Security Information Council (Basic) April 4, 2010 

The stage is set for the signing in Prague of the first arms control treaty of the Obama era. It is the initial step on the road to the US President's declared goal of a world without nuclear weapons, which he vibrantly described in the Czech capital a year ago.

But now that the applause has died down after the US and Russia reached agreement on capping their deployed long-range nuclear weapons in the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (Start) follow-on pact, the treaty's limits have become apparent. The Obama administration says that it will curb the deployment of strategic weapons by one-third, leaving each side with 1,550 operational warheads, but that number is still enough to destroy the planet several times over. 
It is a far cry from 1987, when the Soviet Union and United States agreed to eliminate an entire category of weapons by signing the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces agreement.
As Obama looks ahead to the next steps in his security agenda, there is an opportunity for real disarmament, in the heart of Europe, which would lead to the removal of the 200 or so US nuclear weapons from five European countries under the NATO umbrella.  ACCESSED: July 15, 2010

Neither US or Russia will agree to reductions in Tactical Nukes under current conditions

David Wood, Columnist for Politics Daily, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About,” 7/8 ‘09 

( http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is- talking-about/ )

How likely is a deal? Not very, experts suggest.  For one thing, tactical nukes are small and easily hidden. And their "delivery vehicles'' -- arms-control jargon for the aircraft or missiles that carry them -- are also used for other purposes. Reliably counting these weapons and verifying reductions is devilishly difficult, the experts say.  Another reason is that the numbers are too important to each side to think seriously about reductions. Russia's conventional military forces are smaller and vastly inferior to those of the United States, and Russian analysts see their nuclear weapons as a critical counterbalance. Russia also needs its tactical nukes to deter problems along its long border with China.  On the U.S. side, a key goal is keeping Europeans reassured that Russia can't muscle them around. It's not that Washington would fire off its tactical nuclear weapons in a crisis, but that simply withdrawing the weapons would make some vulnerable European nations -- Lithuania comes to mind -- uneasy. And "uneasy'' is something to be avoided in a crisis.  The blue-ribbon commission, in laying out a proposed U.S. approach to the issue, succinctly demonstrated the problem: The United States should go after deep cuts in Russian tactical nukes, but go easy in cutting its own.  "All allies depending on the U.S. nuclear umbrella,'' it said in a statement that probably mirrors the Kremlin's own thinking, "should be assured that any changes in its forces do not imply a weakening of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrence guarantees.''  Tactical nukes, then, will stay.
Russia does not want to reduce TNWs
Saradzhyan, research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center, 08/10/09
(Simon, “Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability?”, International Relations and Security Network Security Watch, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/layout/set/print/content/view/full/73?id=103631&lng=en) kel


However, while ensuring that strategic nuclear arms remain the subject of verifiable arms control regimes, the two leaders and their negotiators have steered clear of another class of weapons in spite of the latter’s formidable destabilizing potential.  Russia and the US still have 2,000-3,000 and 1,000 tactical nuclear warheads operationally deployed, respectively, according to a recent estimate by US think tank Arms Control Association. The two countries also have thousands more tactical nuclear warheads either stored or awaiting dismantlement in line with the unilateral initiatives, which the nations’ leaders unveiled in the early 1990s to reduce the arsenals of tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs). These initiatives were political declarations, which are non-binding and stipulate no verification procedures. In fact, the only bilateral arms control accord that regulates Russian and US TNWs is the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), which bans both sides from either developing or deploying ground-launched missiles with ranges of more than 500 and less than 5,500 kilometers. And the future of even this accord is in doubt because Moscow has threatened to abrogate it unless it is internationalized. Both Moscow and Washington have been discouraged from negotiating a TNW control treaty by a number of issues, including difficulties in establishing effective accounting and verification procedures for tactical nuclear weapons control agreements, asymmetry in US and Russian tactical nuclear weapons arsenals, ambiguity of dual-use delivery systems and even lack of a common definition of tactical weapons.  While these obstacles remain, the Obama administration has stated its interest in making TNWs the subject of US-Russian arms control talks. The US would be interested in launching such talks once the START treaty, which expires in December 2009, is replaced, chief US arms control negotiator Rose Gottemoeller said in May. The Russian side, however, appears to be less enthusiastic. When asked about the possibility of negotiating a tactical nuclear arms control treaty with the US, Russian diplomats do not rule out such talk, but insist that a deal on TNWs be contingent on a number of other conditions. “When you go to substrategic [arms], there will be a lot of other things that need to be entered into the play,” Russian ambassador to the US Sergey Kislyak told an April panel, on which he sat jointly with Gottemoeller in Washington, DC.


Russia will not remove TNWs because of fears of US and China
Saradzhyan, research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center, 08/10/09
(Simon, “Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability?”, International Relations and Security Network Security Watch, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/layout/set/print/content/view/full/73?id=103631&lng=en) kel

One reason why Russia has bundled TNW control with so many issues is that the country’s military-political leadership continues to see a number of utilities in maintaining a formidable tactical nuclear weapons arsenal.  Russia’s strategic documents require nuclear weapons to serve as a deterrent against other nuclear weapons states, to respond to large-scale aggression using conventional weapons in situations critical to national security and to deescalate aggression.    Roles of tactical nuclear weapons per se include equalization in the face of the weakness of Russia’s conventional forces vis-à-vis the US and NATO. “Tactical nuclear weapons […] are a factor of deterrence against the enormous amount of weapons, which are currently deployed in Europe,” chief of General Staff Nikolai Makarov said in December 2008.  Russian defense policymakers also would not rule out that TNWs could be used to target US global missile defense.   Medvedev vowed in November 2008 to deploy nuclear-capable Iskander surface-to-surface missiles in the Kalinigrad exclave if the US went ahead with plans to build missile defense facilities in East Europe. When asked if Russian authorities are considering whether to deploy nuclear weapons in Kaliningrad, chairman of the State Duma’s defense committee, Vitkor Zavarzin, said “such proposals are being made.”    There are also a number of roles, which have not been officially assigned to TNWs, but are considered as options by Russian military strategists. They say that TNWs could be used as a counter-balance to China as well as a deterrent against southern neighbors to demonstrate resolve and localize armed conflicts, change the balance of forces on specific theaters and help maintain combat stability. TNWs also play lead role in creating ambiguity around Russia’s actual nuclear potential in what also, arguably, helps to deter potential foes. 

TNW lead to increased likelihood of nuclear conflict from first strike or terrorism

Saradzhyan, research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center, 08/10/09
(Simon, “Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability?”, International Relations and Security Network Security Watch, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/layout/set/print/content/view/full/73?id=103631&lng=en) kel


However, apart from benefits, TNWs also incur a number of substantial risks and costs for the nations who possess them – and Russia is no exception.   They are more likely to be used in case of war than strategic nuclear weapons, given that the chain of command authorizing use of tactical nuclear weapons will be shorter in case of a war. This increases the likelihood of the conflict escalating into an all out nuclear war even though the Russian military counts on TNWs to de-escalate an aggression. They also entrench Russia and NATO in a military stand-off, according to Alexei Arbatov, one of Russia's top arms control experts who has co-written the country's new national security strategy.  TNWs are also more vulnerable to unauthorized access and use than strategic nuclear weapons. Chechnya-based terrorist groups are known to have sought nuclear weapons and so has al-Qaida, which has close ties with groups operating in Chechnya and other parts of Russia’s troubled North Caucasus.  

US Russian START talks do not discuss TNWs
David Wood, Columnist for Politics Daily, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About,” 7/8 ‘09 

( http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is- talking-about/ )

All hail the U.S. and Russian negotiators who begin work this week on a new strategic nuclear weapons reduction treaty, a worthy goal. But Presidents Obama and Medvedev, who agreed on the outlines of the treaty at their Moscow summit, seem to have overlooked thousands of nasty nuclear weapons bristling right under their noses in Europe: Russian and American tactical nukes.  About 4,500 of these war-fighting weapons, mostly bombs and short-range missile warheads, are stored in Europe and in western Russia. They are not a subject of the strategic nuclear arms talks announced in Moscow. In fact, they are not part of any arms control treaty or negotiation.   The security of the facilities where they are stored, including underground U.S. bunkers across Western Europe, has come under question. The Russians have at least eight times as many of these weapons as the United States has deployed in Europe, an imbalance that a panel of senior American experts recently called "stark and worrisome.'' 

TNWs Create Security Crisis – Hard to Control
US and Russian TNWs will destabilize Europe – security of the weapons is problematic and numbers make them hard to control.
David Wood, Columnist for Politics Daily, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About,” 7/8 ‘09 

( http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is- talking-about/ )

Tactical nukes are a different matter. These are bombs carried on ordinary jets, like F-16s, and mounted on short-range ballistic missiles. This class of weapons might still include the nuclear land mines and nuclear artillery shells that were deployed by the tens of thousands in Europe during the Cold War. The United States and Russia both say they've gotten rid of these weapons, but intelligence services on each side harbor doubts.  The U.S. tactical weapons, mostly B-61 thermonuclear bombs, are stored in underground vaults in Belgium, Holland, Germany, Italy, and Turkey, where they are under the control of U.S. Air Force munitions support squadrons. The arrangement is that in wartime, they'd be handed over to the host nation to use in its own aircraft as part of a NATO military operation. The Air Force, in a worldwide inspection of its nuclear facilities, looked at these bases in 2007 and found that "most sites require additional resources to meet DOD [Department of Defense] security requirements.''  Part of the problem, according to the Federation of American Scientists, which obtained the internal Air Force report, is that the base security provided by the host nations varies widely, with some bases being guarded by military conscripts with little training or experience.  Almost nothing is known publicly about Russia's tactical nuclear weapons storage sites. The exact numbers and types of tactical nuclear weapons also are secret. Kristensen puts the number of deployed Russian weapons at 2,050, with an additional 5,390 in deep storage. Deployed U.S. weapons are said to number "less than 500.''  "Russia enjoys a sizable numerical advantage,'' the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, a blue-ribbon panel headed by former Defense Secretary William Perry, reported this spring. Russia "stores thousands of these weapons in apparent support of possible military operations west of the Urals,'' the report said. Whatever the number, strategists are coming to consider these weapons as an increasingly destabilizing factor in Europe.

TNWs create a security crisis – miscalculation and preemptive strike become more likely without reduction of TNWs

David Wood, Columnist for Politics Daily, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About,” 7/8 ‘09 

( http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is- talking-about/ )

Ultimately, of course, there is concern about miscalculation in an escalating confrontation over, say, Georgia. Many conflicts start unintentionally, and the tactical nuclear weapons are close at hand for saber-rattling purposes.  A more immediate problem looms, however. As Russia and the United States reduce their strategic nuclear weapons, the relative clout of tactical nukes rises. The existing imbalance in tactical nukes "will become more apparent" and U.S. allies will be "less assured,'' the commission said.  As Kristensen described it to me, the concern is that "as you cut down the deployed strategic forces, you end up with more tactical than strategic weapons deployed and that begins to create some problems. In the U.S., we don't have very many non-strategic [tactical] nuclear weapons compared to the Russians. If we agree to go down to very low levels of strategic weapons, that begins to matter to strategists.''  Especially to strategists concerned about maintaining a strong "nuclear umbrella'' over its friends and allies in Europe. Let's say, however improbable, that Moscow and Washington agree to throw tactical nuclear weapons into the arms reduction negotiations that Obama and Medvedev agreed to this week.  

Despite improved US-Russian relations, the remnant arsenals of the cold war make accidental or unauthorized nuclear war highly probable. 

David  MOSHER Senior Policy Analyst @ RAND, 2003 
(Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations, Pg. xi-xiii)
The last decade has brought significant changes in the relations between the United States and Russia. At the political level, these changes have most recently been demonstrated, in extraordinary fashion, by Russia’s providing active assistance in the war on terrorism, even helping the United States establish basing rights in Central Asia. Changes at the nuclear level have also been notable, as evidenced by the May 2002 signing of the Moscow Treaty statements in which Presidents George W. Bush and Vladimir Putin each agreed to reduce long-range nuclear forces to 2,200–1,700 over the next 10 years, down from more than 10,000 each in 1990. Many of the nuclear dangers that characterized the Cold War—a surprise nuclear attack or a crisis in Europe or Asia that could lead to nuclear war—have receded. Now that there is no longer an ideological conflict as motivation or armies poised in Central Europe to spark a crisis, neither country views nuclear war with the other as likely. Yet despite the steps taken by both countries to put Cold War hostilities behind them, an important nuclear risk remains—specifically, that of accidental and unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. This risk persists for three reasons. First, although both countries have significantly reduced their nuclear forces, they still retain nuclear postures and deterrence doctrines formulated when tension between them was much higher than it is today. Inherent in these nuclear postures, which are based on rapid delivery of a massive nuclear retaliatory strike, are concerns about the potential for an accidental or unauthorized launch.  Second, Russia’s economic and social troubles have created a new set of problems that contribute to the continuing risk of accidental and unauthorized use. Russia’s resource shortages have caused its survivable nuclear forces to plummet in both size and readiness. Its fleet of ballistic missile submarines has been decimated; most of them are decommissioned or rusting in port, and only one or two are at sea at any time. Few of its mobile missiles are deployed in the field, and many of its intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) are well beyond their planned service lives. In a severe crisis, these vulnerabilities may push Russia toward a strategy of launching its forces quickly, at the first signs of attack, to ensure their survival—a posture leaving little time for decisions and possibly leading to accidental use of nuclear weapons. This state of affairs is further complicated by an early-warning system in serious disrepair and by Russia’s increasing reliance on nuclear weapons to compensate for its atrophying conventional forces. Moreover, the risk of unauthorized launch has been heightened by personnel reliability problems arising from the social and economic upheavals Russia has experienced over the past decade, as well as by endemic problems with organized crime and its ties to separatist groups. Third, Russia’s vulnerabilities are accentuated by the design of U.S. forces, which were built to destroy Russia’s silo-based missiles. The Trident submarine, with its accurate missiles and powerful warheads, has allowed the United States to make a significant portion of those Russian forces vulnerable. As long as Russia could deploy survivable ballistic missile submarines and road-mobile and rail-based ICBMs—which it could in the 1980s—it ensured that enough of its forces would survive to retaliate against a U.S. strike. Now, however, with only a few of Russia’s survivable forces able to leave their bases, the United States is closer to being able to destroy Russia’s forces than ever before. This situation may make Russia feel even more vulnerable in a crisis and may heighten its incentives to launch its nuclear forces quickly if it fears a nuclear attack. Clearly, the improved political climate between the United States and Russia somewhat mitigates this risk of nuclear use, making it less dangerous than it might have been during the Cold War. Yet the improved environment also highlights the fact that both countries’ nuclear postures do not reflect post–Cold War realities. The world is rapidly approaching a time when any risk of accidental or unauthorized nuclear use that does remain will be considered an unacceptable anachronism. 
TNWs Lead to Miscalc
Risk of nuclear war because of miscalculation is still high – Russian economic/social problems exacerbate existing concerns

David  MOSHER Senior Policy Analyst @ RAND, 2003 
(Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations, Pg. xiii-xvi)
To determine the underlying causes of possible accidental or unauthorized nuclear use, we carefully examined the types of scenarios in which such use could occur. Our analysis suggests that there are three basic types, as shown in Figure S.1. The first is an intentional unauthorized launch. Such scenarios, brought about by a terrorist or a rogue commander (a commander who takes control of the nuclear forces he commands), have always been a concern, and both the United States and Russia went to extraordinary lengths during the Cold War to ensure they did not happen. The breakdown of order in Russia, the economic difficulties and low morale of its military personnel, and the rise in organized crime and separatist violence have increased concern about the security of its nuclear forces. In the second type of scenario, a missile is launched by mistake. In this case, the country that launches the missile has no intention of doing so; the launching occurs through a malfunction in a weapons system or during a training accident. In the past, both Russia and the United States made great efforts to guard against such accidents, and most, if not all, of the safeguard systems and procedures that were put into place remain in place today. The United States has even enhanced the safeguards in recent years for its ballistic missile submarines. Nevertheless, the probability of a mistaken launch has never been zero, and the economic and social problems in Russia have heightened concerns in the West about this problem. In the third type of scenario, nuclear weapons are launched intentionally but based on incorrect or incomplete information. Such a scenario can occur in different ways. For example, early-warning systems might malfunction, indicating that an attack was under way when in fact it was not; or a nonthreatening event might be misinterpreted as an attack. These two types of events happened during the Cold War to the United States and Russia (although, in each case, the error or malfunction was discovered before weapons were launched), and each country developed a two-tiered early-warning system (radar on land and infrared sensors in space) in part to guard against such events. But Russia’s space-based system is now essentially out of order, leaving Russia with only one type of early-warning system and greatly increasing the chance that an erroneous indication of attack could be mistaken as real. Similarly, lacking high-quality early-warning information, Russia could interpret a nuclear accident or an attack by a third country as an attack by the United States. The chances of this type of event occurring, however, are somewhat mitigated by the overall positive relations between the United States and Russia. Because the likelihood of nuclear conflict is much lower than it was during the Cold War, both nations’ leaders are far less likely to believe a nuclear attack has been launched against them than they were during the tense periods of the 1960s and 1970s. Factors Contributing to Nuclear Use Using our set of possible scenarios (see Figure S.1), we tried to determine the underlying factors that might cause any one of them to occur. We identified seven such factors, which are listed here in no particular order: 
• Nuclear forces kept at high day-to-day launch readiness

• Perceived vulnerability of nuclear forces or command and control systems

• Inadequate early-warning information

• Short decision times

• Deterrence doctrine or posture reliant on launch on warning orlaunch under attack

• Inadequate security and control of nuclear forces and weapons

• Inadequate training precautions

In our estimation, nuclear use is likely to result only from a combination of these factors—e.g., a launch-on-warning doctrine plus inadequate early-warning information—rather than from any single one. We mapped these contributing factors to each type of scenario for accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons before we began devising measures that might reduce the risk of such use occurring, which was the primary focus of our analysis.
NOW IS KEY TIME – US/Rus Relations

Now is KEY time for modeling – US-Russian Relations must remain good for any chance at reciprocal arms reduction.

David  MOSHER Senior Policy Analyst @ RAND, 2003 
(Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations, Pg. xxii)
Given the improving relations between the United States and Russia and the emerging U.S. security context, the current moment offers a historic opportunity to address one of the more vexing problems left from the Cold War: how to reduce the risk of accidental or unauthorized nuclear use to as close to zero as possible. Only a sustained, coordinated effort can solve this problem, and such an effort must start with Presidential leadership and commitment. 

Solvency – Any Reduction Reduces Risk of TNWs

Any reduction of TNWs will lead to critical reductions in risk of impacts 

Saradzhyan, research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center, 08/10/09
(Simon, “Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability?”, International Relations and Security Network Security Watch, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/layout/set/print/content/view/full/73?id=103631&lng=en) kel

These external and internal costs and risks associated with keeping TNWs outside the domain of arms control are too serious to ignore. Russia should join the US in negotiating the reduction and control of TNWs with the subsequent involvement of other nuclear weapons countries in this process.    Engagement in such negotiations may not lead to the ultimate elimination of tactical nuclear weapons unless Russia and the US make deep progress toward Global Zero in line with the April statements signed by Obama and Medvedev.   However, even an incremental reduction of these weapons by the US and Russia, if coupled with joint verifiable accounting and improvement of their security, will enhance both nations’ security, advancing their joint vital interest in preventing the use of nuclear arms by existing nuclear powers and acquisition of such arms by either nation states or non-state actors. 
Solvency – Russia will follow US Lead in TNW Reduction

US removal of nuclear weapons in Turkey is key to encouraging Russia to do the same

National Journal of Defense and Diplomacy, Thursday, April 22, 2010
The role that U.S. tactical nuclear weapons play in NATO's defense strategy is expected to be a key topic of discussion among alliance foreign ministers who began meeting today in Estonia (see GSN, March 15). "It's time to make progress on disarmament. That includes on nuclear weapons," German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle said in the Estonian capital of Tallinn, where the top diplomats from the 28-nation alliance are meeting, Agence France-Presse reported.  "We must take advantage of this window of opportunity for disarmament," Westerwelle added.  Five European nations -- Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Norway -- have joined together to call for the withdrawal of an estimated 240 U.S. gravity bombs that remain on the continent as a Cold War holdover. The weapons are thought to be located at bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey.  Calls to pull the U.S. weapons from Europe could lead certain NATO states to seek corresponding action by Russia, which is believed to hold a significantly larger stockpile of tactical nuclear bombs within its borders.  A high-level U.S. official said it was important for NATO to come to a single position on the issue.  "Our principle, and most important guidepost for moving into this discussion is that we don't want to divide the alliance on this issue," the official said.
Removing TNW’s will causes Russia to follow

Bulley May 12, 2010 (“TNW: The Likelihood of a U.S.-Russian Compromise” http://csis.org/blog/tnw-likelihood-us-russian-compromise)


Critics say the need for tactical nuclear weapons in Europe have been made redundant by U.S. commitments to European security through NATO. But the danger of keeping these weapons is the signal that is sends for other countries. A report by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies claims: The longer the stalemate over TNW continues, the greater the chance that negative features associated with U.S. and Russian TNW will spread to other countries. The arsenals of short-range missiles and other delivery vehicles in China, India, and Pakistan will continue to grow along with the potential risk that they will be fitted with nuclear weapons. The problem is that Russia’s tactical weapons are central to its nuclear posture, and unlikely to be removed or reduced, despite Russia’s recent warming of relations with the United States. What, if anything, will make Russia more amenable to drawing down its own TNW in Europe?  If the United States were to take the first step to reduce its stockpile of B61s, the Kremlin may be more amenable to reducing its own outdated stockpile. As the World Politics Review stated:  The United States -- in consultation with its NATO allies -- should seriously consider removing its nuclear weapons from Europe, while reassuring its Central and Eastern European partners that it remains firmly committed to their defense. Such an action would have few consequences for the security of the alliance, but it would be a big step toward cultivating a new, more productive relationship between Brussels and Moscow.
Reducing the number of nukes is key to solvency

Anne Penketh, Washington Program Director of the British American Security Information Council (Basic) April 4, 2010 

Engaging with Russia on its broader security concerns is certainly the correct way forward, for both the US and Nato. The main significance of the Start follow-on treaty lies in what it says about the improved diplomatic relationship between Moscow and Washington. But the countries of central and eastern Europe still need to be reassured about their security.

Solvency - Turkey K to Iran Nukes

Turkey is critical to containing Iran nuclear growth.

Melik Kaylan,Forbes The Turkey-Iran Nuke Deal 05.20.10
What on earth is Turkey's Prime Minister Erdogan up to with his unasked-for meddling in the Iranian nuclear negotiations? About the other meddler, Brazilian President Lula da Silva, one cannot wax quite as shrill--who would care if Brazil, in solo triumph, announced such a grandstanding deal to the world? No, the presence of Turkey gives a critical edge of credibility to the farce, enough to cast a shadow on the main effort to contain Iran's nukes by the U.S., Europe and other superpowers--as if that consensus were not wobbly enough. As Iran's neighbor, if Turkey won’t sign on to the very notion of embargoes (until too late) then the international initiative to isolate Iran doesn’t exist. Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu is now openly saying that "there is no more ground for new sanctions and pressures."
Turkey is critical to containing Iran nuclear growth.

Melik Kaylan,Forbes The Turkey-Iran Nuke Deal 05.20.10
So what is Turkey's calculus? Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan cannot possibly take the Iranians at their word. He knows how this scenario will unfold if Tehran isn't sharply reigned in. The prospect of a rogue nuclear-armed Iran on his border, an ancient rival with whom his people have fought incessant wars for a millenium--what is he thinking? Add to that the following concern: Gulf and Saudi money, almost entirely Sunni, helps support Erdogan's Islamic vision for Turkey in myriad ways, and here he is helping to empower the Shiite state. Let us assume that he knows what he's doing, that he has thought through at least some of the strategic consequences. Let us try to follow his mind. He has often commented that Turkey was a massive loser from the various outbreaks of instability along its borders. According to some estimates, the first Iraq war cost the country upwards of $100 billion, if you factor in the revived Kurdish insurgency that followed after Turkey accepted some 300,000 war refugees in the early 1990s. The U.S. had promised to restitute the losses but never did.   The Turks developed a visceral horror for the bloodshed in nearby Iraq from 2003 onwards. They saw a great deal more of that horror in detail on their newsreels than we did in our western media. They felt that the Kurdish problem could spill over from Iraq, and they felt that the U.S. fully intended to use the Kurds as a strategic lever to enforce acquiescence over any number of other demands. In short, they felt it could be them next. They believed that by invading Iraq, the U.S. either planned to weaken Turkey or didn't care if it did. So they moved to collaborate with Syria and Iran to contain the Kurds, and to befriend Moscow and the Gulf states.   Here the disastrous overreach and shortfall of American power in Iraq had a pivotal effect. The U.S. simply couldn't offer the Turks anything comparable to what they might lose in alienating their neighbors. Iran and Syria and Al Qaeda could wreak havoc through myriad proxy militants as punishment for Turkey's embrace of the coalition side. The U.S. could do little to stop it--unable as it was to fully stabilize Iraq or to deter enemies from hostile action against U.S. interests in an arc from Afghanistan to Lebanon. Turkey could become the next war zone, with car and suicide bombs a daily occurrence.   The Turks don’t have oil: The Great Powers saw to that when they carved up the Middle East after World War I. But virtually every non-European country around them does. The badly planned Iraq venture empowered U.S. rivals and enemies in various ways, not least by spiking oil prices. So Erdogan and his advisors took a look around in the years following 2003. Russia? Brimming with oil, with pipeline offers and construction contracts. The Arab states, ditto. Iran, too, possibly. The E.U. was busy rejecting Turkey. And what did the U.S. and Israel offer as counterincentives? For the first time since the end of the Ottoman Empire, looking West and looking East, the Turks decided that greater stability and prosperity might lie in an eastward direction. 

Unilateral Action Key
TNWs must be solved by unilateral action – not through conventions
Miles A. Pomper, Nikolai Sokov, and William C. Potter | 4 December 2009
Bulletin of the atomic sciences

Pomper is a senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Monterey Institute of International Studies and the former editor of Arms Control Today. He is the author of The Russian Nuclear Industry: Status and Prospects, published in January by the Centre for International Governance Innovation.
A senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Sokov previously worked at the Soviet and Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs and participated in the START I and START II negotiations. He is the author of Russian Strategic Modernization: Past and Future, and he co-wrote and co-edited the first Russian-language college-level textbook on nuclear nonproliferation, Yadernoe Nerasprostranenie. Potter is the director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. His present research focuses on nuclear terrorism and forecasting proliferation developments. He has served as a consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and the RAND Corporation. Currently, he serves on the National Academy of Sciences Nonproliferation Panel

On the surface, that logic is sound. The issue of nonstrategic nuclear weapons is the longest existing stalemate on the bilateral arms control agenda. No meaningful negotiations on reducing these weapons have taken place since 1991 when the two sides announced the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives--a set of unilateral parallel political obligations to eliminate, or store at central locations, a large part of U.S. and Soviet nonstrategic weapons.2 And it is highly desirable that a single limit be established on all nuclear warheads, and that all of them be subject to verification pending their elimination. Nevertheless, expanding the START format to include all nuclear weapons at this stage might create more problems than it would solve. At a minimum, bringing nonstrategic and strategic nuclear weapons into the same set of negotiations would stall, for an indefinite period, negotiations on strategic arms. Plus, the disparity between nonstrategic nuclear weapon holdings will make traditional approaches to reductions difficult, if not impossible. Moscow is certain to balk at the prospect of trading its estimated 5,000 nonstrategic weapons for 1,100 U.S. nonstrategic weapons. For its part, Washington can hardly to agree to equal reductions, which would freeze Moscow's numerical advantage. Finally, verification of nonstrategic stockpiles is a nontrivial task and will require accounting for individual warheads for the first time--START only monitors delivery vehicles such as missiles and heavy bombers and does not account for nondeployed warheads. The result would involve much more intrusive verification at military bases, and for the first time, storage sites for nuclear weapons, one of the most sensitive categories of nuclear-related facilities, would be subject to on-site inspections. While such procedures are, in principle, not unthinkable, it would require serious investment of political resources in both countries to overcome entrenched bureaucratic resistance and political opposition.\
Treaties don’t solve, only tangible actions reduce TNW’s-

Saradzhyan 09 (Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability? http://www.pakistantalk.com/forums/global-politics-defense/2940-tactical-nukes-strategic-asset-future-liability.html)

These initiatives were political declarations, which are non-binding and stipulate no verification procedures. In fact, the only bilateral arms control accord that regulates Russian and US TNWs is the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), which bans both sides from either developing or deploying ground-launched missiles with ranges of more than 500 and less than 5,500 kilometers. And the future of even this accord is in doubt because Moscow has threatened to abrogate it unless it is internationalized.  Both Moscow and Washington have been discouraged from negotiating a TNW control treaty by a number of issues, including difficulties in establishing effective accounting and verification procedures for tactical nuclear weapons control agreements, asymmetry in US and Russian tactical nuclear weapons arsenals, ambiguity of dual-use delivery systems and even lack of a common definition of tactical weapons.  While these obstacles remain, the Obama administration has stated its interest in making TNWs the subject of US-Russian arms control talks. The US would be interested in launching such talks once the START treaty, which expires in December 2009, is replaced, chief US arms control negotiator Rose Gottemoeller said in May.  The Russian side, however, appears to be less enthusiastic. When asked about the possibility of negotiating a tactical nuclear arms control treaty with the US, Russian diplomats do not rule out such talk, but insist that a deal on TNWs be contingent on a number of other conditions.  “When you go to substrategic [arms], there will be a lot of other things that need to be entered into the play,” Russian ambassador to the US Sergey Kislyak told an April panel, on which he sat jointly with Gottemoeller in Washington, DC.  The issues, with which Russia would like to bundle US-Russian negotiations on control of TNWs, include withdrawal of US TNWs from Europe, internalization of the INF Treaty, constraints on US missile defense, consent of other nuclear weapons countries to reduce their own arsenals and constraints on major powers’ conventional forces, including long-range high-precision systems.
TNW’s K to US-Russian Relations

TNWs and the resulting aggressive nuclear posture damage U.S./ Russia relations
Kristensen, FAS Nuclear Information Project director, 02/05 
[Hans, Federation of American Scientists, former Natural Resources Defense Council Nuclear Program consultant, former Nautilus Institute Nuclear Strategy Project director, former Danish Ministry of defense special adviser, former Greenpeace International Nuclear Information Unit senior researcher, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe A Review of Post-Cold War Policy,
Force Levels, and War Planning”, Natural Resources Defense Council, http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro.pdf) kel

The Bush administration declared in connection with the completion of the NPR that Russia no longer is an immediate threat. At the same, the NPR emphasized “capabilitybased planning” versus planning based on likely threats, so intentions are less relevant than capabilities. As a result, scrupulous targeting of Russian facilities continues, and part of the justification for retaining U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is Russia’s large number of non-strategic nuclear weapons. The Russian military apparently is aware of that and is concerned that the U.S. “tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe are for Russia acquiring a strategic nature, since theoretically they could be used on our command centers and strategic nuclear centers.”205 The U.S. government belittles such concern and argues that the problem is Russia’s own tactical nuclear weapons. During a visit to Moscow in October 2004, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Arms Control Stephen Rademaker stated: “I can assure you that when European audiences talk about the problem of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, their concern is directed toward the Russian tactical nuclear weapons and what countries they might be targeted on rather than the relatively small number of tactical nuclear weapons that remain in the NATO arsenal.”206 Rademaker used the occasion to formally criticize what he described as Russia’s lack of implementation of its earlier promises to reduce and dismantle tactical nuclear weapons. It is the view of the U.S. government, he stated, that “considerable concern exists that the Russian commitments have not been entirely fulfilled.”207 The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs quickly fired back, saying “commitments” is the wrong word to use because the promises were goodwill gestures and not part of a treaty. Russia has “practically carried out in full” all of the reductions it promised, the Ministry said, including “liquidation” of more than 50 percent of all sea-based tactical missiles and naval aviation, anti-aircraft missiles and nuclear aviation bombs. Moreover, the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons is continuing, the Russian government stressed, and reminded: “All of those weapons, unlike the situation with the United States, are located solely within our national territory.”  Such nuclear bickering between U.S. and Russian government officials was common during the Cold War. The fact that it occurs today – nearly three years after the 2001 NPR declared an end to nuclear animosity with Russia and Presidents Bush and Putin proclaimed a new partnership between their countries – illustrates the danger of continuing the status quo. It shows that the forward deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is an important irritant to improved relations between Russia and NATO, far out of proportion to the vague and unspecific benefits these weapons allegedly contribute to NATO’s security interests.

Relations solves Russian aggression-act as a constraining influence. 
Pifer 2009, senior adviser CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, 
(Steven, “Reversing the Decline: An Agenda for U.S.-Russian Relations in 2009”,Brooking Institute, January 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/01_us_russia_relations_pifer.aspx, ldg)

Further, the more there is to the bilateral relationship, the greater the interest it will hold for Russia, and the greater the leverage Washington will have with Moscow. Washington should aim to build a relationship so that, in any future crisis similar to that between Russia and Georgia last August, concern about damaging relations with the United States would exercise a restraining influence on Moscow’s policy choice. As the United States copes with complex problems that increasingly demand multilateral responses, it should test Russia’s readiness to be a partner. Ultimately, it makes sense to have Russia in institutions such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, as that will encourage Moscow to play by rules that have served the United States well. Likewise, as Washington works with others to craft multilateral approaches and perhaps new institutions to deal with problems such as international terrorism, climate change and the global financial crisis, it should be inclusive. Having Russia at the table in a cooperative frame of mind is vastly preferable to a truculent Russia that seeks to undermine U.S.-preferred institutions and initiatives or create alternatives.

Tactical nuclear presence in Eastern Europe combined with NATO eastern expansion, NMD, and the Russian war in Georgia has set a perfect storm of political ramifications that threaten an arms race and return to war.
Solovyvov 08
Dimitry; writer for Reuters; Oct 1; Russia fears U.S. nuclear arms on its borders; http://www.reuters.com/article/newsOne/idUSTRE4907RV20081001

 Accession of Russia's neighbors Ukraine and Georgia to NATO could lead to deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on their territory and trigger a new arms race, the Kremlin's security chief said in an interview. Security Council chief Nikolai Patrushev said in an interview with Izvestia daily, to be published on Thursday, that Washington and NATO sought to achieve military and strategic supremacy over Russia by extending the alliance's borders. "Georgia and especially Ukraine in case of their accession to the alliance can become a convenient springboard for deployment of large ground, air and naval strike forces armed with high-precision and tactical nuclear weapons," he said. "Potential deployment of such weapons in Ukraine will make them strategic, because their destruction zone will cover critically important military and economic objects in European Russia, with elements of state governance and military command," Patrushev said. "Such actions by the Americans can aggravate mutual mistrust and spiral (into) an arms race to which we do not aspire, I want to stress." At a summit in Bucharest in April, NATO members turned down requests from former Soviet republics Georgia and Ukraine to be granted a Membership Action Plan, which would have set them on the road to membership. But they held open the possibility of future entry. Patrushev, a long-term ally of powerful Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and former FSB secret service chief, also warned that a possible U.S. strike on Iran from Georgian land would lead to "additional threats to Russia's national security". Russia's relations with the West, already strained by NATO's eastward expansion and a planned U.S. missile shield in eastern Europe, soured further in August after Moscow's brief war against Georgia. Moscow further irked the West by recognizing Georgia's two breakaway regions -- Abkhazia and South Ossetia -- as independent states. 

Even a “limited” conflict would kill billions
Spearow ‘08
Jimmy; Teach Peace Foundation Adviser; The US encirclement of Russia
is igniting a cold war that endangers us all;
http://www.teachpeace.com/encirclingusall.htm
 A renewed cold war between nuclear powers also raises the danger of "accidental" nuclear war. Heightened tensions between Russia and the US-Israel increase the likelihood that one of the many false warnings, computer glitches, or other errors will result in an "accidental" yet devastating nuclear war (December 2007 Teach Peace newsletter). Finally, a nuclear war with about 100 small tactical nuclear weapons or far fewer strategic nuclear weapons will result in firestorms and injection of debris and pollutants into the upper atmosphere that will darken the skies resulting in crop killing frosts and nuclear winter. A nuclear winter from even a small nuclear war is likely to result in the starvation of about one billion people. The real losers in Georgia are the innocent civilians whose lives and homes were shattered by the war. Their lives have been imperiled by Saakashvili's reckless attack on the Pro-Russian enclave of South Ossetia, his underestimation of the Russian response and overestimation of the promises of US and Israeli military support. Unfortunately, the citizens of Georgia seem to be pawns in a struggle between major powers to encircle Russia and control the BTC oil pipeline. Saakashvili seems to have been acting in the interest of the US and Israel, and is clearly currently being supported by the US. The real irony is that due to US military and economic aid, Georgians will probably end up supporting the very politician who's reckless militarism shattered their lives and will continue to risk it. As shown in the diagram “Factors Driving the Nuclear & Conventional Arms Race” it is critically important to realize that militarism and war are fueled by fear, hatred and greed (imperialism). As the cold war gears up, such fear and hatred in country "A" will breed nationalism and a burgeoning military-industrial complex, which makes the people of nation "A" feel more powerful and secure. Unfortunately, this makes the citizens of nation "B" feel insecure, driving them to the same nationalism and military escalation. This in turn drives nation "A" to proliferate, etc, etc. The proliferation continues until one side thinks it can win a war, and attacks. Unfortunately, the US and Russia both have enough nuclear weapons to destroy each other many times over. Should a nuclear war break out, the devastation will be beyond comprehension. We need to realize that the US and Russia are risking the lives of millions of Georgians and hundreds of millions of Americans and Russians to control the oil on Russia's border. It is also important to realize that we are reentering a very dangerous phase of the cold war where fear, hate, and nationalism are driving militarization and confrontations that put all we know at risk. 



U.S. Russia war leads to extinction
Bostrom, Director of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, 2002 (Nick, Existential Risks
Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards”, http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html) 

The US and Russia still have huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons. But would an all-out nuclear war really exterminate humankind? Note that: (i) For there to be an existential risk it suffices that we can’t be sure that it wouldn’t. (ii) The climatic effects of a large nuclear war are not well known (there is the possibility of a nuclear winter). (iii) Future arms races between other nations cannot be ruled out and these could lead to even greater arsenals than those present at the height of the Cold War. The world’s supply of plutonium has been increasing steadily to about two thousand tons, some ten times as much as remains tied up in warheads ([9], p. 26). (iv) Even if some humans survive the short-term effects of a nuclear war, it could lead to the collapse of civilization. A human race living under stone-age conditions may or may not be more resilient to extinction than other animal species.

Low economy tanks Russian stability-

Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)
Sustained economic hardship and other internal difficulties have created uncertainty about the stability of Russia’s system for maintaining strict control of its nuclear forces and materials. Although the situation may have improved over the past couple of years, Russia is a more chaotic place than it was during the Soviet period. During peacetime, this may not be a serious problem; but under the pressure of a domestic or international crisis, Russia’s command and control of its nuclear forces may face problems
Russia’s early warning system makes mistaken launch inevitable 
Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)
Russia’s early-warning system has deteriorated significantly. Like the United States, Russia relies on a combination of satellite based infrared sensors and ground-based radars to provide early warning of an attack and to reduce the chances of mistakes. Satellites provide the earliest warning of an attack; they detect the hot exhaust from missiles as they streak into space. Radars track the missiles as they get closer to the target. The problem is that both Russia’s satellite and radar networks have holes in them today. Analyses by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) and others have shown that Russian satellites currently have little, if any, ability to detect missiles launched from U.S. Trident submarines.1 The satellite network observing U.S. ICBM fields has only one or two of its six satellites working today, which provides coverage for only about six hours a day. As for Russia’s radar network, it, too, is incomplete: It has a large gap to the east and a smaller gap to the west through which Trident missiles could fly all the way to Moscow without being seen. The implications of Russia’s blindness to nuclear attack are extremely troubling when combined with the compressed decision time required to execute a launch on- warning strategy.
Russian Nukes unsecure
Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)
The general disorder in Russia today creates much uncertainty about the security and control of nuclear forces and materials. The far-flung deployments of Russia’s nuclear forces and materials, the existence of separatist and terrorist groups, and the strong presence of organized crime in Russia combine to make this situation particularly dangerous. 
US-Russian cooperation in combating terrorism improves relations-
Rand 03 (“Beyond the Nuclear Shadow: A Phased Approach for Improving Nuclear Safety and U.S-Russian Relations” By: David E. Mosher, Lowell H. Schwartz, David R. Howell, Lynn E. Davis http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1666/)
Fortunately, the end of the Cold War and the corresponding improvement in U.S.-Russian relations have created an opportunity for both countries to take steps to improve nuclear safety. Some steps in this direction have already been taken, such as sharp reductions in forces and the sharing of early-warning information, and further improvements in relations will make other measures possible as well. Moreover, steps taken to improve nuclear security can improve U.S.- Russian relations by reducing the relevance of nuclear weapons to the relationship. The improvements in U.S.-Russian relations that have taken place so far are clearly indicated by both nations’ reactions to the attacks of September 11, 2001. For the first time since the Second World War, the United States and Russia find themselves allied against a common foe. Russia’s role in the war on terrorism has been substantial: encouraging the use of former Soviet bases in Central Asia, arming and funding Afghani groups opposed to the Taliban regime, and actively supporting U.S. initiatives in the international community. For the first time, it is possible to see a future in which Russia is a full fledged member of the Euro-Atlantic community. This new geostrategic environment poses difficult questions for U.S. and Russian strategists about deterrence requirements in the future and the appropriate size, posture, command and control infrastructure, and strategy for each nation’s nuclear arsenal. 
Terrorism

Uniqueness: TNW’s

By Alistair Millar and Brian Alexander, 2002 (Fourth Freedom Forum, Washington DC http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/ngorep/TactNukes.pdf)

'Tactical nuclear weapons' (TNWs) include a broad array of atomic explosive devices, ranging from so-called nuclear landmines and nuclear artillery shells to air-dropped or missile launched nuclear warheads. TNW yields range from relatively low (0.1 kiloton (KT)) to higher than the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki (10-15 KT, upwards to 1 megaton). Even a very low-yield atomic blast would create highly damaging effects, above and beyond what a conventional explosion of the same size could produce. Furthermore, because TNWs are often smaller in size, and because of the manner which they may be safeguarded and deployed, TNW can be more susceptible to theft and unauthorized or accidental use. Misuse of a TNW would cause unprecedented destruction, and potentially lead to a broader nuclear exchange. The TNW arsenal of the United States is estimated at 1,670 warheads. These are stored mainly at facilities in the US mainland, but 150-200 US TNW are deployed across eight bases in Europe. Estimating the Russian arsenal is more complicated. There are numerous conflicting accounts, and serious doubt about whether the Russians themselves even know the total number of TNW they have. The most recent estimate of the Russian TNW arsenal is around 3,590 deployed weapons, but when estimates of warheads stored or slated for dismantlement are taken into account, these estimates grow to as high as 15,000. Without greater international attention toward controlling these arsenals, these weapons, or their components, could fall into the hands of nuclear aspirant states or non-state actors such as terror networks. 

Reducing US TNW’s K2 Russia relations

Dixon 09-(“The Tactical Nuclear Weapons Dilemma”http://www.rooseveltcampusnetwork.org/tactical-nuclear-weapons-dilemma)
Addressing this dilemma will be difficult, but leaders will need to find a solution to TNW before achieving a nuclear-free world. NATO should get on the same page with regard to US deployment of its weapons in Europe. It will take American leadership to put this in motion. Ultimately the United States will have to remove all TNW from Europe to get Russia to make substantial cuts in its arsenal. Fortunately, this would not erode superior US military capabilities. Indeed, the forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review should recognize the diminished importance of TNW and set the stage for further reductions. The United States should also promote greater transparency of US and Russian stockpiles. This will help with verification of any agreement and improve oversight of safe warhead storage. The issue of tactical nuclear weapons is just one of many that world leaders will face as they attempt to scale back nuclear arms. Once US and Russian leaders reach an agreement on START, they should soon turn their attention to other critical but less noticed challenges such as TNW. Slowly but surely will the ideal of a nuclear weapons-free world become a reality.

Terrorists Will Try to Aquire Nukes

Al-Qaeda is looking into acquiring nuclear weapons for terrorism.

Julian Borger 9-6-08 (is the Guardian's diplomatic editor. He was previously a correspondent in the US, the Middle East, Eastern Europe and the Balkans. Daily Mail (London), pg. 42, LN)


Yet the threat of nuclear terrorism is real. In 1998, Osama bin Laden declared it was a religious duty to acquire nuclear weapons 'to terrorise the enemies of God'.

Just days before the September 11 attacks in 2001, the Al Qaeda leader met a Pakistani delegation, including two retired nuclear scientists, in Kandahar.

According to accounts of that meeting, Bin Laden expressed interest in how to build a bomb and was told it was technically quite simple — acquiring the fissile material was the main obstacle.

Terrorists are seeking to acquire and use nuclear material-

Washington Post 07 (http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/17529/nuclear_terrorism_faq.html “Nuclear Terrorism” )

Al Qaeda has been seeking nuclear weapons and the material needed to make them for more than a decade. Osama bin Laden and his followers have repeatedly attempted to acquire stolen nuclear material and to recruit nuclear expertise. In 2001, for example, bin Laden and his deputy Ayman al-Zawahiri met at length with two senior Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons. As early as 1993, al Qaeda attempted to purchase what it believed was HEU in the Sudan. In the 1990s, the Japanese terror cult Aum Shinrikyo, which launched the nerve gas attack in the Tokyo subway, also attempted to get nuclear weapons. Russian officials have confirmed that Chechen terrorist teams have carried out reconnaissance at Russian nuclear warhead storage sites, and in 2005, the Russian Minister of the Interior warned that Russia had intelligence that Chechen groups were planning "attacks against nuclear and power industry installation" intended to "seize nuclear materials and use them to build weapons of mass destruction." Some Chechen factions are closely linked to al Qaeda

AT: START Solves Terrorism

DOESN’T SOLVE TERRORISM - START DOESN’T IMPROVE GLOBAL NUCLEAR SECURITY

Cooper 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
Finally, loose nuke dangers extend well beyond Russia and its neighbors, as recent events in Pakistan aptly illustrate. But post-START will not address this dimension of the problem even indirectly. It would not even offer a useful template for others to emulate, since theglobal solution lies not in Cold War-era verification archetypes, but rather in expanding the cooperative threat reduction model and in improving national capacities and multinational collaboration in law enforcement, border security, and maritime and air interdiction. (28) Nor do the negotiations offer a potential lever with which to pry better Russian cooperation since Moscow is already foursquare behind such efforts, as exemplified by its co-leading the U.S.-sponsored GlobalInitiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. On balance, then, post-STARToffers little, if any, remediation for nuclear security dangers.

Miscl. Nuke Cards

TNW’s Useless/Expensive-

Acronym 10 (‘Tactical’ Nuclear Weapons: A dangerous anachronism’ http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf)
The US European Command (USEUCOM), once the principal advocate for nuclear weapons in Europe, no longer supports their presence. One of their senior officers is quoted as saying “We pay a king’s ransom for these things …and they have no military value”. The view of USEUCOM is that deterrence provided by US Strategic Command’s nuclear capabilities outside Europe are more cost effective, and there is no military downside to the unilateral withdrawal of all its nuclear weapons from Europe. Hence the justification for keeping them is entirely political. According to a US task force on Nuclear Weapons Management (December 2008) this military attitude “fails to comprehend – and therefore undermines – the political value our friends and allies place on these weapons, the political costs of withdrawal and the psychological impact of their visible presence as well as the security linkages they provide. … As long as our allies value their political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability”. If these weapons are already costing a king’s ransom the costs are certain to rise in future. One reason is the need to refurbish the nuclear warheads (B-61 Mods 3 and 4). They are the oldest in the armoury, having been first deployed thirty years ago. The new US Nuclear Posture Review, published on 6 April 2010, commits the US to retain the “capability to forward-deploy US nuclear weapons on tactical fighter-bombers and heavy bombers, and proceed with full-scope life extension for the B-61 bomb including enhancing safety, security and use control”. This will also mean establishing a nuclear delivery capability for the F-35 when the F-16 is phased out by 2017. In Germany the nuclear capable Tornado aircraft is also due to be phased out. Its planned Eurofighter replacement is apparently not appropriate for carrying nuclear weapons. There is an even more urgent issue over security. According to a US Government report most storage sites still require significant additional resources to meet Department of Defense security requirements

US Nukes underprotected-

Acronym 10 (‘Tactical’ Nuclear Weapons: A dangerous anachronism’ http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf)
 Difficulties, including the short training regimen for nuclear security teams - in some cases as little as nine months - and the impossibility of performing no-notice security checks as a result of host nation/NATO requirements, create a hazardous situation in which weapons designed to defend NATO might themselves become targets. Peace activists frequently enter the nuclear bases in symbolic acts of protest, and it is chilling to imagine what an armed gang might achieve. Just this year nonviolent Belgian activists breached a double-fenced security barrier at Kleine Brogel air base and reached the aircraft shelters near where the nuclear bombs are stored.

A2 Plan Kills NATO- 
Acronym 10 (‘Tactical’ Nuclear Weapons: A dangerous anachronism’ http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf)
Are we really to believe that Czechs and Hungarians, for example, sleep more easily for knowing that their German, Italian, Belgian, Dutch and Turkish allies are sitting on small stockpiles of American nuclear bombs and have a veto on their use? Equally far-fetched is the view expressed by some NATO diplomats that the mere presence of these weapons helps to dissuade NATO members that might otherwise decide to acquire such things for themselves. That argument might have had resonance in the 1960s, but not now. The US Nuclear Posture Review comments “the role of nuclear weapons will be discussed this year in connection with NATO’s revision of its Strategic Concept. Any changes in NATO’s nuclear posture should only be taken after a thorough review within - and decision by – the Alliance”

Withdraw Nukes Good- General.

FAS 08 (http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2008/06/us-nuclear-weapons-withdrawn-from-the-united-kingdom.php)

The withdrawal from Lakenheath means that the U.S. nuclear weapons deployment overseas is down to only two U.S. Air Force bases (Aviano AB in Italy and Incirlik in Turkey) plus four other national European bases in Belgium, Germany, Holland and Italy, for a total of six bases in Europe. It is estimated that there are 150-240 B61 nuclear bombs left in Europe, two-thirds of which are based on NATO’s southern flank (see Table 1). Why NATO and the United States have decided to keep these major withdrawals secret is a big puzzle. The explanation might simply be that “nuclear” always means secret, that it was done to prevent a public debate about the future of the rest of the weapons, or that the Bush administration just doesn’t like arms control. Whatever the reason, it is troubling because the reductions have occurred around the same time that Russian officials repeatedly have pointed to the U.S. weapons in Europe as a justification to reject limitations on Russia’s own tactical nuclear weapons. In fact, at the very same time that preparations for the withdrawal from Ramstein and Lakenheath were underway, a U.S. State Department delegation visiting Moscow clashed with Russian officials about who had done enough to reduce its non-strategic nuclear weapons. General Jones’ “good news” could not be shared. By keeping the withdrawals secret, NATO and the United States have missed huge opportunities to engage Russia directly and positively about reductions to their non-strategic nuclear weapons, and to improve their own nuclear image in the world in general. The news about the withdrawal from Lakenheath comes at an inconvenient time for those who advocate continuing deployment of U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe. By following on the heels of the withdrawal from Ramstein Air Base in 2004-2005 and Greece in 2001, the Lakenheath withdrawal raises the obvious question at the remaining nuclear sites: If they can withdraw, why can’t we? What is at stake is not whether NATO should be protected with nuclear weapons, but why it is still necessary to deploy tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Japan and South Korea are also covered by the U.S. nuclear umbrella, but without tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Asia. The benefits from withdrawing the remaining non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe far outweigh the costs, risks and political objectives of keeping them there. The only question is: who will make the first move?

Russian TNWs bad- General 

ISN 09 (Tactical Nukes: A Strategic Asset or Future Liability? http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/layout/set/print/content/view/full/73?id=103631&lng=en)

However, apart from benefits, TNWs also incur a number of substantial risks and costs for the nations who possess them – and Russia is no exception. They are more likely to be used in case of war than strategic nuclear weapons, given that the chain of command authorizing use of tactical nuclear weapons will be shorter in case of a war. This increases the likelihood of the conflict escalating into an all out nuclear war even though the Russian military counts on TNWs to de-escalate an aggression. They also entrench Russia and NATO in a military stand-off, according to Alexei Arbatov, one of Russia's top arms control experts who has co-written the country's new national security strategy. TNWs are also more vulnerable to unauthorized access and use than strategic nuclear weapons. Chechnya-based terrorist groups are known to have sought nuclear weapons and so has al-Qaida, which has close ties with groups operating in Chechnya and other parts of Russia’s troubled North Caucasus. These external and internal costs and risks associated with keeping TNWs outside the domain of arms control are too serious to ignore. Russia should join the US in negotiating the reduction and control of TNWs with the subsequent involvement of other nuclear weapons countries in this process. Engagement in such negotiations may not lead to the ultimate elimination of tactical nuclear weapons unless Russia and the US make deep progress toward Global Zero in line with the April statements signed by Obama and Medvedev. However, even an incremental reduction of these weapons by the US and Russia, if coupled with joint verifiable accounting and improvement of their security, will enhance both nations’ security, advancing their joint vital interest in preventing the use of nuclear arms by existing nuclear powers and acquisition of such arms by either nation states or non-state actors
Terrorism

Al-Qaeda is looking into acquiring nuclear weapons for terrorism.

Julian Borger 9-6-08 (is the Guardian's diplomatic editor. He was previously a correspondent in the US, the Middle East, Eastern Europe and the Balkans. Daily Mail (London), pg. 42, LN)
Yet the threat of nuclear terrorism is real. In 1998, Osama bin Laden declared it was a religious duty to acquire nuclear weapons 'to terrorise the enemies of God'.
Just days before the September 11 attacks in 2001, the Al Qaeda leader met a Pakistani delegation, including two retired nuclear scientists, in Kandahar.

According to accounts of that meeting, Bin Laden expressed interest in how to build a bomb and was told it was technically quite simple — acquiring the fissile material was the main obstacle.

Terrorists are seeking to acquire and use nuclear material-
Sokov 02 (Dr. Nikolai Sokov, Senior Research Associate CNS NIS Nonproliferation Program Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) Monterey Institute of International Studies May 2002 http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_10a.html)

Though TNWs constitute a large percentage of the arsenals of the nuclear weapon states, TNWs are the least-regulated category of nuclear weapons covered in arms control agreements. They are only subject to an informal regime created by unilateral, parallel declarations made by George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev in the fall of 1991. But the informal nature of the 1991 regime has resulted in considerable uncertainty with regard to implementation, as well as considerable disparity in numbers
Washington Post 07 (Http://Belfercenter.Ksg.Harvard.Edu/Publication/17529/Nuclear_Terrorism_Faq.Html “Nuclear Terrorism” )
Al Qaeda has been seeking nuclear weapons and the material needed to make them for more than a decade. Osama bin Laden and his followers have repeatedly attempted to acquire stolen nuclear material and to recruit nuclear expertise. In 2001, for example, bin Laden and his deputy Ayman al-Zawahiri met at length with two senior Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons. As early as 1993, al Qaeda attempted to purchase what it believed was HEU in the Sudan. In the 1990s, the Japanese terror cult Aum Shinrikyo, which launched the nerve gas attack in the Tokyo subway, also attempted to get nuclear weapons. Russian officials have confirmed that Chechen terrorist teams have carried out reconnaissance at Russian nuclear warhead storage sites, and in 2005, the Russian Minister of the Interior warned that Russia had intelligence that Chechen groups were planning "attacks against nuclear and power industry installation" intended to "seize nuclear materials and use them to build weapons of mass destruction." Some Chechen factions are closely linked to al Qaeda  In some respects, TNWs are more dangerous than strategic weapons. Their small size, vulnerability to theft, and perceived usability make the existence of TNWs in national arsenals a risk to global security. And the new perception of the usability of nuclear weapons in both Russia and the United States, albeit for different reasons, could create a dangerous precedent for other countries.
Nuclear Terrorism escalates into war and the impact extinction 
Corsi ‘05
(Jermome, Corsi - PhD from Harvard - D/L 7,11,09 http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.)
The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. 

The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. 

Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge. None of these scenarios bodes anything but more disaster. The point is simple: America cannot tolerate the risk that some insane group of radical Islamic terrorists might want to buy their way into heaven by exploding a nuclear device in the heart of New York City. The consequences are too devastating to imagine, let alone experience. As a nation we must realize that this type of attack can happen. It may only be a matter of time, unless we act right now. We must not permit the mad mullahs to have a nuclear capability they can turn clandestinely into a nuclear weapon to use in attacking America. That we might believe we can solve the problem diplomatically is exactly the conclusion the mullahs are praying we will come to.

Removing TNW’s will causes Russia to follow

Bulley May 12, 2010 (“TNW: The Likelihood of a U.S.-Russian Compromise” http://csis.org/blog/tnw-likelihood-us-russian-compromise)
Critics say the need for tactical nuclear weapons in Europe have been made redundant by U.S. commitments to European security through NATO. But the danger of keeping these weapons is the signal that is sends for other countries. A report by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies claims: The longer the stalemate over TNW continues, the greater the chance that negative features associated with U.S. and Russian TNW will spread to other countries. The arsenals of short-range missiles and other delivery vehicles in China, India, and Pakistan will continue to grow along with the potential risk that they will be fitted with nuclear weapons. The problem is that Russia’s tactical weapons are central to its nuclear posture, and unlikely to be removed or reduced, despite Russia’s recent warming of relations with the United States. What, if anything, will make Russia more amenable to drawing down its own TNW in Europe?

 If the United States were to take the first step to reduce its stockpile of B61s, the Kremlin may be more amenable to reducing its own outdated stockpile. As the World Politics Review stated:

 The United States -- in consultation with its NATO allies -- should seriously consider removing its nuclear weapons from Europe, while reassuring its Central and Eastern European partners that it remains firmly committed to their defense. Such an action would have few consequences for the security of the alliance, but it would be a big step toward cultivating a new, more productive relationship between Brussels and Moscow.
1AC Terrorism Scenario 

Al Qaeda’s presence in Turkey is expanding 

Cakir 08 (Rusen Cakir is a senior correspondent for the Turkish daily Vatan and has contributed to various other media outlets, such as Milliyet and CNN Turk. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/JA17Ak01.html)  

Even though al-Qaeda has so far never staged an attack on Turkish soil using non-Turkish operatives, the al-Saqa incident shows that it would be possible. Moreover, the 2003 Istanbul bombings demonstrate that the network has the capacity to recruit militants within Turkey, primarily due to the growth of radical Islam there since the 1980s. Over the years, many Turkish youth have volunteered to fight with Islamist groups in areas such as Afghanistan, Bosnia, Chechnya, Kashmir and Ogaden [2]; in so doing, some have developed a close relationship with al-Qaeda.   Following the US occupation of Iraq, there was a steady outflow of Turkish volunteers ready to fight in the Iraqi insurgency. Newspapers often report stories of Turkish nationals who die in suicide attacks or in armed combat. For instance, Habib Akdas - the ringleader of the Istanbul bombings - was reportedly killed in a US bombardment of al-Anbar province in September 2004.   Similarly, it is claimed that Gurcan Bac, another leading member of al-Qaeda, died in a clash in Fallujah in 2005. Lastly, a US Army spokesperson announced the deaths of Mehmet Yulmaz and Mehmet Resit Isik in Iraq's Hawiya region in June 2007. The spokesperson stated that these individuals helped foreign activists enter Iraq through Turkey. Yulmaz, also known as "Halid al-Turki," was a top leader of the organization while Isik was his deputy.   Another report revealed that two Turkish al-Qaeda militants, Sadettin Akdas - the brother of Habib Akdas, who is suspected of plotting the Istanbul bombings - and Burhan Kus, escaped from the Abu Ghraib prison in April 2007.   In the wake of the Istanbul bombings, groups linked to or inspired by al-Qaeda have been the target of greater scrutiny by intelligence organizations. However, as is the case in many parts of the world, it is much harder to trace small groups that have no direct link to al-Qaeda than larger, better organized movements. For example, on March 9, 2004, two Islamist youths - Nihat Dogruel and Engin Vural - independently sought to bomb 40 Masons congregating in the Masonic Lodge in Istanbul's Kartal district; Masons are considered to be pro-Zionist by many Turkish Islamists. Security prevented the two from deploying the bomb properly and, as a result, only Dogruel and a waiter were killed, while Vural was wounded and arrested. The activists had no direct connection with al-Qaeda, but were clearly inspired by the network.   Far from being professional militants, Turks influenced by al-Qaeda are generally ordinary citizens. One of the suspects arrested in Aksaray was a high school English teacher, and the other four were also employed and socially integrated individuals. It might also be worth noting that one of these bombers - Ilyas Kuncak - had grandchildren. Al-Qaeda-style militancy in Turkey continues to attract individuals outside the usual profile of young, single, unemployed/underemployed youths.     

Weakening the Nuclear Umbrella will cause the United States competitors and it’s allies to Increase nuclear Weapon production and proliferation 

Frank Gaffney Jr. “A shrinking deterrent; U.S. increasingly seen as a paper tiger” The Washington Times. 5-27-2009. Frank J. Gaffney Jr. is president of the Center for Security Policy and a columnist for The Washington Times.

North Korea celebrated Memorial Day with an underground test of a nuclear weapon reportedly the size of the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima. With that and a series of missile launches that day and subsequently, the regime in Pyongyang has sent an unmis- takable signal: The Hermit Kingdom has nothing but contempt for the so-called "international community" and the empty rhetoric and diplomatic posturing that usually precede new rewards for the North's bad behavior. The seismic waves from the latest detonation seem likely to rattle more than the windows and members of the U.N. Security Council. Even as that body huffs and puffs about Kim Jong-il's belligerence, Japan and South Korea are coming to grips with an unhappy reality: They increasingly are on their own in contending with a nuclear-armed North Korea. Until now, both countries have nestled under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. This posture has been made possible by what is known in the national-security community as "extended deterrence." Thanks to the credibility of U.S. security guarantees backed by America's massive arsenal, both countries have been able safely to forgo the option their respective nuclear-power programs long afforded them, namely becoming nuclear-weapon states in their own right. A bipartisan blue-ribbon panel recently warned the Obama administration that extended deterrence cannot be taken for granted. In its final report, the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States unanimously concluded: "Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. ... The US. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well." Unfortunately, the Obama administration is moving in exactly the opposite direction. Far from taking the myriad steps needed to assure both the visibility and credibility of the U.S. deterrent, Mr. Obama   has embraced the idea of eliminating that arsenal as part of a bid for "a nuclear-free world."  The practical effect of such a policy direction is to eschew the steps called for by the Strategic Posture Commission and, indeed, the recommendations of Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates; Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command; and Thomas D'Agostino, director of the National Nuclear Security Administration. Each has recognized the need for modernization of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, enhanced "stewardship" of the obsolescent weapons that likely will continue to make up the bulk of the arsenal for years to come, and sustained investment in the infrastructure - both human and industrial - needed to perform such tasks.  The Obama administration is, nonetheless, seeking no funds for replacing existing weapons with designs that include modern safety features, let alone ones more suited to the deterrent missions of today - against states such as North Korea and Iran rather than the hardened silos of the Soviet Union. It is allowing the steady atrophying of the work force and facilities of the Department of Energy's nuclear-weapons complex.  Arguably worst of all, Team Obama is pursuing an arms-control agenda that risks making matters substantially worse. Using the pretext of the year's-end expiration of the U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), the president has dispatched an inveterate denuclearizer, Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller, to negotiate in haste a new bilateral agreement with the Russians. By all accounts, she is seeking a deal that would: reduce by perhaps as much as a third what is left of our arsenal (leaving as few as 1,500 nuclear weapons), preserve the Kremlin's unilateral and vast advantage in modern tactical and theater nuclear weapons, and limit U.S. ballistic missile defenses.  The administration is equally fixated on another non-solution to today's threats: ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), rejected by a majority of the U.S. Senate a decade ago. That accord would permanently preclude this country from assuring the viability of its arsenal through the one means absolutely proven to be effective - underground nuclear testing. Meanwhile, nonparty North Korea and its partner in nuclear crime, Iran (which has signed but not ratified the treaty), would not be hindered from developing their arsenals. In addition, Republican members of the Strategic Posture Commission, who all opposed CTBT ratification, think the Russians are continuing to do valuable underground testing as well.  The Obama agenda will not make the United States safer. If anything, it will increase international perceptions of an America that is ever less willing to provide for its own security. States such as Russia and China that are actual or prospective "peer competitors" are building up their nuclear arsenals. They and even smaller powers such as North Korea and Iran increasingly feel they can assert themselves with impunity.  In such a strategic environment, America's allies will go their own way. Some may seek a more independent stance or try to strike a separate peace with emerging powers such as China. Others may exercise their option to "go nuclear," contributing to regional arms buildups and proliferation.  If Mr. Obama wishes to avoid such outcomes, he would be well advised to heed the advice of the Strategic Posture Commission: "The conditions that might make the elimination of nuclear weapons possible are not present today and establishing such conditions would require a fundamental transformation of the world political order." Until then, we had better do all that is needed to maintain a safe, reliable, effective and, yes, extended deterrent.
Turn: Nuclear Weapons reductions increase proliferation 

John Bolton. USA TODAY“Deal weakens U.S. posture; Opposing view: Obama's policy makes risky reductions in nuclear weapons.” John Bolton, a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, was U.N. ambassador and undersecretary of State for arms control during the George W. Bush administration. 7-9-2009.

President Obama has to date failed to articulate any coherent strategic rationale for the substantial cuts in nuclear weapons and delivery systems he agreed to Monday with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. Obama's inability to do so is not surprising, because he made these commitments without waiting for an up-to-date "nuclear posture review," the definitive mechanism for assessing America's strategic needs.  Avoiding this authoritative process, coupled with the administration's hell-for-leather insistence on ratifying a new treaty by December, and its proposed cuts in missile-defense expenditures and critical weapons systems such as the F-22, demonstrate just how ideologically committed Obama is to a less robust U.S. defense posture. Not only are the proposed cuts in nuclear weapons levels dangerous, but the reductions in delivery systems are even more reckless, as the United States now significantly relies on such systems to deliver conventional warheads. Russia does not.  Obama's approach weakens our nuclear and conventional capabilities, while leaving Russia exactly at levels to which it would otherwise be driven by its own bleak economic realities. Moreover, Russia still insists on linking reductions in U.S. missile defenses to offensive cuts, and Obama hasn't unequivocally rejected this dangerous connection.  Obama's policy is risky for America and its global allies who shelter under our nuclear umbrella. It is hardly the time to shred that umbrella. Nuclear proliferation threats are growing, with North Korea detonating nuclear devices and testing missiles; Iran's nuclear and missile programs progressing; India and Pakistan increasing their capabilities; and other would-be nuclear states watching America's response.  Although Obama hopes dramatic U.S. nuclear weapons reductions will discourage proliferation, the actual result will be the exact opposite. Reality is much harsher than a wishful-thinking administration willing to accept deep cuts in America's defenses, with our military already stretched thin.  The answer is not to rush into any new treaty with Russia by year's end. Preserving the verification mechanisms of the START treaty, which expires then, is doable by simply extending those mechanisms until new strategic levels can be carefully considered and prudently negotiated. Any other approach leaves America vulnerable. Our president should know better.
 Turn: Plan increases Proliferation. Weakening the Nuclear Umbrella will cause the United States competitors and it’s allies to Increase nuclear Weapon production and proliferation  
Frank Gaffney Jr. “A shrinking deterrent; U.S. increasingly seen as a paper tiger” The Washington Times. 5-27-2009.
 Frank J. Gaffney Jr. is president of the Center for Security Policy and a columnist for The Washington Times.  


North Korea celebrated Memorial Day with an underground test of a nuclear weapon reportedly the size of the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima.  With that and a series of missile launches that day and subsequently, the regime in Pyongyang has sent an unmis- takable signal: The Hermit Kingdom has nothing but contempt for the so-called "international community" and the empty rhetoric and diplomatic posturing that usually precede new rewards for the North's bad behavior. The seismic waves from the latest detonation seem likely to rattle more than the windows and members of the U.N. Security Council. Even as that body huffs and puffs about Kim Jong-il's belligerence, Japan and South Korea are coming to grips with an unhappy reality: They increasingly are on their own in contending with a nuclear-armed North Korea.  Until now, both countries have nestled under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. This posture has been made possible by what is known in the national-security community as "extended deterrence." Thanks to the credibility of U.S. security guarantees backed by America's massive arsenal, both countries have been able safely to forgo the option their respective nuclear-power programs long afforded them, namely becoming nuclear-weapon states in their own right.  A bipartisan blue-ribbon panel recently warned the Obama administration that extended deterrence cannot be taken for granted. In its final report, the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States unanimously concluded: "Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. ... The US. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well."  Unfortunately, the Obama administration is moving in exactly the opposite direction. Far from taking the myriad steps needed to assure both the visibility and credibility of the U.S. deterrent, Mr. Obama  has embraced the idea of eliminating that arsenal as part of a bid for "a nuclear-free world."  The practical effect of such a policy direction is to eschew the steps called for by the Strategic Posture Commission and, indeed, the recommendations of Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates; Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command; and Thomas D'Agostino, director of the National Nuclear Security Administration. Each has recognized the need for modernization of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, enhanced "stewardship" of the obsolescent weapons that likely will continue to make up the bulk of the arsenal for years to come, and sustained investment in the infrastructure - both human and industrial - needed to perform such tasks.  The Obama administration is, nonetheless, seeking no funds for replacing existing weapons with designs that include modern safety features, let alone ones more suited to the deterrent missions of today - against states such as North Korea and Iran rather than the hardened silos of the Soviet Union. It is allowing the steady atrophying of the work force and facilities of the Department of Energy's nuclear-weapons complex.  Arguably worst of all, Team Obama is pursuing an arms-control agenda that risks making matters substantially worse. Using the pretext of the year's-end expiration of the U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), the president has dispatched an inveterate denuclearizer, Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller, to negotiate in haste a new bilateral agreement with the Russians. By all accounts, she is seeking a deal that would: reduce by perhaps as much as a third what is left of our arsenal (leaving as few as 1,500 nuclear weapons), preserve the Kremlin's unilateral and vast advantage in modern tactical and theater nuclear weapons, and limit U.S. ballistic missile defenses.  The administration is equally fixated on another non-solution to today's threats: ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), rejected by a majority of the U.S. Senate a decade ago. That accord would permanently preclude this country from assuring the viability of its arsenal through the one means absolutely proven to be effective - underground nuclear testing. Meanwhile, nonparty North Korea and its partner in nuclear crime, Iran (which has signed but not ratified the treaty), would not be hindered from developing their arsenals. In addition, Republican members of the Strategic Posture Commission, who all opposed CTBT ratification, think the Russians are continuing to do valuable underground testing as well. The Obama agenda will not make the United States safer. If anything, it will increase international perceptions of an America that is ever less willing to provide for its own security. States such as Russia and China that are actual or prospective "peer competitors" are building up their nuclear arsenals. They and even smaller powers such as North Korea and Iran increasingly feel they can assert themselves with impunity.  In such a strategic environment, America's allies will go their own way. Some may seek a more independent stance or try to strike a separate peace with emerging powers such as China. Others may exercise their option to "go nuclear," contributing to regional arms buildups and proliferation.  If Mr. Obama wishes to avoid such outcomes, he would be well advised to heed the advice of the Strategic Posture Commission: "The conditions that might make the elimination of nuclear weapons possible are not present today and establishing such conditions would require a fundamental transformation of the world political order." Until then, we had better do all that is needed to maintain a safe, reliable, effective and, yes, extended deterrent.  
A2: Uniqueness, Turk Extremists Increasing

 Sebastian Rotella, June 28, 2009
 http://articles.latimes.com/2009/jun/28/world/fg-turk-terror28    

LONDON — In an audio message from a hide-out in South Asia this month, an Al Qaeda chief did something new: He sang the praises of an ethnic group that once barely registered in the network.  "We consider the Muslims in Turkey our brothers," said Mustafa Abu Yazid, the network's operations chief. Lauding Turkish suicide bombers killed in recent attacks near the Afghan-Pakistani border, he declared, "This is a pride and honor to the nation of Islam in Turkey, and we ask Allah to accept them amongst the martyrs."  The message is the latest sign of the changing composition of Islamic extremism, anti-terrorism officials and experts say. The number of Turks in Al Qaeda, long dominated by Arabs, has increased notably, officials say. And militant groups dominated by Turks and Central Asians, many of whom share Turkic culture and speak a Turkic language, have emerged as allies of and alternatives to Al Qaeda in northwestern Pakistan.  "We are aware of an increasing number of Turks going to train in Pakistan," said a senior European anti-terrorism official who asked to remain anonymous because the subject is sensitive. "This increase has taken place in the past couple of years."  Turkey's secular tradition and official monitoring of religious practice for years helped restrain extremism at home and in the diaspora. But the newer movements churn out Internet propaganda in Turkish as well as German, an effort to recruit among a Turkish immigrant population in Germany that numbers close to 3 million.  "We are seeing almost as much propaganda material from these Turkic groups as we are from Al Qaeda," said Evan Kohlmann, a U.S. private consultant who works with anti-terrorism agencies around the world. "Turks were perceived as moderate with few connections to Al Qaeda central. Now Germany is dealing with this threat in a community that could be a sleeping giant."  Germany is especially vulnerable because it has troops in Afghanistan. The threat could also intensify in other countries with Turkish populations, such as France, Belgium and the Netherlands, whose anti-terrorism agencies focus on entrenched extremism in large North African communities.  And the implications are serious for Turkey, a Muslim ally of the West and a longtime gateway to battlegrounds in the Middle East and Asia. 

Extremism Not Growing

Yair Ettinger, 04

Prof. Sammy Smooha's Arab-Israeli relations index, published here for the first time, suggests that 90 percent of Arab citizens recognize Israel's right to exist. Two-thirds of these citizens feel the Israeli establishment is democratic also toward them, but 55 percent also fear the possibility of transfer.  "The Galilee is sitting on a powder keg," says a Jewish public figure who lives in the region. He senses "growing extremism and separatism" in neighboring Arab communities and warns that "if government neglect continues, Galilee will become Bosnia."  An Arab intellectual from the Triangle region of Israeli Arab villages, predicts that "within two or three years, continued discrimination will bring us all to another October 2000." [Thirteen Arab demonstrators were killed by police in northern Israel over several days of disturbances that followed Ariel Sharon's visit to the Temple Mount at the end of September 2000.] When the topic of discussion is Arab-Israeli relations, the forecast can never be too stormy.   Indeed, Prof. Sammy Smooha's survey Index of Arab-Israeli Relations in Israel indicates how severe alienation has become: 53.3 percent of Arabs feel rejected as citizens of Israel. The University of Haifa sociologist found a deterioration in the image that each group has of the other: 55.8 percent of Arabs do not trust the majority of Jews, 57.2 percent of Jews share similar feelings toward Arabs, and fears are profound.  Transfer, or expulsion of Arabs from the state, is not on the government's current agenda, yet a majority of Arab citizens - 55.4 percent - responded at the end of 2003, that they feared the possibility of transfer. Seventy percent said they feared violence on the part of Jews. For their part, 77.3 percent of Jews responded that they feared an Arab popular uprising. Smooha says that the statistics reveal a deep rift, of a magnitude that has precipitated civil war and governmental collapse in other countries.  Despite that, the "growing extremism theory" prevalent among Jews, policy makers and academic researchers is not supported by Smooha's comprehensive study, in which 1,400 Jews and Arabs participated. According to the growing extremism theory, says Smooha, Jews and Arabs are engaged in a historic process of continuing alienation, distancing and conflict. According to the theory, "conflict will inevitably appear. The only question is when. The events of October 2000 were only a harbinger of the big crash." Logic and evidence supporting the theory of growing extremism are so strong that few would dare to question or refute the theory, according to Smooha.  However, similar surveys carried out by Smooha since 1976 point out the possibility of trends in Arab public opinion that conflict with common assumptions. A total of 10 percent of Arab citizens now deny Israel's right to exist. The number was twice that in 1976, and about 15.5 percent in 2001-02, after the bloody events in the Arab sector. With or without reservations, 90 percent of Arabs now recognize Israel, and most want to be integrated into Israeli society: 67.5 percent would be willing to live in a Jewish neighborhood, and 80 percent would like Arabs to enjoy parks and share swimming pools with Jews. Only 13.4 percent would be willing to move to a Palestinian state.  As a result of these findings, Smooha tends to support a theory that he created as an alternative to the growing extremism theory. According to his "politicization theory," positive and negative forces acting on Jews and Arabs in Israel create a balance that prevents conflict. This creates a process in which crisis, confrontation and violence are not inevitable outcomes. He believes that politicization is fed by two more basic processes, "Israelization, which connects Arabs closely to the state and to Jews in many areas of life, and democratization of the society and its government."  The study of Arab public opinion indicates that Israeli Arabs are reluctant to adopt a path of nationalist confrontation, and, in fact, prefer to avoid politics altogether. Political demonstrations by the Arab public are nearly nonexistent and, in the last Knesset elections, voting in the Arab sector hit an all-time low of about 62 percent. Voting in regional council elections was characterized by the failure of political parties to rally support. The voting saw the election of lists based on hamula, or clan, affiliations. The Islamic Movement's southern wing was trounced in Knesset and regional council elections.  According to the survey, a majority of both sectors, about 58 percent, believe that MKs from Arab parties loyally represent Arab citizens. However, the political stands adopted by these representatives are not necessarily identical to those of their constituency. Arab legislators, for example, failed to support the Geneva initiative, which denies the right of return of Palestinian refugees to the pre-1967 borders. But almost 75 percent of Arabs in the study support the return of refugees only to the territories, and a considerable minority of 37.7 percent actually accepts the Zionist principle that "Israel is justified in maintaining a Jewish majority."  As MK Ahmed Tibi puts it, "Israel is a democratic state for the Jews and a Jewish state for the Arabs." However, 65.2 percent of those surveyed agreed with the statement "despite its disadvantages, the government in Israel is democratic also toward its Arab citizens."  What has happened to public opinion since the events of October 2000? An examination of public opinion over the past 28 years shows that there has been a considerable moderation of what Smooha calls "militant stands" in the Arab population. A total of 3.1 percent of the Arabs said in the current study that they supported violence, as opposed to 17.9 percent in 1976, 8 percent in 1988 and 5.4 percent in 2002. A total of 54.9 percent said that they feel closer to Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza, while 45.1 percent said that they feel closer to Jews in Israel. In 2002, these numbers were 70 percent to 30 percent in favor of Palestinians. In 1985, 47.1 percent responded that they were anti-Zionist. This statistic now stands at 20 percent. A total of 78.8 percent responded that they were non-Zionists.  Despite this, the Jewish population has hardened its opinions regarding Arabs. The rate of Jews who would deny Arabs the right to live as a minority in Israel was 15.9 percent in 1985, 9.6 percent in 1995, but rose to 21.5 percent in 2003. Almost 74 percent of Jews said that they avoided entering Arab settlements.  One of the surprises of the survey was the extent to which Jews would be willing to grant a certain level of autonomy to Israeli Arabs, ranging from 55.1 percent who said the state should recognize a representative body elected by the Arab community to 61.3 percent who agreed that Arabs would autonomously manage issues relating to their religion, education and culture within the framework of the state. Israeli governments have always soundly rejected both of these demands.  Among Arabs surveyed, it was surprising that 48.2 percent support comprehensive integration into the Western world, and that within some Arab subgroups - Christians (68 percent), Druze (56 percent) and non-religious Muslims (52 percent) - there is actually a majority that supports such integration.  Smooha says his research presents a picture that is "gray - not black or white." Like many commentators, he is convinced that "in the final analysis, the events of 2000 led to serious restraint on both sides."  Face to face interviews  The Arab-Israeli Relations in Israel Index, sponsored by the Jewish-Arab Center at the University of Haifa, was initially published this month with the goal of presenting a current picture of the two populations and the changes in their relations over past years. The current research examines public opinion, but the author, Prof. Sammy Smooha, intends to add the study of "objective" factors in the future, which will measure equality in socioeconomic terms (such as education, income, poverty, and unemployment), representation in government, discrimination, demographics and bilingualism in the minority and majority populations.  The Jewish population surveyed included 700 men and women above age 18, from geographic areas throughout the country, including settlements beyond the Green Line. The survey was conducted by telephone in Hebrew and Russian.  The Arab population surveyed also numbered 700 men and women, and included a representative sample of Arabs in Israel, including Druze and Bedouin Arabs. Palestinians in East Jerusalem were not included. A specially appointed staff interviewed participants face to face in the months of August and September 2003. In both populations, sampling error was 3.7 percent.  Prof. Smooha has been conducting public opinion surveys among the Arab population for the past 28 years. His surveys are considered to be credible, in part because they are conducted in person. Smooha intends to publish the index periodically in the future, using similar questions each time. Smooha says the index will join three indexes currently published by Israeli academics: The Peace Index published by the Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace Research at the University of Tel Aviv; the National Strength Index, published by the National Security Studies Center at the University of Haifa; and the Democracy Index published by the Israel Democracy Institute.
Rate of theft for Nuclear Material is disturbingly high.

NEIL MACFARQUHAR 10-28-08, (Attended college at Standford, United Nations bureau chief of The New York Times, National Correspondent for the Time; New York Times, pg 7, LN)
Mohamed ElBaradei, the chief of the International Atomic Energy Agency, said in a speech on Monday that the number of reports of nuclear or radioactive material stolen around the world last year was ''disturbingly high.''  Dr ElBaradei in his annual report to the General Assembly, said nearly 250 such thefts were reported in the year ending in June.  ''The possibility of terrorists obtaining nuclear or other radioactive material remains a grave threat,'' he said. ''Equally troubling is the fact that much of this material is not subsequently recovered.''  Dr. ElBaradei’s staff and outside experts cautioned that the amount of missing material remained relatively small. If all the stolen material were lumped together, it would not be enough to build even one nuclear device, they said.  It is also unclear if the rising number of reports of stolen material stems from a growing market for radioactive goods or more vigilant reporting of thefts by member states. However, the idea that there might be a new market for such material is of concern, they said, especially if some of it were to end up in a dirty bomb. The threat from such a bomb is less a health risk from radiation than from the panic an attack would probably cause, said Cristina Hansell, a professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, in Monterey, Calif. Most of the concern about thefts centers on the countries of the former Soviet Union, where nuclear programs were widespread, but they occur everywhere. In a typical case, Ms. Hansell said, an oil company reported last May that a device containing radioactive material that was used in exploration in Sudan was missing. It would take long exposure to the device to create any health risk, she said. ''What will kill you from a dirty bomb is the immediate explosion, not the radioactivity,'' she said, noting that the main concern was that despite the attention devoted to trying to police such material, the amount disappearing keeps rising. ''There still seems to be quite a big problem.''  
TNWs are useless and if we get rid of them, Russia is bound to follow suit.

Miles A. Pomper, Nikolai Sokov, and William C. Potter | 4 December 2009
Bulletin of the atomic sciences

Pomper is a senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Monterey Institute of International Studies and the former editor of Arms Control Today. He is the author of The Russian Nuclear Industry: Status and Prospects, published in January by the Centre for International Governance Innovation.
A senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Sokov previously worked at the Soviet and Russian Ministry for Foreign Affairs and participated in the START I and START II negotiations. He is the author of Russian Strategic Modernization: Past and Future, and he co-wrote and co-edited the first Russian-language college-level textbook on nuclear nonproliferation, Yadernoe Nerasprostranenie.

Potter is the director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. His present research focuses on nuclear terrorism and forecasting proliferation developments. He has served as a consultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and the RAND Corporation. Currently, he serves on the National Academy of Sciences Nonproliferation Panel
For many years Moscow's position on nonstrategic nuclear weapons has been inflexible and stagnant. And its agreement to begin negotiations on them has been linked to U.S. acceptance of the idea that nuclear weapons should only be based in national territories--i.e., the withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe. Effectively, Russia is betting that NATO, which is the custodian of the U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in Europe, will refuse to accept that principle, and therefore, it will not have to take meaningful measures to address its own nonstrategic weapons. Calling Moscow's bluff could be the key to meaningful progress. If U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Europe, it would be hard for Russia to continue stonewalling. While such a step is bound to generate controversy in the United States and NATO, especially in Eastern Europe, it is likely to have little impact on U.S. and alliance security, despite assertions to the contrary. There is little evidence, for example, that Washington would resort to nuclear weapons use, much less nuclear weapons of a tactical variety, if an attack were to occur. Furthermore, nonstrategic nuclear weapons are no longer frontline weapons. In fact, they currently can reach only a few targets in Russia and relocation further east would violate the 1997 NATO-Russia Charter. More importantly, the presence (or absence) of a limited number of U.S. nuclear bombs in Europe can hardly influence the Russian perception of the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence. And if need be, Washington has many other tools of reassurance it can employ--e.g., new missile defenses and extended air patrols, not to mention its vast strategic nuclear arsenal. Ultimately, the question is about the political will of U.S. leaders, not about specific assets. Lastly, the window of opportunity for using nonstrategic weapons in Europe as a lever to induce change in the Russian position is narrow. The dual-capable aircraft that are intended to deliver nonstrategic nuclear weapons are nearing the end of their lifetime. If these systems are allowed to expire, NATO would lose the lever; if they are replaced at high cost, then trading them away would be politically complicated, at best. There is no guarantee, of course, that unilateral withdrawal of U.S. nonstrategic nuclear weapons from Europe would lead Russia to change its position. It would, however, make it more politically costly, if not impossible, for Moscow to continue to stall. If implemented against the background of positive movement in other areas such as strategic arms reduction, this tactic has a good chance of succeeding. After all, something must be done--and soon. The continuing stalemate over nonstrategic nuclear weapons is unacceptable and represents a needless threat to transatlantic security and President Barack Obama's vision of a nuclear-weapon-free world. 

Turkey D/N Want Nukes

Turkish PM against nuclear weapons in region 

Anatolia news agency ["TURKISH PREMIER SAYS TURKEY REJECTS NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN ITS REGION/TURKISH PREMIER SEES NUCLEAR SECURITY A TARGET FOR ALL HUMANITY" - AA headline] April 12, 2010 Monday


ANKARA (A.A) -11.04.2010 -Turkish prime minister on Sunday said his country was against nuclear proliferation and weapons-applicable nuclear technology in its region. "We do not want to see nuclear armament in our region. Our policy on this issue is very clear no matter which country has it. That could be Israel or Iran or any other country," Erdogan told reporters in response to a question before his departure for the United States to participate in an international nuclear security summit. Erdogan said he would make a call to the international community to "take a firm stance" against Israel's suspected nuclear arsenal. "We have yet to see an international community, which is so sensitive about Iran's nuclear programme, taking a firm stance against Israel," Erdogan said. Israel is believed to be the only nuclear-armed power in the Middle East but has never confirmed or denied that it possesses atomic weapons. Iran insists that its nuclear programme is for civilian purposes only, and the Islamic regime has denied any secret military agenda to it. The Turkish prime minister defined on Sunday the security of nuclear materials as a target all humanity should share to make the world safer. Turkey's Premier Recep Tayyip Erdogan said every country was both nationally and internationally responsible for this issue. "The main goal of the nuclear security summit to take place in Washington D.C. is to list the steps to be taken to strengthen security of nuclear materials and facilities in the world," Erdogan told a press conference in Istanbul before he flew to the United States. Erdogan will participate in the two-day summit to be hosted by US President Barack Obama. Almost 50 heads of state and government are expected to attend the summit. Premier Erdogan said no country could cope with proliferation of nuclear weapons on its own. "This fight should be carried out within the framework of a decisive, insistent and common strategy, in line with laws and without any discrimination," he said. Erdogan said Turkey was aware of its responsibilities regarding this issue under international conventions, and was fulfilling those obligations. "We have clearly set the policies we will follow during this summit," he said. Erdogan said he would have the opportunity to meet participating leaders, and hoped the summit would bear positive results for all humanity. Premier Erdogan will give a conference at the George Mason University and inaugurate an exhibition titled "Ottoman Worldview from Piri Reis to Katip Celebi" the Washington Marriot Hotel. Erdogan will return to Turkey on April 14. Source: Anatolia news agency, Ankara, in English 1325 gmt 11 Apr 10

Nuclear Iran = Regional Prolif

Iran redeveloping nukes causes proliferation

Global Security Newswire 6/18/10 (http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100618_3410.php)

The emergence of a nuclear-armed Iran would prompt "a wave" of neighboring countries to scramble for their own atomic arsenals, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev told the Wall Street Journal in remarks published today (see GSN, June 17). The United States and its European allies have long suspected Iran of seeking to develop nuclear weapons, despite Tehran's frequent assertions to the contrary. Russia has generally expressed less doubt about Iran's purportedly peaceful nuclear ambitions, and Moscow has joined Beijing at times in opposing Western proposals for U.N. Security Council measures targeting the Middle Eastern state over its nuclear work (Gregory White, Wall Street Journal, June 18).
A2: Uniqueness, Turk Extremists Increasing

Turkish Extremism increasing in the status quo

Sebastian Rotella, LA Times, June 28, 2009
http://articles.latimes.com/2009/jun/28/world/fg-turk-terror28

 LONDON — In an audio message from a hide-out in South Asia this month, an Al Qaeda chief did something new: He sang the praises of an ethnic group that once barely registered in the network.  "We consider the Muslims in Turkey our brothers," said Mustafa Abu Yazid, the network's operations chief. Lauding Turkish suicide bombers killed in recent attacks near the Afghan-Pakistani border, he declared, "This is a pride and honor to the nation of Islam in Turkey, and we ask Allah to accept them amongst the martyrs."  The message is the latest sign of the changing composition of Islamic extremism, anti-terrorism officials and experts say. The number of Turks in Al Qaeda, long dominated by Arabs, has increased notably, officials say. And militant groups dominated by Turks and Central Asians, many of whom share Turkic culture and speak a Turkic language, have emerged as allies of and alternatives to Al Qaeda in northwestern Pakistan.  "We are aware of an increasing number of Turks going to train in Pakistan," said a senior European anti-terrorism official who asked to remain anonymous because the subject is sensitive. "This increase has taken place in the past couple of years."  Turkey's secular tradition and official monitoring of religious practice for years helped restrain extremism at home and in the diaspora. But the newer movements churn out Internet propaganda in Turkish as well as German, an effort to recruit among a Turkish immigrant population in Germany that numbers close to 3 million.  "We are seeing almost as much propaganda material from these Turkic groups as we are from Al Qaeda," said Evan Kohlmann, a U.S. private consultant who works with anti-terrorism agencies around the world. "Turks were perceived as moderate with few connections to Al Qaeda central. Now Germany is dealing with this threat in a community that could be a sleeping giant."  Germany is especially vulnerable because it has troops in Afghanistan. The threat could also intensify in other countries with Turkish populations, such as France, Belgium and the Netherlands, whose anti-terrorism agencies focus on entrenched extremism in large North African communities.  And the implications are serious for Turkey, a Muslim ally of the West and a longtime gateway to battlegrounds in the Middle East and Asia.
Hegemony

American Hegemony Remains Strong, Despite Difficult Times  
Marcus Gee, International Affairs Columnist, The Globe And Mail (Canada), October 3, 2008 P. l/n
Wall Street is in flames. The most unpopular president in recent history is living out his last pathetic days in office. The U.S. military is so stretched Russia can thumb its nose at Washington by invading Georgia.  Is this the twilight of American hegemony? That's certainly the wisdom of the moment. Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad calls it the "end of an American empire." Russian President Dmitry Medvedev says "the time of domination by one economy and one currency has been consigned to the past once and for all." According to British scholar John Gray, "The era of U.S. global leadership, reaching back to the Second World War, is over."  Gently, now. Let's not consign the United States to the dustbin of history just yet. Its critics have made that mistake in the past, only to see it come back stronger than ever. In the 1980s, don't forget, it was fashionable to dismiss it as a spent force. Inflation and government debt were rising, productivity flagging. The Japanese, busy snapping up U.S. crown jewels like Rockefeller Center, were expected to leave the Americans in their dust. Instead, they rebounded in the 1990s with the longest economic expansion in its history.  The Wall Street crisis is a severe comedown, not just for the U.S. economy but for the whole brand of American laissez-faire capitalism. But the economy has recovered from other blows - the 1987 market crash, the pop of the dot-com bubble in 2000 - without losing its global primacy. It is still the most the powerful in the world - three times as big as Japan's, its nearest rival, and four times as big as China's. It's also the most competitive, according to the authoritative Global Competitiveness Index for 2007-2008. Accustomed to the gales of creative destruction, it snaps back better than most.  Instead of spelling the end of U.S. financial dominance, the credit crisis has in a funny way confirmed it, discrediting the notion that other economies (in Asia, for example) have "decoupled" from the United States. When Congress votes on its bailout package, the whole world will be looking to Washington for leadership.  In global politics, too, Washington is in a better position than its detractors claim. True, the grinding struggle in Iraq and stumbling leadership of George W. Bush have tarnished its reputation. But as American author Robert Kagan notes in a recent essay, it has suffered far worst blows in the past, from the North Korean invasion of the South and the loss of China to communism to the fall of South Vietnam and the overthrow of the shah of Iran - each "a strategic calamity of immense scope." By contrast, Iraq looks manageable, especially after the clear progress of the past year.  Despite predictions of Middle Eastern chaos flowing from Iraq, Washington's main Arab allies - Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, the Gulf states - remain firmly in the American camp. In Asia, two major powers, Japan and India, have moved markedly closer to the United States, partly out of fear of a rising China. Relations with China itself remain generally friendly. Bush-hating Europe, meanwhile, seems certain to warm up to Washington with a new president, particularly given its growing fear of Russia. Two of Europe's biggest powers, France and Germany, have already moved closer under pro-American leaders Nicolas Sarkozy and Angela Merkel.  None of the powers that might challenge Washington in the future is anywhere near superpower status. Russia's new bravado is based on petro-wealth that could dry up if oil prices keep dropping back to saner levels. China is still fixated on clawing its way out of poverty. The glittering display at the Olympics notwithstanding, its per capita income stands 99th in the world, just behind Samoa's. India is too concerned about the dangers in its own neighbourhood to consider real global leadership. Any challenger bumps up against the stark fact that Washington spends as much on its military as the next 20 countries combined.  Of course, the United States cannot be the cock of the walk forever. A country with just 4.4 per cent of the world's population, and shrinking by the year, is bound to be overtaken in time. The very principles Washington espouses as global leader - peace, democracy and open markets - ensure that other powers will have the breathing space to catch up.  But it will take more than a panic on Wall Street to ring down the curtain on U.S. predominance. The Americans may be down, but they're not out yet - not by a long shot.
Hegemony is Necessary to Control Proliferation and Other Global Woes
Ann Florini, director of the Centre on Asia and Globalisation at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy and senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, The Korea Herald November 8, 2008 p. l/n
Barack Obama's election comes at a moment when a new bit of conventional wisdom is congealing. It concerns the end of America's global dominance. True, freewheeling American-style capitalism has not acquitted itself proudly of late. And America's military superiority has not proved all that useful in accomplishing American ends. But who may pick up the slack in providing global leadership? The uncomfortable answer that Obama is likely to confront is this: nobody. America may be damaged, but no replacement is on offer. Europe is self-absorbed, focused on creating whatever kind of entity it ends up deciding to be. China's standard response to any suggestion that it exercise global leadership is to hide beneath its vast internal agenda and plead poverty. No other country comes close to having either the capacity or the ambition. In the face of the familiar litany of desperate global problems - not just financial instability, but also climate change, energy insecurity, potential pandemics, terrorism, and the spread of weapons of mass destruction - the prospect of a rudderless world is more than alarming. What is to be done? And by whom? Given that the United States has not been playing much of a leadership role on many of these issues recently, it is worth taking a look at what happens when no one country exercises effective leadership. One set of answers might seem apparent from the collapse of international trade negotiations and the unraveling international system to control the spread of nuclear weapons. Things can certainly get grim. But that is not the whole story. 
AT: NATO Alliance DA

Tactical Nuclear Weapons are a risk, not an asset to NATO or European secuirty
John Nagl for the Washington Post. Tactical Nuclear Weapons.  Published 5-9-2010. LN

The treaty President Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev   signed last month reducing their countries’ supplies of stratergic nuclear weapons goes a long way toward boosting stability between the two former Cold War rivals, whose arsenals together account for 95 percent of the world's nuclear arms. But it is only a first step toward a safer future for a planet that remains awash in nukes.  The next logical step is to retire the thousands of American and Russian tactical or "battlefield" nuclear weapons, which are meant to support troops in the field during a conflict. Today, these weapons serve no military purpose. During the Cold War, the United States deployed them in Europe to deter a Soviet attack against our NATO allies, but a Russian invasion through the Fulda Gap is no longer a major concern. America's strategic nuclear arsenal and conventional military superiority provide all the deterrence NATO needs. While strategic nuclear weapons will be necessary to protect the United States for many years, tactical nuclear weapons are a dangerous and unnecessary expense for everyone, and especially for Moscow. Russia has thousands more tactical nuclear weapons than we do, and our allies sometimes consider U.S. deployment of such weapons in Europe to be concrete proof of our commitment to NATO's defense. So it will not be easy for the United States to negotiate a deal reducing or, better still, eliminating them. Yet, in an age when every tactical nuclear weapon the world gets rid of is one less that could fall into the hands of terrorists or a rogue state, these political challenges seem well worth tackling. John Nagl is the president of the Center for a New American Security and the author of "Learning to Eat Soup With a Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessons From Malaya and Vietnam."

TURN: NATO alliance NOT dependent on TNWs – Keeping them there causes more rifts

Andreasen, Former  Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National Security Council,08
(Steve, Star Tribune, June 26, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentary/21828734. html?page=1&c=y, accessed 5/25/10, DM)

That U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have not been under the most stringent lock and key could and should spark a long-overdue discussion within NATO regarding the role of short-range, or "tactical," nuclear weapons in European security -- and whether the benefits of continuing these nuclear deployments outweigh the risks.  For much of the Cold War, the United States deployed thousands of tactical nuclear weapons on the territory of its European NATO allies. The purpose of these deployments was to underscore the political link between America and Europe and provide a military capability to deter and if necessary defeat Soviet tank armies poised to invade NATO through Germany.  The Red Army -- one of the most formidable in history -- withdrew from Eastern Europe and returned to Russia shortly after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Seventeen years later, the military rationale for the estimated 150 to 240 U.S. nuclear weapons that remain in Europe is difficult to discern. Does NATO fear that the Russian Army today -- a shell of its former self -- might intervene in new NATO-member states as the alliance expands eastward, and that nuclear weapons are necessary to manage that threat? Or does NATO believe that hundreds of American nuclear weapons deployed across Europe are necessary to deter or defeat the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran?  Both of these scenarios seem a bit far-fetched, especially given that any residual military-deterrence mission for nuclear weapons vis-à-vis Russia or Iran could be dealt with by U.S. and British strategic nuclear forces on submarines patrolling at sea. As to the argument that U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe today are the political glue that holds NATO together -- it increasingly sounds like a historical shibboleth repeated by nuclear bureaucrats rather than a true assessment of the political and security bonds that continue to hold NATO together as an alliance of like-minded states.  One of the most important security threats relevant to those bonds is the threat of nuclear terrorism. The presence of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe has little if any relevance to dealing with this problem -- terrorists are unlikely to be deterred by the threat of nuclear retaliation. More likely, the continued existence of tactical nuclear weapons exacerbates the terrorist threat, as these weapons are smaller and more portable and thus are inviting targets for theft -- especially if the bases storing these weapons are not adequately secured.
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